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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
This Tehama County Drought and Water Shortage Response Plan (Drought Plan) has been developed to 
satisfy the requirements of Senate Bill 552 (Drought Planning for Small Water Suppliers and Rural 
Communities, SB 552) and to prepare the County of Tehama (County) for future droughts and water 
shortages. This Drought Plan improves the County’s preparedness for and resiliency to future drought in 
the following ways. 

 
(1) The Plan explores the risk of water shortage for the County’s self-supplied communities, including 

analysis of State data and local stakeholder feedback. 

(2) The Plan considers opportunities to improve reliability through water system consolidations 
where feasible. 

(3) The Plan includes an implementation plan, including monitoring protocols the County will use to 
detect water shortages, and interim long-term solutions for state small water systems and 
domestic wells within the County, to achieve Plan goals and objectives. 

(4) The Plan concludes with recommendations for additional policies and actions that can further 
improve the County’s preparation for future drought cycles and water shortage conditions. 

Overall, this Drought Plan allows the County to anticipate water shortages before they occur and respond 
proactively, reducing the risk of drought impacts throughout the County. 

 

1.1. Legal Basis 

In response to the historic and continued drought conditions California experienced from 2012 to 2016, 
the State Legislature implemented a series of legislative water initiatives designed to improve the drought 
planning and response processes for water providers and counties. There was a particular focus on small 
water suppliers and rural communities, which were identified as being more vulnerable to water 
shortages during drought cycles because they vary widely in supply source reliability, emergency source 
availability, and organizational capacity. In 2018, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
organized a County Drought Advisory Group (CDAG) to identify small water suppliers and rural 
communities that are vulnerable to drought and water shortage conditions and developed policy 
recommendations that would improve drought preparedness through more proactive water shortage 
contingency planning. DWR subsequently submitted a recommendation report, Small Water Systems and 
Rural Communities Drought and Water Shortage Contingency Planning and Risk Assessment, to the 
Legislature and Governor Newsom in Spring 2021 as part of implementing the 2018 legislative package to 
make conservation a way of life. The CDAG recommendations were moved forward by DWR and became 
foundational recommendations that became the basis for SB 552 legislation (see Appendix A). 

 
SB 552 amends California Water Code §10609.70 to include new drought planning requirements for 
counties, which this Drought Plan fulfills. The requirements are as follows: 

 
a. Establish a standing county drought and water shortage task force or alternative process that 

facilitates drought and water shortage preparedness for state small water systems and domestic 
wells 
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b. Assess potential drought and water shortage risk 

c. Provide emergency and interim drinking water solutions in the County's drought and water 
shortage risk mitigation plan (plan) 

d. Consider consolidations for existing water systems and domestic wells in the plan 

e. Consider domestic well drinking water mitigation programs in the plan 

f. Consider an analysis of steps to implement the plan 

g. Consider analysis of local, state, and federal funding sources available to implement the plan 
 

Tehama County has already established a Drought Task Force working group (see Appendix B), which 
satisfies the requirement for a “standing county drought and water shortage task force or alternative” 
process. Drought preparedness and response actions are coordinated on an ongoing basis through 
regular meetings of the County’s Drought Task Force; meetings will include guest speaker presentations, 
discussions with State and Federal agencies, local agency updates, and discussion of drought tools 
applied in the Central Valley. A list of the stakeholders included in the Drought Task Force is included in 
Appendix B. The remaining requirements of SB 552 are satisfied by this Drought Resiliency Plan. 

 
The focus of the Drought Plan is on the County’s smallest water systems – those with 14 or fewer 
connections and domestic wells. While other larger water systems also face drought-related risks, the 
Legislature has assigned water systems with 15 or more service connections the responsibility for 
completing their own drought planning efforts. In contrast, water systems with 14 or fewer connections 
and domestic well owners often lack the organizational capacity to complete their own drought planning 
process. The responsibility of drought planning for water suppliers of different sizes is illustrated in 
Figure 1-1. As shown on the right-hand side of the figure, SB 552 assigns the County responsibility to 
complete a Drought Plan for these smallest systems and domestic wells (also called Self-Supplied 
Communities or Rural Communities). 

 

 
Figure 1-1. Drought Planning Responsibility by Number of Service Connections 
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Human Right to Water 

California is one of the first states in the nation to legislatively recognize the human right to water. 
Through the passage of AB 685 and the subsequent amendment to Section 106.3 of the Water Code, 
“every human being has the right to safe, clean, affordable, and accessible water adequate for human 
consumption, cooking, and sanitary purposes.” Importantly, the human right to water extends to all 
communities, including rural and disadvantaged individuals. Implementation requires sustained 
engagement at the regional and state levels. The SWRCB is making efforts to implement outreach 
programs and improve access to technical assistance providers, which is fundamental to ensure the 
human right to water for all Californians. Many of the programs and actions documented in this Drought 
Plan also advance the State’s goal of protecting the human right to water. 

 

1.2. Drought Planning in Tehama County 

Several local agencies in Tehama County play a vital role in facilitating drought preparedness. These 
agencies include the Tehama County Environmental Health and Office of Emergency Services, the Tehama 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (TGSA) formed under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA), the Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District, the Tehama County 
Groundwater Commission, and the Tehama County Resource Conservation District. 

 
The following Subbasins, managed by the TGSA, are in Tehama County: 

 
• Antelope Subbasin 
• Bend Subbasin 
• Bowman Subbasin 
• Corning Subbasin (Tehama County portion) 
• Los Molinos Subbasin 
• Red Bluff Subbasin 
• South Battle Creek Subbasin 

Numerous water resource agencies and districts oversee the provision and development of water supplies 
in Tehama County. These include the following agricultural water purveyors-entities, urban water 
purveyors, agencies with flood management responsibilities, and agencies with land use management 
responsibilities: 

 
Agricultural Water Purveyors-Entities 

• Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District 
• Tehama Colusa Canal Authority 
• US Bureau of Reclamation 
• US Army Corps of Engineers 
• Individual Landowner Irrigation Wells 
• Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
• California Department of Water Resources 
• Tehama County Resource Conservation District 
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Urban Water Purveyors 

• City of Red Bluff 

• City of Corning 

• City of Tehama 

• Rio Alto Water District 

• Los Molinos Community Services District 

• Gerber Las Flores Community Services District 

• R-Wild Horse Ranch 

• Mineral County Water District 

• Rio Vista Mobile Home Park 

Flood Management Agencies 

• Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FCWCD) 

• Army Corps of Engineers 

• California Department of Water Resources 

Land Use and Resource Agencies 

• Tehama County 

• Tehama County Resource Conservation District 
 

Other County agencies, such as Environmental Health, Planning, and Office of Emergency Services, and a 
number of urban areas and community-based organizations, have also played a key role in the County’s 
water management and drought response efforts. During the recent historic 2012-2016 and 2020-2022 
drought cycles, entities pulled together to provide dry well support and emergency water supply services 
to residents in the County, managing surface water cutbacks and the need for increased groundwater 
supplies to meet basic water uses. 

 
While Tehama County has elected to prepare this Drought Plan as a stand-alone document, there are 
substantial opportunities for synergy with other County planning documents and efforts. This Drought 
Plan advances goals of the County’s 2024 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), such as reducing 
drought/water shortage risk and vulnerability in Tehama County and developing a comprehensive, 
countywide water plan to provide for existing development to foster the preservation of the economic 
base and to guide future development opportunities within known water constraints. The conclusions of 
this Drought Plan can also help guide future planning efforts, such as Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
(GSP) updates, LHMP updates, Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) updates, and 
General Plan updates. 
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1.3. Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholder engagement during the development of this Drought Plan was conducted primarily through 
the Tehama County Drought Task Force, which includes major stakeholder organizations involved in water 
management and drought-related issues in the County. During the latter portion of FY24/25, multiple 
presentations on the development of the Tehama County SB 552 compliant Drought Resiliency Plan were 
given during the regular recurring Drought Task Force Meetings or to other entities, including: 

 
(1) 3.21.2024: Drought Task Force Meeting - Announcement of Plan Preparation and Invitation to 

Engage in Plan Development 

(2) 6.06.2024: Drought Task Force Meeting – Discussion of risk factors and discussion of DWR grant 
funds to prepare Drought Resiliency Plan. 

(3) 10.24.2024: Drought Task Force Meeting - Presentation regarding drought response actions and 
status of Drought Resiliency Plan development process. 

(4) 3.12.2025: Discussion of Draft Drought Resiliency Plan elements with Groundwater Commission 
members. 

(5) 6.10.2025: Presentation of Drought Resiliency Plan to the Board of Supervisors for review and 
approval. 

(6) Website Updates: Provided throughout the project development process, with a primary SB 552 
website page developed with links providing key documents and County organization dates as 
needed throughout the project duration. 

(7) Member organizations of the Drought Task Force were encouraged to distribute meeting 
invitations and engagement materials to their membership (contact lists). 

 

1.4. Plan Organization 

The Tehama County Drought Plan is organized into the following sections: 
 

Section 1 – Introduction and Background 
 

Section 2 – Identification of Drought and Water Shortage Risk 

Section 3 – Small System Consolidation Opportunities 

Section 4 – Shortage Response Actions (Action Plan) 

Section 5 – Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Definitions 

Consistent with the definitions presented in DWR guidance literature and the California Water Code, 
terms used in this Drought Plan have the following meanings: 
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Community Water System – A public water system that serves at least 15 service connections used by 
yearlong residents or regularly serves at least 25 yearlong residents of the area served by the system, 
as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code (Water Code §10609.51 subd. (a)). 

 
Domestic Well – A groundwater well used to supply water for the domestic needs of an individual 
residence or a water system that is not a public water system and that has no more than four service 
connections, as defined in Section 116681 of the Health and Safety Code (Water Code §10609.51 
subd. (k)). 

 
Drought Risk Explorer – A map-based web tool developed by the Department of Water Resources to 
support drought resilience planning among rural communities. 

 
Non-community Non-transient Water System – A public water system that is not a community water 
system and that regularly serves at least 25 of the same persons over 6 months per year, as defined 
in Section 116275 subd. (k) of the Health and Safety Code. An example of this includes a school (Water 
Code §10609.51 subd. (g)). 

 
Public Water System – A system for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or 
other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 
25 individuals daily for at least 60 days out of the year (Health and Safety Code §116275 subd. (h)). 

 
Rural Community – A community with fewer than 15 service connections or regularly serving less 
than 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year, including domestic wells (Water Code 
§10609.51 subd. (j)). In other words, the rural community, according to this law, covers all water 
systems or domestic wells for human consumption that are not public water systems. 

 
Self-supplied Community – A community with fewer than 15 service connections. For the purposes 
of this Drought Plan, a self-supplied community is defined as the same as a rural community. 

 
Small Water System – A community water system serving 15 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, 
and that provides less than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually (Water Code §10609.51 subd. (k)). 

 
State Small Water System – A system for the provision of piped water to the public for human 
consumption that serves at least five, but not more than 14, service connections and does not 
regularly serve drinking water to more than an average of 25 individuals daily for more than 60 days 
out of the year as defined in Section 116275 (n) of the Health and Safety Code (Water Code §10609.51 
subd. (m)). These systems are sometimes referred to as “State Smalls”. 

 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act – A three-bill legislative package passed in 2014 set forth 
a statewide framework to help protect groundwater resources over the long term. Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) are responsible for adopting Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) 
to avoid undesirable results and mitigate overdraft within 20 years. 

 
Urban Water Supplier – A supplier, either publicly or privately owned, providing water for municipal 
purposes either directly or indirectly to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 
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3,000 acre-feet of water annually. An urban water supplier includes a supplier or contractor for 
water, regardless of the basis of right, which distributes or sells for ultimate resale to customers. 

 
These terms may be used in this Drought Resiliency Report and, in reference, will assume the above-
summarized definitions as specified in the SB 552 legislation. 

 
2. IDENTIFYING DROUGHT AND SHORTAGE RISK FOR SELF-SUPPLIED 
COMMUNITIES 
For Tehama County to prepare for future droughts and water shortages effectively and proactively in 
advance of when they occur, it is important to evaluate high-risk communities and what factors contribute 
to that risk. The County’s risk evaluation focuses specifically on Self-Supplied Communities, which consist 
of State Small Water Systems (5-14 service connections) and domestic wells, and other privately supplied 
homes (4 or fewer connections). The Legislature has found that these Self-Supplied Communities are the 
most likely to rely on shallow domestic wells, the most susceptible to well failure when droughts occur, 
or groundwater levels drop from consistent over pumping, and the least likely to have access to 
alternative water supplies. 

 
The Department of Water Resources (DWR), through a collaboration with other State agencies and 
stakeholders, developed the Drought and Water Shortage Risk Explorer Tool for Self-Supplied 
Communities (Risk Explorer Tool) to assist counties in performing risk assessments. DWR also administers 
California’s Groundwater Live (GWLive) web interface, which provides additional information about 
current groundwater conditions and domestic well infrastructure. In addition, the SWRCB’s Division of 
Drinking Water, Division of Financial Assistance, and Office of Public Participation work together to 
implement the Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity and Resilience (SAFER) program. The SAFER 
Mapping Tool illustrates the current failing Human Right to Water systems and the results of the Risk 
Assessment for state small water systems. 

 
This section of the County’s Drought Plan reviews the results of three tools (Risk Explorer Tool, GWLive, 
and SAFER), including a county-wide risk evaluation. It considers the factors most predictive of future 
water shortages. Section 2 concludes with a discussion of the tools' limitations and recommendations for 
incorporating their findings into the response action framework described in Section 4 of the Tehama 
County plan. 

 

2.1. Tehama County Hydrology 

Water supplied to Tehama County comes from two sources: groundwater and surface water. All domestic 
water systems in the County are supplied with groundwater, while most irrigation systems are supplied with 
surface water from the Tehama-Colusa Canal or the Sacramento River and groundwater. Tehama County is 
comprised of multiple groundwater subbasins: Antelope, Bowman, Corning, Los Molinos, and Red Bluff. 

 
There are community water systems located in the larger cities such as Red Bluff, Corning, and Tehama. 
There are also numerous private groundwater wells located throughout the County that serve individual 
parcels throughout the unincorporated areas of the County. 
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As with most Sacramento Valley counties, Tehama County is subject to flooding problems in its poorly 
drained valley floor. Although Tehama County’s foothill and upland areas generally do not experience 
severe flooding, drainage problems can occur in the western portion of the County. This section provides 
a background discussion of the regional hydrology, surface water bodies, seasonal and long-term 
hydrology, surface water supply contracts, flooding, drainage, and water quality in Tehama County, which 
lays the groundwork for when drought and water shortage conditions may occur as a focus for County 
drought planning and management activities. 

 

2.1.1. Surface Water Bodies 

The Sacramento River is the only major naturally occurring water body in Tehama County. There are 
smaller creeks throughout Tehama County that flow into the Sacramento River (e.g., Reeds Creek, Pine 
Creek, Elder Creek and Thomas Creek) (Figure 2-1). The Tehama-Colusa Canal is the major man-made 
water body in the County that supplies the majority of surface water for each subbasin. The following 
discussion provides information on these surface water features. 

 

Figure 2-1. Surface Water Features 
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Sacramento River 

The Sacramento River is the only major naturally occurring water body in Tehama County. It runs north- 
south through the central part of the County on its way to the Delta and San Francisco Bay. Many tributary 
streams flow from the mountains on both sides of the valley into the Sacramento River. To properly 
determine groundwater-surface water interaction, it is necessary to have nested monitoring wells located 
in close proximity to a stream gauge. The nested monitoring wells must be completed in the very shallow 
groundwater zone that is directly connected to a surface water system, as well as in the deeper zones. The 
existing well locations are not suitable for characterizing the stream/aquifer interaction. The Department of 
Water Resources Northern District has stated that existing data is inadequate to characterize the system 
(GMP, 2008). 

 

Antelope Subbasin 

The primary surface water features in the Antelope Subbasin are the Sacramento River, Antelope Creek, 
Salt Creek, Craig Creek, and New Creek. The flow of all these waterways occurs throughout the year 
(perennial). The Sacramento River flows southward along the western boundary of the Subbasin, while 
Antelope Creek flows southward along the eastern boundary. The New Creek and several other tributaries 
in the northern part of the Subbasin contribute flows to Salt Creek, which enters the Sacramento River 
about two miles downstream of the Red Bluff Diversion Dam. Craig Creek is a distributary channel flowing 
from Antelope Creek. It has a relatively small drainage area and enters the Sacramento River slightly 
downstream of where Salt Creek enters the Sacramento River. There are several intermittent or 
ephemeral streams in the Subbasin. These streams are tributaries of the Sacramento River and have a 
general flow direction of north to south. Several small seasonal ponds (surface area less than 10 acres) 
occur along streams, but there are no natural lakes or reservoirs within the Subbasin. 

 

Bowman Subbasin 

The primary surface water features in the Subbasin are the Sacramento River, Cottonwood Creek 
(including the South Fork), Little Dry Creek, Hooker Creek, Patterson Creek, and Pine Creek. The 
Sacramento River and Cottonwood Creek flow throughout the year (perennial), but the remaining streams 
flow seasonally. The Sacramento River flows southward along the eastern boundary of the Subbasin. The 
other streams flow northward, draining the Subbasin and feeding Cottonwood Creek. Cottonwood Creek 
flows eastward where it enters the Sacramento River at the eastern boundary. Several small seasonal 
ponds (surface area less than 10 acres) occur along streams, but there are no natural lakes or reservoirs 
within the Subbasin. 

 

Corning Subbasin 

The Sacramento River is a defining surface water body that forms the Subbasin’s eastern boundary. The 
river provides surface water for irrigation for a portion of the Subbasin, mainly via the Red Bluff diversion 
to the Corning Canal. However, very little surface water is currently being used in the subbasin, and levels 
of use have been declining with a change in cropping types and the unreliable and increased cost of 
surface water. Available discharge measurements taken at a USGS streamflow gauge near Hamilton City 
(11383800) range from under 500 cubic feet per second (CFS) in the dry season (May-October) to over 
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15,000 CFS in the wet season (November-April). Total discharge is much higher during flood conditions, 
reaching well over 150,000 CFS. 

 
The Sacramento River is generally connected to groundwater, with the direction and magnitude of flows 
depending on climatic conditions and local hydrogeology. The Sacramento River flows support agriculture 
and provide habitat for aquatic and groundwater-dependent ecosystems across the Northern Sacramento 
Valley. Stony Creek, which forms part of the Subbasin’s southern boundary, is a typically perennial stream 
that flows eastward from Black Butte Lake to the Sacramento River. Runoff in Stony Creek peaks in the 
winter and is generally low in the summer, though flows are regulated by upstream storage in Black Butte 
Lake (Davids Engineering and West Yost, 2018) and releases from the Dam. Diversions on Stony Creek 
support agriculture in the southeastern subbasin and the Colusa subbasin to the south. Thomes Creek, 
which forms the Subbasin’s northern boundary, flows eastward from the Coast Range foothills to the 
Sacramento River. Thomes Creek typically runs year-round in the western portion of the Subbasin but 
often runs dry roughly east of Henleyville during the summer months (VESTRA, 2006). Diversions on 
Thomes Creek support agriculture in the northern portion of the Subbasin and in the Red Bluff Subbasin. 
In addition to the major creeks and streams discussed above, numerous intermittent and ephemeral 
creeks flow eastward across the Subbasin in wet conditions. Flow in these streams typically occurs only 
during large storms or especially wet conditions; during normal conditions, these creeks generally do not 
contain flow. Due to their intermittent nature, these streams are not used as significant sources of water 
supply. 

 
Surface water systems in the Corning Subbasin are generally connected to groundwater, either in losing 
or gaining conditions, depending on climatic conditions. Flow in the summer and fall is generally 
supported more by baseflow and less by stormflow, with the opposite relationship occurring in the winter 
and spring. The Subbasin’s river and creeks generally support groundwater recharge, as they convey 
stormflow occurring at higher elevations into the Subbasin and support percolation into the Subbasin’s 
aquifer system. 

 

Canals and Reservoirs 

Some of the agricultural water demand in the Corning Subbasin is supported by surface water deliveries, 
which pass through a system of canals, dams, and other surface water conveyance infrastructure. Black 
Butte Lake is a large surface water reservoir located in the southwestern portion of the Subbasin, formed 
via the damming of Stony Creek. Construction of the Black Butte Dam and Reservoir was finalized by the 
USACE in 1963, as part of a regional flood protection strategy. 

This reservoir also functions as upstream storage and flow regulation for Stony Creek, with a total capacity 
estimated at 143,700 AF (CDM, 2003). The USACE manages releases in the winter for flood control, and 
the USBR manages releases in the growing season for irrigation source water for the Orland Project 
(Davids Engineering, 2017). The Tehama-Colusa Canal runs southward through the entire Subbasin, 
entering northeast of Corning and exiting northeast of Orland. The cement-lined canal originates north of 
the Subbasin at the Red Bluff Pumping Plant and Fish Screen on the Sacramento River near the City of Red 
Bluff and terminates southwest of Dunnigan in Yolo County. The Tehama-Colusa Canal provides only very 
limited surface water supplies in the Subbasin. 
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The Corning Canal likewise originates from the Sacramento River at the Red Bluff Pumping Plant and Fish 
Screen and flows southward into the Subbasin from the Red Bluff Subbasin to the north. The Corning 
Canal enters the Subbasin northwest of Corning and terminates near the center of the Subbasin, 
southwest of Corning. Operations and maintenance of the Tehama-Colusa Canal and the Corning Canal 
are handled by the Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority. Surface water supplies from the Corning Canal are 
utilized within the Corning Subbasin. The Glenn-Colusa Canal originates from a diversion of the 
Sacramento River near Hamilton City in the southeastern portion of the Subbasin and terminates south 
of the Subbasin near Williams in Colusa County. The Glenn-Colusa Canal is owned and operated by GCID, 
which provides water to agricultural users, protected federal wildlife areas, and private habitat land. The 
GCID also owns two groundwater production wells in the Subbasin adjacent to the Glenn-Colusa Canal to 
be utilized as a backup water source for export from the Subbasin during extreme drought or water 
shortages, such as in the 2012-2016 drought. The wells were not operated between 2016 and 2019. The 
Glenn-Colusa Canal does not supply water within the Corning Subbasin. The OUWUA Orland Project canals 
are the main channels of the OUWUA Northside and Southside area distribution systems. Both canals 
begin as diversions on lower Stony Creek and provide water for agricultural users. The Northside 
distribution system supplies water within the Corning Subbasin, while the Southern distribution system 
supplies water to OUWUA-managed areas in the Colusa Subbasin to the south. 

 

Los Molinos Subbasin 

The Los Molinos Subbasin contains several prominent perennial surface water bodies, including the 
Sacramento River, Dye Creek, Mill Creek, Deer Creek, Little Antelope Creek, and Antelope Creek, all of 
which contribute to year-round streamflow. The Sacramento River forms the western boundary of the 
Subbasin, receiving flow from major tributaries including Antelope Creek, Dye Creek, Mill Creek, and Deer 
Creek, each entering the river at distinct points. Additional intermittent or ephemeral streams, such as 
Champlin Slough, Delaney Slough, Brush Creek, and Wildcat Creek, also drain toward the Sacramento 
River. While seasonal ponds occur along these streams, there are no natural lakes or reservoirs within the 
Subbasin. 

 
Surface water flow data in the Los Molinos Subbasin are limited to a few primary watercourses, though 
several perennial and intermittent streams traverse the region. The Sacramento River, Antelope Creek, 
Little Antelope Creek, Dye Creek, Mill Creek, and Deer Creek are the major perennial surface water 
features, flowing throughout the year. Additional seasonal or intermittent waterways include Champlin 
Slough, Delaney Slough, Wildcat Creek, Brush Creek, and other minor tributaries. 

 
Flow monitoring data are available for the Sacramento River, Mill Creek, and Deer Creek. The 
Sacramento River exhibits a mean annual flow of approximately 12,300 cubic feet per second (CFS),  
with peak flows occurring between January and March (averaging over 18,600 CFS), and the lowest 
flows in October, averaging around 7,000 CFS. Mill Creek shows a mean annual flow of approximately 
300 CFS, with peak flows in February and March (ranging from 375 to 470 CFS), and low flows in late 
summer (August and September), ranging between 13 and 112 CFS, depending on monitoring location. 
Deer Creek displays average annual flow rates of approximately 320 CFS, with peak flows between 
January and March (exceeding 325–610 CFS), and minimal flows in late summer (August–September), 
which typically fall to 20–96 CFS. 
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Red Bluff Subbasin 

The Red Bluff Subbasin contains a network of significant surface water features, including the Sacramento 
River, Pine Creek, Reeds Creek, Red Bank Creek, Oat Creek, Elder Creek, Mill Creek, and Thomes Creek. Of 
these, only the Sacramento River and Thomes Creek are perennial, while the remaining streams exhibit 
seasonal flow. In addition to natural waterways, the Tehama, Colusa, and Corning Canals traverse the 
Subbasin, conveying diverted Sacramento River water from the Red Bluff Pumping Plant for agricultural 
use in Red Bluff, Corning, and the Colusa Subbasins. Numerous smaller streams and seasonal ponds (less 
than 10 acres in surface area) also contribute to localized hydrology, though there are no natural lakes or 
reservoirs within the Subbasin. 

 
Surface water flow data in the Red Bluff Subbasin is limited, particularly for tributary streams, with the 
most consistent and long-term records available for the Sacramento River. Within the Subbasin, the 
Sacramento River and Thomes Creek exhibit perennial flow, while Elder Creek, Oat Creek, Red Bank 
Creek, Reeds Creek, and Pine Creek flow seasonally, with many becoming dry during the summer and 
early fall months. 

 
The Sacramento River has a mean annual flow of approximately 12,500 cubic feet per second (CFS), with 
peak flows occurring from January to March (averaging over 16,000 CFS), and lowest flows in October 
(averaging around 7,000 CFS). This river serves as a major hydrologic feature along the Subbasin’s eastern 
boundary and contributes significantly to groundwater recharge and regional hydrology. 

 
Thomes Creek exhibits a mean annual flow of roughly 300 CFS, with flows exceeding 700 CFS in winter 
months (January and February) and dropping to less than 10 CFS in late summer. Historical data suggest 
that this creek typically ceases to flow between July and September. Elder Creek has a mean annual flow 
of around 170 CFS, with peak discharges during January and February (~250 CFS). During August and 
September, flows drop sharply, often to as low as 3 CFS. Historic observations from upstream locations 
confirm similar seasonal fluctuations, with little to no flow occurring between July and October in dry 
years. Red Bank Creek has historically shown mean annual flows of 60–70 CFS, with peak flows in January 
(averaging up to 285 CFS) and very limited flow during summer and early fall, commonly going dry 
between July and October. 

 

Tehama Colusa Canal 

The Tehama Colusa Canal receives water from the settling basin at Red Bluff Diversion Dam. 
Groundbreaking ceremonies for the canal took place on July 31, 1965. The canal is 110.9 miles long. It 
travels south from Red Bluff Diversion Dam through Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties and into Yolo 
County and terminates about two miles south of Dunnigan, California. The initial capacity of the canal is 
2,530 cubic feet per second, diminishing to 1,700 cubic feet per second at the terminus. The Tehama 
Colusa Canal System diverts water from the Sacramento River for use by various water districts across the 
region. The canal system is owned by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and operated by the Tehama 
Colusa Canal Authority (TCCA). The dam at Red Bluff is owned and operated by USBR. Within this 
arrangement exists a network of release structures and pumps that frequently result in complex flow 
conditions in the canals and pipes that deliver water to the districts. The TCCA’s mission statement is: “... 
to secure, protect, and develop dependable and affordable sources of water and to operate, maintain, 
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and improve the works essential to deliver such water.” Operating two canal systems for the USBR (the 
Tehama Colusa Canal, 110 miles long, and the Corning Canal, 15 miles long), the combined system serves 
17 water districts. 

 

2.1.2. Seasonal and Long-term Hydrology 

Climate has a direct impact on the availability of water in Tehama County. According to the data collected 
by the Western Regional Climate Center, the average annual precipitation is 15.64 inches per year, and 
the average snowfall is 0.5 inches per year (GMP, 2008). The annual average temperature is approximately 
61°F, with an average high of 96.6°F in July and 36.1°F in January. Rainfall in the Sierra Nevada, Coast 
Range, and Cascade Mountains contribute to surface water flow and groundwater recharge in the 
Sacramento River Basin. The general direction of surface water flow is toward the center of the valley, 
flowing south. Water diversions, evaporation, and groundwater recharge reduce flows as the Sacramento 
River approaches the Delta. Peak flow typically occurs in the months of January through March, and 
minimum flow typically occurs from September through November (GMP, 2008). 

 

2.1.3. Groundwater Supply Information 

Tehama County is responsible for groundwater management programs and policies that impact all water 
users, communities, farmers, businesses, and other stakeholders. Below are some of the key policies in 
place that encourage groundwater management. 

 

Ordinance 1617 

An ordinance of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Tehama that repeals and reenacts the 
substantive provisions of Ordinances 1552 and 1553 to enhance local oversight of groundwater 
extraction, particularly for off-parcel use. It establishes a permitting system to govern groundwater use, 
prohibits groundwater "mining," and sets forth strict requirements for off-parcel extraction. It also 
defines key groundwater-related terms and enforces standards to prevent overdraft, saltwater 
intrusion, and adverse effects on aquifers. The permit process involves environmental review, agency 
coordination, public hearings, and ongoing annual evaluation. Violations are subject to criminal 
penalties, and the ordinance emphasizes severability to ensure continued enforcement. Overall, the 
ordinance strengthens groundwater management in Tehama County to safeguard long-term water 
availability and public welfare. 

 

Ordinance 2006 

An ordinance of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Tehama amending titles 9 and 10 of the 
Tehama County code to strengthen aquifer protection and regulate water wells in response to 
prolonged drought conditions and increased groundwater reliance. Key provisions include a 
requirement for permits before groundwater can be extracted for off-parcel use, and a prohibition on 
drilling non-agricultural wells on vacant parcels unless a permitted use or off-parcel use permit is in 
place. It also introduces requirements for idling dormant wells to prevent unauthorized extraction and 
potential contamination, declaring non-compliant wells as public nuisances subject to abatement. 
Administrative penalties for violations were increased, with fines reaching up to $1,000 per day for 



SB 552 Drought Resiliency Plan 
FY24/25 Report 

Tehama County 
May 2025 14 

 

 

unauthorized groundwater use. These changes aim to reduce groundwater waste, support lawful land 
uses, and protect Tehama County’s long-term water supply. 

 

Ordinance 2118 

An ordinance of the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors 
establishing rules for the adoption of groundwater sustainability regulations under the authority of the 
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, acting as the county’s Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency. The ordinance outlines a structured, transparent process for regulation 
development, including public notification, comment periods, Commission review, and Board adoption. 
It allows for emergency regulations under specific conditions, provided they are justified and followed 
by public hearings within a defined timeframe. The ordinance ensures that regulations are regularly 
reviewed to align with the goal of maintaining sufficient groundwater for present and future beneficial 
uses. It also permits judicial review to determine regulatory validity. Through these rules, the ordinance 
reinforces local control, stakeholder involvement, and accountability in sustainable groundwater 
management across Tehama County. 

 

Ordinance 2023-1 

An ordinance of the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors 
establishing the Tehama County Groundwater Commission to advise on groundwater management in areas 
where the district serves as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency under the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act. The Commission consists of 11 members appointed by various local agencies and the 
District Board, with a focus on representing a range of stakeholders and technical expertise. Commissioners 
are tasked with advising on the development and implementation of Groundwater Sustainability Plans, 
reviewing grant opportunities, conducting investigations, and recommending enforcement actions. 
Meetings are held at least quarterly in compliance with the Brown Act, and members receive modest 
compensation and travel reimbursement. The ordinance emphasizes public representation, transparency, 
and collaborative groundwater governance across Tehama County’s subbasins. 

 

Tehama County Flood Control and Conservation District 

The Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (TCFCWCD) is headed by the Board of 
Directors and was established under the 1957 Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District Act. Its primary purpose is to manage storm and floodwater and to ensure the availability of water 
for various beneficial uses within Tehama County. These uses include irrigation, domestic consumption, 
fire protection, municipal, commercial, industrial, and recreational needs. It also serves as the 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the Antelope, Bend, Bowman, Corning, Los Molinos, Red 
Bluff, and South Battle Creek subbasins within the county. 

 

Tehama County Groundwater Management Plan 

The Groundwater Management Plan was completed in 2008 and covers the entirety of Tehama County 
and contains various groundwater management goals; Basin Management Objectives, which are 
measurable parameters or criteria related to data that can be scientifically collected; an Action Program, 
which includes specific actions that will be implemented to manage groundwater resources and to 
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develop a better understanding of the groundwater resources; and a Groundwater Management Process, 
which should be followed in order to achieve the goals stated in the GMP. The GMP does not regulate the 
actions or procedures of water districts and non-county water providers within Tehama County. 

 
Tehama County’s groundwater management goals represent the overarching intent of the County 
regarding groundwater management. Basin Management Objectives and Management Actions must be 
consistent with the Groundwater Management Goals and must contribute to the achievement of the 
goals. Tehama County’s goals for groundwater management (as developed with input from the public 
through Plan Advisory Committee meetings, workshops, and surveys) are to: 

 
• Ensure a Reliable Water Supply 

• Ensure Long-term Groundwater Sustainability 

• Optimize Conjunctive Use of Surface Water and Groundwater 

• Protect Water Rights 

• Maintain Local Control 

• Prevent Unnecessary Restrictions on Groundwater Use 
 

Tehama County Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Compliance 

In 2014, California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), which established the 
boundary conditions in Tehama County – this includes the 11 groundwater subbasins or subbasin portions 
shared with adjacent counties (e.g., the Corning Subbasin with Glenn County). In response, the Tehama 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District was designated as the exclusive Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the 11 groundwater subbasins within Tehama County in February 2016. 
The District formed the Groundwater Commission in November 2016 to assist in complying with SGMA 
regulations, such as developing Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) and the submittal of Annual 
Reports for these subbasins, including Bowman, Corning, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos. Since the 
Corning Subbasin spans both Tehama and Glenn counties, the District collaborates with Glenn County 
agencies under a Memorandum of Understanding to develop a coordinated GSP. 

 
GSPs assess groundwater conditions and outline strategies to avoid undesirable results such as 
groundwater level decline, water quality degradation, and land subsidence, as well as the submittal of 
Annual Reports. As of early 2025, the Department of Water Resources approved the revised GSPs for all 
Tehama County subbasins, marking full compliance with SGMA and setting a path toward groundwater 
sustainability by 2042. 

 

Tehama County Resource Conservation District (TCRCD) East and West Watershed 
Management Plans 

The TCRCD East and West Watershed Management Plans provide a foundation whereby resource 
concerns within Tehama County may be identified, studied, and addressed. The East and West 
Management Plans were completed in 2010 and 2008, respectively. While they do not specify fixed 
expiration dates, they intend to guide ongoing and future conservation efforts. The plans are designed to 
be adaptable, allowing for updates and revisions as new data emerges, funding becomes available, and 
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stakeholder priorities evolve. This approach ensures that the management strategies remain relevant and 
effective in addressing the dynamic environmental and resource challenges within the county. The TCRCD 
anticipates that water quality and quantity, vegetation resources, and fire and fuels management will 
remain priority concerns well into the timeframe of the East and West Watershed Management Plans. 

 
The Tehama East Watershed Management Plan addresses the unique environmental and resource 
challenges of eastern Tehama County. The plan emphasizes the importance of protecting aquatic habitats, 
particularly for species like salmon and steelhead, maintaining reliable surface and groundwater supplies 
for agriculture, reducing forest fuel loads to mitigate wildfire risks, and preserving open spaces and rural 
agriculture. 

 
The Tehama West Watershed Management Plan addresses the environmental and land use challenges of 
western Tehama County. The plan focuses on reducing wildfire risks through vegetation management, 
improving rangeland and wildlife habitat conditions, addressing erosion and degraded stream channels, 
and conserving agricultural lands and rural character. It also emphasizes protecting water quality and 
managing land use conversion to preserve natural resources. 

 
• These objectives were developed in collaboration with a Technical Advisory Committee, 

landowners, public agencies, and local organizations to ensure practical and community- 
informed watershed stewardship. 

 

Tehama County Zoning Regulations 

Chapter 17.24. PF Primary Floodplain District. 

The PF, primary floodplain district is intended to be applied by the county to properties which lie within a 
primary floodway which, for the purposes of this title, shall be construed to be a stream channel, and the 
portions of the adjacent floodplain as are required to efficiently carry the flood flow of the stream and on 
which properties special regulations are necessary for the minimum protection of the public health and 
safety and of property and improvements from hazards and damage resulting from floodwaters. 

Principal permitted uses: 
 

(1) The provisions of the agreement made January 26, 1971, and any amendments made 
subsequent thereto between the Reclamation Board of the state and the county shall be 
considered when interpreting and administering this district. 

(2) Crop and tree farming, truck gardening, viticulture, livestock grazing, and other agricultural uses 
which are of the same or a closely similar nature. 

(3) Public utility wires and pipelines for transmission and local distribution purposes. 
 

Uses permitted with a use permit: 

A. The following uses, buildings, and structures when it is found by the planning commission that 
such buildings and structures will be so constructed or placed or will be so protected by the levees 
or other floodproofing that they will not be appreciably damaged by flooding, will offer a 
minimum obstruction to the flood flow, and will resist flotation: 
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(1) Buildings and structures that are accessory to agricultural use for the storage of goods and 
equipment and the shelter of animals and/or fowl, but not residences of any type. 

(2) Public utility buildings and structures other than wire and pipelines. 
(3) Public parks and recreation areas and facilities, including boat ramps, docks, parking areas, 

picnic tables, fireplaces, and private and commercial recreation developments and facilities, 
campgrounds, and recreational vehicle parks; provided that restroom facilities shall be 
located and constructed in accordance with health department requirements. 

(4) Commercial excavation of natural materials, filling of land areas, construction of levees, dikes, 
or other structures designed to divert or obstruct the flow of floodwaters. 

Williamson Act and Farmland Security Zone Contracted Lands 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, any use on land subject to a Williamson Act or 
Farmland Security Zone contract must be consistent with Government Code sections 51200 et seq. 
(the Williamson Act), the terms of the Williamson Act or Farmland Security Zone contract, and any 
compatible rules or determinations heretofore or hereinafter adopted by the board of supervisors. 
Any application for a use permit pursuant to Government Code section 51238.1, subdivision (b), for a 
use otherwise permitted in a PF district must be approved by the board of supervisors. 

Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 

Northern California water suppliers, in partnership with local governments, environmental 
representatives, and state and federal agencies, continue to refine an "Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan for the Sacramento Valley" (Regional Plan). The Regional Plan is designed to protect 
Northern California water rights and supplies, including groundwater, and it will serve as a roadmap for 
present and future generations to provide water for urban, agricultural, and environmental needs. 

Sec. 4.14. Floodplain or F-P zone. 

The floodplain or F-P zone is intended to be applied to areas other than floodway areas that have been 
inundated by overflow floodwaters in the past and which may reasonably be expected to be inundated 
by such floodwaters in the future. The floodplain zone is intended to limit the use of areas subject to such 
inundation and flooding to protect lives and property from loss, destruction, and damage due to 
floodwater and the transportation of wreckage and debris by water flow. 

Principal permitted uses: 
 

(1) General agriculture, nurseries and greenhouses, and animal sales and feed yards, except as 
provided in subsection (b) hereof 

(2) Recreational uses, including public stables, docks, boathouses, golf courses, and shooting ranges 

Uses permitted with a use permit: 

(1) Residential uses, including farm dwellings 

(2) Trailer camps and mobile home parks 

(3) Recreational uses requiring enclosed buildings 
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Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 

Northern California water suppliers, in partnership with local governments, environmental 
representatives, and state and federal agencies, continue to refine an "Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan for the Sacramento Valley" (Regional Plan). The Regional Plan is designed to protect 
Northern California water rights and supplies, including groundwater, and it will serve as a roadmap for 
present and future generations to provide water for urban, agricultural, and environmental needs. 

 

2.1.4. Groundwater Basin Understanding 

The Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin covers over 5,900 square miles and 10 counties and has been 
divided into 18 subbasins. The California Department of Water Resources defines the following: 

 
“A groundwater basin is defined as an alluvial aquifer or a stacked series of alluvial aquifers with 
reasonably well-defined features that significantly impede groundwater flow, such as rock or 
sediments with very low permeability or a geologic structure such as a fault.” 

 
“A subbasin is created by dividing a groundwater basin into smaller units using geologic and 
hydrologic barriers or, more commonly, institutional boundaries. These subbasins are created for 
the purpose of collecting and analyzing data, managing water resources, and managing adjudicated 
basins.” 

 
Tehama County overlies portions of several subbasins of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, 
including the Antelope, Bend, Bowman, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, and South Battle Creek Subbasins. 
The majority of the Corning Subbasin overlies Tehama County, with the remaining portion located within 
Glenn County. Groundwater basins in Tehama County are shown in Appendix D. 

 
Two principal aquifer units are defined in the Tehama County Subbasins (excluding Corning): Upper 
Aquifer and Lower Aquifer. The two-aquifer designation is based on an examination of time-series 
groundwater elevation hydrographs, electric resistivity data from geophysical logs, lithologic logs, well 
construction details, and a review of previous studies in the Subbasin. The northern Sacramento Valley 
depositional environment is dominated by fluvial and alluvial deposition after the Eocene marine 
depositional environment transitioned to a subaerial one. The Pliocene depositional environment is 
similar to the current depositional conditions, with eastern depositional streams sourced from the 
Cascade Range and western depositional streams sourced from the Coast Ranges draining onto a central 
floodplain. This depositional environment resulted in a complex and varied series of water-bearing 
sedimentary deposits and the Tuscan / Tehama Formations that collectively form a two-aquifer system in 
the Subbasin and beyond. Within singular water-bearing formations, there are areas where confined or 
unconfined conditions can be dominant. Generally, confined aquifer conditions are encountered at depth, 
and unconfined conditions are seen in the shallower porous media. The complexity of the geologic 
materials and formations makes it difficult to define a singular widespread aquitard or a distinctive 
change in geologic materials separating an upper and lower aquifer. To delineate between areas with a 
higher likelihood of confined conditions, well construction data throughout the Subbasin were examined. 
Most of the wells in the Subbasins are screened or completed above 400 feet below ground surface (ft 
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bgs). The bottom of the numerical hydrogeological model layer 5 (of the GSA SGMA Model) best 
corresponds with this depth. The bottom of model layer 5 is used as the delineation between the Upper 
and the Lower Aquifer. This model layer boundary also generally corresponds to fine-grained lithology 
from available well completion reports. Lastly, the degree of heterogeneity and anisotropy (directional 
preferable flow) is likely significant, but not easy to define based on current information. 

Upper Aquifer 

The Upper Aquifer is defined as the water-bearing material from the ground surface to the bottom of 
model layer 5 (approximately 350-450 ft bgs in the Subbasin). The Upper Aquifer has unconfined to semi- 
confined water conditions. Water-bearing geologic units in the Upper Aquifer include the Quaternary 
formations and the upper portions of the Tehama and Tuscan Formations. Wells screened in the Upper 
Aquifer are largely for domestic purposes. The depth to the bottom of the Upper Aquifer is approximately 
350-450 ft bgs. Site-specific Aquifer properties obtained from aquifer tests were not readily available for 
the Subbasin. However, aquifer tests were conducted in surrounding subbasins. Hydraulic conductivity 
(rate at which water moves through an aquifer), transmissivity (hydraulic conductivity multiplied by 
aquifer thickness), and storage coefficients (ability of the aquifer to store water, commonly expressed as 
specific yield for water table/unconfined aquifers and storativity for confined aquitards) have been 
estimated near the Subbasin. 

 
In the Los Molinos Subbasin, the estimated transmissivity of the upper portion of the Tuscan Formation 
(70-530 ft bgs) is approximately 14,000 square feet per day (ft2/day) to approximately 55,000 ft2/day 
(DWR, 2003). This depth interval covers a portion of the Lower Aquifer but is mostly within the Upper 
Aquifer. In the Red Bluff Subbasin, the Tehama Formation has an average transmissivity of approximately 
4,000 ft2/day, an average storativity of 0.00089, and an average hydraulic conductivity of 120 ft/day based 
on a 1989 constant discharge aquifer test at the Rancho Tehama Reserve (McManus, 1993; DWR, 2003). 

Lower Aquifer 

The Lower Aquifer is defined as the freshwater-bearing geologic units throughout the Subbasins from the 
bottom of model layer 5 at approximately 350-450 ft bgs, to the bottom of each Subbasin. The aquifer is 
confined to semi-confined conditions. Water-bearing geologic units include the lower portions of the 
Tehama and Tuscan Formations. Wells screened in the Lower Aquifer are largely for non-domestic 
purposes. The lack of wells screened in the Lower Aquifer in the Subbasin creates a data gap for hydraulic 
properties. Hydraulic conductivity has not been directly measured; however, the lower Tuscan Formation 
(Units A and B) has a hydraulic conductivity estimate (via an aquifer test south of Deer Creek and North 
of Little Chico Creek in Antelope) of 41-88 ft/day (Brown and Caldwell, 2013). Transmissivity of the lower 
parts of the Tuscan Formation (340-920 ft bgs) ranges from 5,415 ft2/day to 49,986 ft2/day in the Los 
Molinos Subbasin (DWR, 2003). Storativity in the Los Molinos Subbasin is estimated to be 0.0025, and 
hydraulic conductivity is estimated to be 40 ft/day to 60 ft/day (Harrison, 1989; Ely, 1994; DWR, 2003). 
The Tehama Formation has an average transmissivity of 4,341 ft2/day, an average storativity of 0.00089, 
and an average hydraulic conductivity of 120 ft/day based on a 1989 constant discharge aquifer test at 
the Rancho Tehama Reserve in the Red Bluff Subbasin (McManus, 1993; DWR, 2003). 
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Corning Subbasin 

In the Corning Subbasin, the largest freshwater-bearing formations were deposited contemporaneously, 
creating expansive zones of interlayering formations. These were then overlain by conductive quaternary 
alluvial formations, which are unlikely to create boundaries to flow (DWR, 2014). Interlayering of these 
formations may facilitate groundwater flow between units by increasing the surface area at which units 
are in contact (DWR, 2009). Interlayering also increases the likelihood that wells are screened in multiple 
units, further facilitating vertical groundwater transmission. While some areas may experience localized 
differences in geology and groundwater flow patterns, the Subbasin does not contain expansive 
contiguous impervious aquitards that may cause regional differences in flow patterns and water quality. 

 
This depositional history results in a hydro-geologically interconnected aquifer system where impacts to 
one unit have the potential to impact the larger aquifer network. Further, in this Subbasin, no regionally 
continuous impervious layers are found, wells are often screened within several geologic units, and 
water flows mostly freely between vertical aquifer units. As such, the Subbasin is best described as 
having one principal aquifer comprised of the interlayered freshwater-bearing formations within the 
Subbasin. These are: 

• Quaternary Alluvium, 

• The Tuscan Formation, and 

• The Tehama Formation. 
 

This determination is based on the best available information at the time of GSP development. There is 
potential for data refinement and/or collection of additional information during GSP implementation to 
either more fully support or refine aquifer designation. 

 
Beneficial uses of groundwater in the Corning Subbasin include agricultural (primary use), industrial 
(minor use), municipal (only two main areas), tribal use (one main area), and domestic use (widespread 
over the entire Subbasin). Groundwater also supports designated wildlife and habitat protection areas. 
Groundwater-dependent ecosystems near the Sacramento River and other larger creeks are present in 
the Subbasin and are further described in the Groundwater Conditions Section. 

 

2.1.5. Geology 

Groundwater is water that is underground and below the water table, as opposed to surface water, which 
flows across the ground surface. There are three main types of subsurface geology where groundwater 
can exist: 

 
• Hard rock – Groundwater can be present in cracks or fractures in the rocks 

• Underground caverns – Groundwater can fill these underground voids 

• Porous sediments – Groundwater can fill the pore spaces between grains of sand and gravel 
 

In Tehama County, groundwater can be found in both hard rock and porous sediments. In the 
mountainous portions of the County, groundwater exists primarily in hard rock aquifers; in the valley 
portions, groundwater exists primarily in porous sediments or alluvial aquifers. 
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In the eastern portion of the County, the surface and subsurface are made up of igneous and 
metasedimentary rocks. In these areas, groundwater is present in the cracks and fractures in the rocks. 
For groundwater in this material to be replenished after it is removed by pumping, the fractures must 
receive recharge from precipitation or a renewable water source such as a river or stream, which must 
have an available supply of water to recharge the fractures. The fractures in hard rock can be irregular 
and disconnected, which can explain why two wells in a hard-rock setting can be very close together   
but may have very different yields and water quality. Additionally, the groundwater available to supply 
and recharge wells in hard rock aquifers can vary significantly with seasonal and year-to-year variations 
in rainfall. 

 
In the western and central portion of the County, the surface and subsurface are made up of marine 
sediments. Marine sediments are not typically as hard as the igneous and metasedimentary rocks, but 
function much like hard rock aquifers. The marine sediments were deposited in a saltwater environment, 
so water quality can be poor and often deteriorate with depth. Groundwater aquifers in marine sediments 
can be irregular and disconnected, so nearby wells can have very different yields and water quality. 

 
In the valley portions of the County, both in the small valleys in the Coast Ranges and in the Sacramento 
Valley, the subsurface consists of layers of gravel, sand, clay, and, in some cases, volcanic ash. 
Groundwater is present in the pore spaces between the particles that make up the alluvial aquifers. The 
characteristics of different aquifers, as well as the zones within each aquifer, are related to the materials 
that comprise the aquifer (sands, gravels, clays, etc.). Within a single aquifer zone, nearby wells with 
similar construction can have very similar yields and water quality. It should be noted that many of the 
geologic formations that contain alluvial aquifers are continuous units that extend to adjacent counties. 

 
Smaller valleys often contain a very limited amount of sediment and thus have less capacity to store 
groundwater. For this reason, changes in the balance of recharge and pumping can quickly cause 
significant changes in groundwater conditions in small valleys. It is possible for small valleys to experience 
a significant decrease in water level during a single year if pumping exceeds recharge. In contrast, the 
larger storage capacity in larger valleys can, in many cases, accommodate fluctuations in the 
recharge/pumping balance over a number of years, with smaller variations in water levels. 

 
It is difficult to characterize groundwater in the igneous and metasedimentary rocks and marine 
sediments over large areas. Groundwater in these areas is generally limited, and data on water levels and 
water quality have not been collected. Additionally, the nature of hard rock aquifers makes them difficult 
to study. Groundwater is not continuous over large areas, so data from one area may be completely 
unrelated to data in another area. In the small alluvial valleys in the Coast Ranges, there is very limited 
data available to characterize their groundwater systems; however, if data were collected and analyzed, 
these valleys could likely be well-characterized because groundwater is probably continuous within these 
valleys. Due to the large amount of data that has been recorded and studied regarding the Sacramento 
Valley, it is generally understood that groundwater is continuous within specific aquifer zones (although 
discontinuous between different aquifer zones) over large areas within the Sacramento Valley. 
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2.1.6. Status of Understanding of Regional and Local Geology. 

The geology of the Sacramento Valley has been studied for at least 95 years and much has been learned 
over this time (Figures 2-2A and 2-2B). However, there are still many areas of active study and debate. In 
Tehama County, areas that are not well understood include: 

 
• The nature and extent (location and depth) of the deposits that eroded from the Sutter Buttes 

• The interaction between the Coast Range-sourced Tehama Formation and analogous Sierra 
Nevada-sourced deposits, and where this interaction occurs 

• The possible existence of subsurface barriers to groundwater flow within the County 

• The nature and extent of different aquifer units within the Tehama Formation 
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Figure 2-2A. Geologic Map with Faults 
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Figure 2-2B. Geologic Map Key 
 

Regional Geology and Structure. The Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin acts as a trough that is filled 
with layers of different sediments. The deepest portions of the Basin generally consist of marine 
sedimentary rocks of various ages, ranging from Late Jurassic to early Miocene. These marine units are 
overlain by younger alluvial and locally prominent volcanic rocks of the early Miocene to Holocene age. 
Within the Basin, these deposits are disrupted by deformational stresses derived from east-west 
compressional forces associated with regional uplift along the western margin of the valley and 
extensional forces within the Basin and Range Provenance. Over time, these forces have applied great 
stresses and strain on valley deposits, creating complex and diversely oriented fold and fault structures. 

 
Recent Alluvial Deposits. Recent alluvial deposits include stream channel deposits, basin deposits, the 
Modesto Formation, and Riverbank Formation. These deposits were created by moving stream channels 
that meandered, cutting through existing sediments within the valley and creating an interconnected 
relationship. As such, it is likely that many channels or pathways exist that allow groundwater to move 
among all of the recent alluvial deposits. There is limited data in well logs to allow for differentiation 
among the different recent alluvial deposits. 
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Stream channel deposits are Holocene in age and were deposited between 11,000 years ago and the 
present day. The stream channel deposits occur along the current and ancestral paths of streams and 
rivers in Tehama County. Where present, the stream channel deposits extend from ground surface to a 
depth of one to 200 feet below ground surface (bgs). The stream channel deposits consist of 
unconsolidated gravels, sand, silt, and clay, derived from the erosion and reworking of the Quaternary 
stream terrace deposits (Modesto and Riverbank Formations) and the Tehama Formation. This unit is 
moderately to highly permeable, but because of its shallow depth and limited thickness, it possesses 
limited water-bearing capacity. 

 
Basin deposits are Holocene in age and, like stream channel  deposits,  were  deposited  between  
11,000 years ago and present day. Basin deposits occur where sediment-laden floodwaters breach natural 
streams and river levees and spread across lower-lying topography. Where present, the basin deposits 
extend from ground surface to a depth of 1 to 200 feet bgs. The basin deposits consist mainly of silts and 
clays. These units have low permeability and generally yield small quantities of water to wells. 

 
The Modesto Formation is Pleistocene in age and was deposited between 2 million and 500,000 years 
ago. The Modesto Formation is a stream terrace deposit consisting of gravels, sands, and clays derived 
from the reworking and deposition of the Riverbank Formation. The Modesto Formation was probably 
deposited by the same stream and river systems that flow today because it generally borders existing 
channels (Blake et. al., 1999). Where present, the Modesto Formation begins between ground surface 
and 100 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 200 feet bgs. The units of the Modesto 
Formation are moderately to highly permeable and can yield limited quantities of water to wells. 

 
The Riverbank Formation is Pleistocene in age and was deposited between 2 million and 500,000 years 
ago. The Riverbank Formation consists of pebbles and small cobble gravels interlayered with reddish clay, 
sands, and silts. Like the Modesto Formation, the Riverbank Formation is a stream terrace deposit; 
however, the Riverbank Formation is older than the Modesto Formation. The Riverbank Formation has 
two units. The lower unit of the Riverbank Formation is lithologically similar to the Red Bluff Formation 
(which occurs further north in the Sacramento Valley) and has a similar brick-red color. It occurs on the 
higher of two terraces that have been cut and filled into the surface of the Red Bluff and/or Tehama 
Formations. The upper unit of the Riverbank Formation consists of extensive flat stream terraces along 
major creeks in the valley (Helley and Harwood, 1985). The Riverbank Formation begins between ground 
surface and 150 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 200 feet bgs. The Riverbank Formation 
is moderately to highly permeable and can yield moderate quantities of water to wells. 

 

Sutter Buttes Alluvium 

The Sutter Buttes Alluvium is an alluvial fan deposit observed in the subsurface, which may range in 
thickness up to 600 feet thick (DWR, 2000). These fan deposits consist largely of gravels, sands, silts, and 
clays and may extend up to 15 miles north of the Sutter Buttes and west beyond the Sacramento River. 
Certain zones within this unit yield large quantities of water (DWR, 2004). 

 

Tehama Formation 

The Tehama Formation is Pliocene in age and was deposited between four million and one million years 
ago. The Tehama Formation was deposited by coalescing alluvial fan deposits from the Coast Ranges and 



SB 552 Drought Resiliency Plan 
FY24/25 Report 

Tehama County 
May 2025 26 

 

 

consists of inter-braided gravel, sand, silt, and clay. The Tehama Formation outcrops in the low foothills 
of the Coast Ranges at the western edge of the Sacramento Valley. Throughout the flat areas of the 
western Sacramento Valley, the Tehama Formation is overlain by one or more of the younger deposits 
described above. Toward the center of the Sacramento Valley, near the Sacramento River, the Tehama 
Formation interfingers with the Sierra Nevada - and Cascade Mountains - sourced Tuscan and Laguna 
Formations. Within the Tehama Formation, the gravel, sand, and silt materials are separated into distinct 
zones by impermeable and semipermeable layers of clay and other fine-grained materials. The gravel and 
sand zones are generally less than 50 feet thick and may lack lateral continuity. Although the Tehama 
Formation is the principal water-bearing formation in the western half of the Sacramento Valley, the units 
of the Tehama Formation have not been studied in detail in Tehama County. The Tehama Formation 
begins between ground surface (in the outcrop areas) to 200 feet bgs and becomes thicker toward the 
center of the Sacramento Valley, extending to a depth of up to 1700 feet bgs. The units of the Tehama 
Formation are moderately permeable, but because of its extent and thickness, the Tehama Formation 
can yield moderate to high volumes of water to wells. 

 

Tuscan Formation 

The Tuscan Formation has been the subject of much interest in recent years, but records from gas wells 
indicate that it is likely only present in the very northeastern corner of Colusa County and, consequently, 
is not a major water source for the County. 

 

Groundwater Levels 

The California Department of Water Resources maintains a publicly available online database that 
includes groundwater level data for the County. DWR’s Water Data Library Website can be found at 
https://wdl.water.ca.gov/. The State Well Numbering System identifies wells that are monitored by DWR 
and cooperating agencies. Data can be obtained for specific wells by means of a map interface, by 
groundwater basin, or by the assigned State Well Numbering System. 

 
The 77-year period of record for water level measurements in Tehama County depicts a groundwater 
system that has experienced changing conditions over time. In areas of high groundwater use and differing 
water conditions, water levels fluctuate, sometimes dramatically, in response to changes in groundwater 
use and hydrologic conditions. In areas of lower groundwater use and more stable water conditions, water 
levels have not exhibited significant fluctuations over time. In areas where agricultural water needs are 
met with surface water, wells generally exhibit more stable conditions. 

 
Groundwater levels decreased during the 1975 to 1977 drought, then increased slightly until 1982. At that 
point, surface water from the Tehama Colusa Canal became available, and groundwater levels increased 
quickly from 1982 through 1986. Seasonal water level fluctuations decreased during this period from 
about 20 feet to less than 10 feet, indicating a reduction in groundwater pumping. Groundwater levels 
declined from 1988 through 1994, when deliveries from the TCC were only 25-65 percent of normal and 
have generally increased from 1994 through present. Groundwater levels in this well are currently about 
50 feet higher than they were in 1970. 

 
The direction of spring groundwater flow within the County has not changed from 1977 to 2006. It 
generally follows the topography of the County, flowing from the Coast Ranges toward the Sacramento 

https://wdl.water.ca.gov/
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Valley (west to east), and north to south within the Valley. Spring groundwater elevations were about five 
to 30 feet higher in 2006 than in 1977, depending on the area. 

 
Data from the two nested monitoring wells at the extensometer sites in the County shows that for the 
four years of available data, the spring groundwater elevations in the monitored aquifer zones have been 
very similar, within three feet of one another. 

 

Groundwater Quality 

DWR maintains a database for groundwater quality that can be obtained from the Water Data Library for 
specific well sites within Tehama County, identified by the assigned State Well Numbering System. Data 
can also be obtained by groupings of wells. 

 
Multiple approaches can be used to evaluate overall water quality. The most common are specific 
conductance or total dissolved solids, which are indicators of the total concentration of minerals in the 
water. Lower specific conductance or concentrations of total dissolved solids generally indicate better water 
quality, while higher specific conductance or concentrations of total dissolved solids generally indicate 
poorer water quality. For Tehama County, specific conductance was selected as an indicator of overall water 
quality because there were more records for specific conductance than for total dissolved solids. 

 
Specific conductance within the County is generally acceptable for agricultural and domestic use, except 
for two areas. In the marine sediments in the foothills of the Coast Ranges, specific conductance is 
marginally acceptable for domestic use and can reduce the yield of several crops grown in the County. 

 
Nitrate concentrations in the County are generally acceptable. Nitrate concentrations typically meet 
drinking water standards; however, Antelope Subbasin has for many years been monitoring nitrate 
concentrations and requiring reporting of levels in annual reports. Where present, elevated 
concentrations of nitrate are likely a result of inadequate sanitary seals or point sources (i.e., septic 
systems). Manganese and Chromium 6 concentrations are elevated in the Western portion of the County 
at levels that may cause aesthetic problems (odor or staining for Manganese) and public health problems 
(associated with lung cancer and nasal and sinus cancer) for Chromium 6 for domestic and municipal 
uses, but generally below levels that could represent a health risk. Naturally occurring Arsenic has been 
found in shallow wells in the Los Molinos Area. 

 

Corning Subbasin 

Groundwater quality in the Corning Subbasin principal aquifer is predominantly of a calcium magnesium 
bicarbonate or magnesium-calcium bicarbonate type. There are also some localized areas of calcium 
bicarbonate groundwater near Stony Creek (DWR, 2006a). Overall, the Corning Subbasin contains 
groundwater that generally meets or exceeds primary and secondary water quality standards. Similarly, 
anthropogenic contamination of groundwater is not extensive in the Subbasin. However, there are some 
known areas of naturally occurring and non-point source groundwater quality constituents, including 
nitrate and salinity. 
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Surface Water Flow and Quality 

Historic data for Tehama County is inadequate to evaluate the changes in surface flow or quality that directly 
affect groundwater levels or quality or are caused by groundwater pumping. To make these determinations, 
it is necessary to have clustered monitoring wells located immediately adjacent to a surface water body, 
with a stage gauge located in the immediate vicinity. Even with these grouped monitoring locations (which 
do not currently exist in Tehama County), the flow in a stream or river may be so great that any interactions 
among groundwater and surface water are smaller than the measurement error. 

 

Surface-Groundwater Bottom Line with Respect to Drought/Water Shortage 
Events 

Tehama County will be collecting more groundwater and surface water data over time, which will 
provide policymakers with much-needed information for water management decisions to meet water 
needs for all users during dry conditions. During drought and water shortage events, surface water 
supplies can experience large cutbacks, which correspond with higher groundwater use to compensate 
for lower surface water supply availability. During extended droughts, when more groundwater is utilized, 
safe yields may be in jeopardy, and negative groundwater impacts such as subsidence may occur. 
Mitigating the surface-groundwater dynamics in Tehama County will likely require a combination of 
demand management, increased recharge, and higher surface water use when available to take the 
pressure off groundwater supply depletions that exceed the safe yield of the Subbasins. 

 

2.2. DWR Drought Risk Assessment Tool 

To evaluate the relative risk of drought and water shortage vulnerability for Self-Supplied Community water 
systems, DWR collaborated with the Water Board and CDAG to develop a tool that used a common 
framework based on important risk indicators. The methodology used by the Risk Explorer Tool does not 
define thresholds whereby certain communities are “at risk” of drought and water shortage, and others are 
not. Instead, according to the CDAG report, “the methodology inherently recognizes that all communities in 
California face some risk of drought and water shortage and thus provides a tool to calculate the relative risk 
of these suppliers and communities.” The primary benefit of the Risk Explorer Tool is to offer local and 
regionally specific information to assist with drought and water shortage planning. 

 
The unit of analysis for the Risk Explorer Tool is the Census Block Group (the geographical unit used by 
the United States Census Bureau, typically between 600 and 3,000 people), with a record of a domestic 
well installed within the last 50 years (1970-2019). Census Block Groups with zero population and no 
domestic well record within the last 50 years were excluded from the analysis. In Tehama County, an 
estimated 7,000 households reside in the Census Block Groups evaluated by the Tool (but not all of these 
households are Self-Supplied, as defined by this report). About 9,500 domestic wells have been recorded 
with DWR in Tehama County over the last 50 years. The Census Block Groups do not necessarily represent 
individual “communities” in the traditional sense but do cover populated areas. The Risk Explorer Tool 
used this spatial unit for its analysis to allow DWR to access demographic information that is otherwise 
not available. Actual drought risk within each census block can vary substantially, as even close 
neighbors may rely on different water sources or wells of different ages and 
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depths. The Risk Explorer Tool is useful for analyzing how risk varies across the County but should not be 
assumed to reflect the actual drought risk of any specific water system or domestic well. 

 

2.2.1. DWR Drought Risk Tool – Risk Indicators 

The Risk Explorer Tool identifies 20 indicators for the Self-Supplied Community grouping. These indicators 
were created to cover three general categories of risk defined by the State Water Resources Control 
Board, CDAG, and other stakeholders. These components are: (1) the exposure of suppliers and 
communities to hazardous conditions and events, (2) the physical and social vulnerability of suppliers and 
communities to the exposure, and (3) the recent history of shortage and drought impacts. The Risk 
Explorer Tool evaluates risk based on these categories, looking more closely at individual indicators 
separated into five Risk Components (RC) groups, with each component broken into individual metrics as 
presented below in Figure 2-1. 

 

 

Figure 2-1. Drought and Water Shortage Risk Indicators 
 

Brief descriptions of the risk indicators shown above are listed below, along with the data source in 
parentheses. 
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Component 1 – Climate Change 

• RC1a Temperature Shift tracks projected increases in maximum temperature by mid-century, 
averaged across climate models. (DWR) 

• RC1b Wildfire Risk projects severe or high-severe wildfire risk for each block group boundary. (UC 
Merced) 

• RC1c Saline Intrusion Risk identifies susceptibility to seawater intrusion as measured by 1 meter 
of sea level rise into coastal aquifers. (University of Wyoming/USGS) 

 

Component 2 – Exposure to Current Conditions and Events 

• RC2a Drought Early Warning tracks an annual early drought risk warning, indicating less than 70% 
of average precipitation by January 31 of that water year. (PRISM OSU) 

• RC2b Wildfire Risk models the current maximum risk for wildfire for each block group. (CalFire) 

• RC2c Fractured Rock Area shows if the community is located in a fractured rock area. (DWR) 

• RC2d Subsidence Presence documents a record of subsidence within the block group. (DWR) 

• RC2e Salt Presence (basin) documents a record of salts and salt intrusion points in the basin. 
(DWR) 

• RC2f Over drafted Basin shows if the area is in a critically over-drafted basin. (DWR) 

• RC2g Declining Water Levels identifies declining groundwater levels. (DWR) 

• RC2h Population Growth uses census data to estimate the population growth rate to determine 
projected population growth. (DWR) 

• RC2i Water Quality Index indicates the likelihood that groundwater accessed by domestic wells 
may contain constituents above regulatory levels. (SWRCB) 

• RC2j Surrounding Irrigated Agriculture identifies the presence of irrigated agriculture in the 
surrounding basin. (DWR) 

 

Component 3 – Physical Vulnerability 

• RC3a Well Depth Flag flags “relatively shallow” well depth if any portion of the groundwater units 
intersect with the block group. (OSWCR-DWR) 

• RC3b Well Depth Proportion identifies where the max depth of domestic wells is 10% or more 
shallow than the max depth of public wells. (OSWCR-DWR) 

 

Component 4 – Social Vulnerability 

• RC4 is a composite index of demographic indicators shown above from the American Community 
Survey 2012-2016 and the 2010 US Census. 

 

Component 5 – Water Shortage Record 

• RC5a Reported Household Outages on Domestic Well indicates the presence of one or more 
households that have reported a domestic well outage in the block group. (DWR) 
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• RC5b Reported Household Outages on Private Well shows the proportion of households with 
reported outages in the block group using a 0-1 scalar metric. (DWR) 

 
Some risk components have fewer implications than others in Tehama County. For example, because the 
County is located more than 75 miles inland, seawater intrusion is not a concern. Some risk components 
are more applicable in some parts of the County than in others. Certain issues like groundwater 
subsidence are much more likely to occur in the Central Valley floor portion of the County within the 
alluvial groundwater basin, which is impacted by urban areas and surrounding irrigated agriculture more 
susceptible to overdraft (RC2f) and documented areas of subsidence (RC2d). The geographic differences 
in the western foothill areas would mean more limited access to groundwater and less likelihood of 
dealing with overdraft or subsidence issues. Water use intensity is much lower in the western foothill 
areas of the Subbasin than in the alluvial groundwater areas dominated by urban and agricultural 
groundwater use. Understanding the geographic risk and diversity of the watershed will assist the County 
in properly categorizing risk across different geographic areas based on weighting risk factors accordingly. 
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2.2.2. Tehama County – Physical Vulnerability Summary 
 

Figure 2-2. Tehama County Physical Vulnerability 
 

Indications are that there are some areas in the County with physical vulnerability risks that can be further evaluated in those specific areas. 
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2.2.3. Tehama County – Social Vulnerability Summary 
 

Figure 2-3. Tehama County Social Vulnerability 
 

Indications are that there are some areas in the County with social vulnerability risks that can be further evaluated in those specific areas. 
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2.2.4. Tehama County – Infrastructure Susceptibility Risk 
 

Figure 2-4. Tehama County Infrastructure Susceptibility Risk 
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It appears that there are some areas with infrastructure susceptibility risk typically associated with dry 
well issues and/or limited access to water supplies. 

 
The Risk Explorer Tool is useful for helping determine overall drought risk trends and vulnerabilities across 
broad block-level areas, but its effectiveness for providing risk evaluation at the household level and 
incorporating specificity into its overall risk evaluation is limited. While the RC indicator model and 
methodology are comprehensive and the result of a large, coordinated effort of experts and a diverse 
group of stakeholders, there is inherent variability within the units of analysis. The Tool is unable to 
comprehensively communicate risk through an aggregated score based on census block groups. 

 
The variability between household wells within the same block group is hard to quantify. Water quality is 
specific to individual well locations, underlying geology, proximity to potential contaminants, and the 
presence of salinity. For instance, a single property with multiple wells can have different water quality 
from well to well, along with different productivity and risk. Importantly, household and private well data 
is only as accurate as the reporting and record keeping. Some households and communities may be averse 
to reporting the presence of a well or outages for a variety of reasons, from lack of trust in government 
institutions to language barriers or simply being unaware of reporting tools or requirements. 

 
Examining the individual Risk Components from the Risk Explorer Tool, putting them into context using 
County-specific knowledge, and engaging additional resources will complement the Risk Explorer Tool’s 
data sets and maximize the effectiveness of the County’s drought planning and response. Section 4 
expands on these ideas through the proposed Action Plan. 

 
The County can use the analysis using the DWR water shortage risk tool to identify areas with higher risks 
associated with drought and water shortage conditions providing a starting point for drought mitigation 
and response measures. 

 

2.3. California Groundwater Information 

DWR’s GWLive (https://sgma.water.ca.gov/CalGWLive/) is another online resource that provides 
additional groundwater information through a suite of dashboards to assess the state’s latest 
groundwater information on groundwater conditions, groundwater levels, well infrastructure, and land 
subsidence. The Well Infrastructure section of GWLive includes dashboards to help identify the location 
of individual domestic wells, their susceptibility to going dry, and a record of well characteristics and 
reliability. 

 
DWR’s GWLive uses Geographic Information Systems (GIS) “story maps” (https://storymaps.arcgis.com 
/stories/f2b252d15a0d4e49887ba94ac17cc4bb) for spatial analysis of California groundwater resources, 
based on data from Well Completion Reports (WCRs) to DWR’s Online System of Well Completion Reports 
(OSWCR). These maps are valuable for determining a well’s location, depth, age, and other defining 
characteristics, as well as assessing susceptibility and patterns of outages. GWLive can help the County 
evaluate future risk for Self-supplied communities with greater spatial detail than the Drought Risk 
Explorer Tool described in Section 2.2. The following sections present information available through the 
GWLive tools used for the preparation of this Drought Plan: Domestic Wells, Irrigation Wells, Public Water 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/CalGWLive/
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/
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Systems, and Reported Dry Wells. Information regarding Dry Domestic Well Susceptibility within 
Groundwater Basins and the County is also available if needed. 

 
DWR’s GWLive provides a wide variety of well data for the County to get more detailed information about 
all well types including domestic, irrigation, public water system, and dry wells (left to right in the diagram 
below). 

 

 
Figure 2-5. GWLive Example Well Type Data 

 
This section includes the latest information on the well infrastructure in California. Information for 
domestic and irrigation wells is based on DWR’s Online System for Well Completion Reports, and 
information for public supply wells is based on data from the State Water Resource Control’s Division of 
Drinking Water. The County or other users can click on the well icon above (once on the GW Live website) 
based on well information needed to explore the interactive and user-friendly dashboards, that detail 
California's well infrastructure. 
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2.3.1. Domestic Wells 

Below is an example of querying domestic wells using the GWLive website in Tehama County. If needed, domestic wells can be categorized by 
specific well depths or parameters. 

 

 

Figure 2-6. Example Domestic Well Query Using GWLive Website in Tehama County 
 

The location of domestic wells, along with the details filed in the OSWCR, is useful to understand where wells are concentrated in the County and 
what communities rely on domestic and private wells. The Domestic Wells Tool in GWLive pulls information from the state’s Well Completion 
Reports, which have been required for every person who “digs, bores, or drills a water well” by California Water Code § 13751 since January 1997. 
Key pieces of information include the total depth of the well and the depth of water in the well. 
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2.3.2. Irrigation Wells 

Below is an example of querying irrigation wells using the GWLive website in Tehama County. Irrigation wells can be categorized by specific well 
depths or parameters if needed. Irrigation wells may include those drilled to greater depths to meet well irrigation needs. 

 

 

Figure 2-7. Example Irrigation Well Query Using GWLive Website in Tehama County 
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2.3.3. Public Supply Wells 

Below is an example of querying public supply wells using the GWLive website in Tehama County. Public supply wells typically serve larger 
populations and are tracked by DWR and each County. Information on public supply wells is typically well documented, and data is easily available 
through various public water system reporting processes. 

 

 

Figure 2-8. Example Public Supply Well Query Using GWLive Website in Tehama County 
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2.3.4. Reported Dry Wells 

Below is an example of querying reported dry wells using the GWLive website in Tehama County. Dry wells are tracked by DWR and by each 
County. 

 

 

Figure 2-9. Example Reported Dry Wells Using GWLive Website in Tehama County 
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The GWLive Reported Dry Wells tool is intended to inform state, county, and local agencies of drought 
impacts on household water supplies. If households are experiencing issues with well production, they 
should be encouraged to complete the Dry Well Report Form. Data collected includes contact information 
of the household reporting the issue, water shortage issue, location, and well-log data. This data is 
displayed on a map with the specific locations of reported dry wells. Filters allow users to select a 
designated time period within the last year or see all dry well reports from 2014 to the present. The Report 
Type filter shows either reported dry wells, resolved dry wells, or both as needed to be plotted on the 
map. Clicking on the individual report on the map shows the individual well detail that is issued, including 
the basin and subbasin name. Resolved Outage reports indicate that a well that reported an outage in the 
past was updated during the report time period selected as having started producing water again. 

 
Using the Reported Dry Wells Tool to identify geographic and basin-specific trends can help risk 
assessment for nearby wells, especially when combined with data regarding well depth and reported 
depth of water in the well. Households are also given homeowner resources such as links to contact the 
County’s Office of Emergency Services, well contractors, and County well permit application links in case 
of a need to refurbish or drill a new well. 

 

2.3.5. Well Inventory-Data Summary 

The bottom line is that the DWR GWLive website is a very useful tool for the County to use in assessing 
the well infrastructure that is in place, utilizing local groundwater resources to better understand how 
groundwater can be managed within the safe yield of local groundwater basins. Using the data in DWR 
GWLive will assist the County in developing and updating water resource policies and programs that 
reflect the best available well information. As more local well data is collected, this will, in turn, assist the 
County in reviewing and updating well-related policies to minimize the drought and water shortage 
impacts on water users and self-supplied communities within the County. 

 

2.4. SAFER Drinking Water Needs Assessment Dashboard 

The SWRCB has implemented the SAFER program, which provides a set of dashboards, funding sources, 
and regulatory authorities designed to assist Californians who currently lack safe and affordable drinking 
water in a timely manner. This is accomplished through the identification of public water systems and 
domestic and private wells that are considered “at-risk” of failing. Therefore, the SWRCB can proactively 
target these areas through technical and financial assistance. Information on the SAFER Drinking Water 
Needs Assessment dashboards can be found here: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/saferdashboard.html 

 

According to the SAFER Drinking Water Needs Assessment Dashboard, the Failing systems are identified 
based on Monitoring and Reporting Violations, Primary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) Violations, 
Secondary MCL Violations, Treatment Technique Violations, or E. coli Violations. When a water system 
fails to conduct regular monitoring, fails to address MCL violations, or does not follow the required 
treatment techniques to reduce risk from contaminants, the system is considered failing. 

 
In accordance with federal regulations, public water systems are required to sample water sources to 
determine compliance with drinking water standards. In the County, all well drilling activities require a 
permit from Tehama County Environmental Health Department (EHD). However, after initial well 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/saferdashboard.html
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construction, only State Small Water Systems (5-14 service connections) are required to regularly monitor 
and report water quality data to the Tehama County Environmental Health Department (TCEH) does not 
have any ongoing regulatory oversight authority over domestic wells and self-supplied residences, so 
TCEH cannot monitor water quality data for all these wells. 

 

The water systems included as part of the SAFER Drinking Water Needs Assessment Dashboard Map are 
organized by various risk categories, including Failing, At-Risk, Potentially At-Risk, Not At-Risk, and Not 
Assessed. For state small water systems, the risk status is based on aquifer risk reflecting the drinking 
water quality. In addition, the SAFER dashboard database search can be filtered by the number of service 
connections and population within a county or city. The map display is useful for visually seeing the 
identified service connections with their respective SAFER status (based on available information at the 
time of the analysis). 

 
Using the SWRCB online database tools can help counties determine the individual facilities and 
communities that are at risk and/or failing. Based on the SAFER mapping tool results, the number of water 
systems at risk is shown, along with the associated risk status as of December 2024. There are roughly 
9,500 residents who rely upon a small water system for their potable water supply in the County at risk. 
Out of the small water systems identified, two systems are considered failing, one system is at risk, and 
six 6 systems are not at risk. Recognizing the reasons for a specific water system to be at-risk can help 
create a strategy for future action to reduce risk. Every failing system identified within the County resulted 
from a water quantity, water quality, or accessibility risk category (or combination thereof). While the 
water quality challenges documented by the SAFER tool are not necessarily caused by drought, water 
systems that are currently addressing water quality issues may be at heightened risk of water shortage 
during droughts, when alternative water supplies are least available. The SAFER tool provides additional 
useful context when evaluating drought risk in the County. 

 
A snapshot summary of the SAFER dashboard results for Tehama County (2024) is as follows: 
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Figure 2-10. Example of SAFER Dashboard Results for Tehama County 
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2.5. Community Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholders in the County were given the opportunity to comment on the draft contents of this plan 
through meetings of the County’s Drought Task Force through calendar year 2024 and Spring 2025. The 
Drought Task Force meeting agendas and material handouts provided to Drought Task Force members in 
advance of scheduled meetings. Some of the comments received during the Drought Task Force 
Meetings included providing drought monitoring benchmarks or indicators as part of an early warning 
system of emerging drought conditions, continuing the emergency water supply program during future 
drought conditions, continuing the well enhancement program to deepen shallow wells where feasible 
and continue to evaluate increased use of surface water supplies when available to reduce long-term 
drought impacts on groundwater users. 

 
The project website established for developing the County’s SB 552 compliant drought resiliency plan will 
continue to be used for project implementation to work with the Drought Task Force in proactively 
addressing future drought and water shortage conditions, including how to report dry wells, request 
emergency water supplies, and receive stakeholder engagement materials and information. Stakeholder 
engagement will be focused on areas that are more susceptible to groundwater quality issues, some of 
which originate from naturally occurring contaminants such as arsenic and Chromium 6 that are found in 
fractured rock aquifers. In contrast, Stakeholders noted that many of the Valley Floor communities face 
risks associated with long-term groundwater declines that are not simply caused by a single dry year. 

 

Throughout the County, the age and maintenance status of domestic wells were identified as a major 
factor causing dry wells and/or well service interruptions. Many wells have not been regularly serviced 
and maintained, which makes the individuals and communities that rely on these wells more vulnerable 
to service interruptions. Well location, construction characteristics, and installation date were suggested 
as important factors that may be useful for predicting future service interruptions. There was general 
agreement that maintaining the project website as a communication portal for drought-related actions 
would be helpful for assisting those at higher risk during drought and water shortage conditions, and 
adding an App allowing cell phone access for areas lacking broadband internet access could be helpful. 

 

2.6. Risk Summary and Conclusions 

The analysis presented in Section 2 indicates that Tehama County faces a variety of risks related to drought 
and water shortage. The Drought Risk Explorer Tool highlights multiple intersecting risk factors facing 
communities, including long-term groundwater declines, climate change, and social vulnerability. In 
particular, the risks faced by communities in the Valley Floor, within the Tehama GSA service area, and 
the white areas outside of GSA service areas within the County are quite different. The County faces 
periodic surface water supply cutbacks, declining groundwater levels and storage in some areas, 
periodic well failures, and dry domestic well susceptibility, which are among the key indicators of 
drought and water shortage risk. Domestic wells drilled into areas of high groundwater use or adjacent 
to large groundwater users face heightened risk. 

 
DWR’s GWLive Dashboards provide additional details on drought risks to domestic wells in the County. 
There is a high degree of domestic well reliance, including many wells that are relatively old or 
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shallow. The County has experienced increases in the number of domestic well outages during recent 
droughts, with those outages often concentrated in specific communities. Many of these same 
communities may be highly susceptible to future domestic well outages because well depths are relatively 
shallow compared to underlying groundwater levels. 

 
The SAFER Tool focuses on risk drivers such as water quality and accessibility indicators that may not be 
directly related to drought risk. However, water systems that are currently struggling in these categories 
may be at heightened risk of water shortage during drought conditions when alternative water supplies 
are least available. 
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3. SMALL WATER SYSTEM CONSOLIDATION OPPORTUNITIES 
Senate Bill 552 requires the County to consider Water System Consolidation, which is the joining of two 
or more water systems to improve the water supply reliability and/or quality of drinking water for at least 
one of the systems. Water system consolidation usually involves a smaller water system being absorbed 
into a larger system, extending the drinking water infrastructure or the extension of water services to 
households relying on domestic wells and communities that are not connected to publicly regulated 
systems with higher technical, managerial, and financial capacity because of the rural nature of Tehama 
County there may be limited opportunities to achieve consolidation of small water systems. 

 
The California State Legislature passed Senate Bill 88 in 2015, which authorized the SWRCB to facilitate 
the consolidation of severely underperforming water systems. For water systems that the SWRCB has not 
designated as severely underperforming, consolidation remains voluntary. The County does not have the 
authority or desire to compel mandatory consolidation but may support voluntary consolidation where 
appropriate, cost-effective, and supported by the local agencies involved. 

 
Consolidation can offer substantial benefits that result in improved water system resiliency and customer 
affordability. The process to achieve a successful consolidation is complex and may take some time to 
plan and complete. A key challenge for small water systems when considering consolidation is the high 
costs of providing water service. Typically, a larger water system can achieve consolidation at lower costs 
for drinking water purposes per individual service by spreading capital, maintenance, and operational 
costs across a larger pool of ratepayers, which can lower the cost per service connection. Water service 
rates can be significantly higher for small systems due to outdated infrastructure and deferred 
maintenance costs that are spread over fewer service connections. Another externality of water system 
consolidation can be the ability to accommodate planned water system growth within communities and 
reduce the risk of adverse public health risks to water system customers. 

 
This section of the Drought Plan provides an overview of water system consolidation types and 
implementation approaches and discusses the communities within the County that have already 
considered consolidation. It concludes with recommendations and the next steps to guide the County’s 
implementation of consolidation support. 

 

3.1. Water System Consolidation Descriptions 

Consolidation can involve a spectrum of collaborative efforts between at least two separate entities that 
merge mutually beneficial aspects of the water systems involved in the process. Water system 
consolidation is a high priority for the State of California because it can address drinking water system 
regulatory compliance issues and improve the technical and managerial capacity of the resulting entity. 
Consolidations can be implemented at a managerial level, such as merging and sharing of system 
operations, including administration, monitoring, and billing tasks. Consolidation can also be considered 
at the physical level, which involves the merging of the physical water system infrastructure, including 
distribution pipelines, water storage, pumping, and/or water treatment facilities. 
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3.1.1. Managerial Consolidations 

Managerial Consolidation involves the technical, managerial, and financial (TMF) components, where 
systems combine billing, equipment sharing, and merging staff or consultants into one system. A 
managerial consolidation can be better suited for two or more systems within 30 miles or less of each 
other. Because managerial consolidations require the merging of staff and human resources into one 
system, a consideration of commute time is important. It is suggested that a commute greater than one- 
hour results in reduced productivity and efficiency. 

 
Smaller systems are less likely to have the TMF necessary to ensure a drinking water system is compliant 
with state and federal requirements. Rural systems servicing disadvantaged communities, especially when 
they are largely or entirely reliant on groundwater, may struggle to provide and maintain clean and 
reliable drinking water. In addition, prolonged insufficient TMF levels can result in the degradation of 
standards and a higher risk of failure for the system. Hiring experienced staff, maintaining adequate O&M 
practices, and preparing rate studies on a regular basis are critical factors in determining the real costs of 
providing water service and adequately maintaining infrastructure assets over their useful lives. A small 
system may not fully understand the condition of its infrastructure assets and may increase the possibility 
of system failure because they are unable to maintain or replace infrastructure based on recommended 
American Water Works Association (AWWA) asset management standards and practices. Small water 
systems facing TMF challenges may be good candidates for managerial consolidations to enable the 
consolidated system to achieve regulatory compliance and economies of scale in its capital replacement 
and Operation and Maintenance (O&M) staffing levels without the cost of constructing new physical 
infrastructure. 

 

3.1.2. Physical Consolidations 

Physical consolidation involves the merging, sharing, or expansion of the physical water system 
infrastructure, including distribution pipelines, water storage, and/or water treatment facilities. The best 
candidates for physical consolidation are water systems or privately supplied well communities that are 
within three miles or less, due to potentially high development costs to connect pipelines and other 
infrastructure needs. Current experience suggests that these communities within one mile or less of 
existing higher TMF systems are much more likely to be feasible for a cost-effective physical consolidation 
approach to avoid potential water system failures or below-standard performance. 

 

3.1.3. Regionalization 

Regionalization is the consolidation on a larger scale when two or more water systems or private well 
communities form into a single regional water system. It can be used when a large geographic area, such 
as a watershed, an entire county, or several contiguous local water systems or communities, forms into a 
single combined regional water system. This approach is more legally complex, but the overall goals and 
outcomes are functionally similar to other consolidation options. The process of regionalization could 
result in water partnerships, such as formal agreements and joint ventures, that may not require the 
degree of infrastructure integration associated with physical consolidation. Typically, regionalization will 
involve an organizational structure (e.g., a Joint Powers Authority or other legal form of regionalization 



SB 552 Drought Resiliency Plan 
FY24/25 Report 

Tehama County 
May 2025 48 

 

 

agreed to by the participating water systems). Assets must be consolidated into regional accounting and 
documentation, including assets and liabilities for all systems involved. 

 

3.2. Implementing Consolidations 

There are a variety of institutional arrangements and structures that can be used to implement water 
system consolidations. It should be emphasized that consolidation possibilities and feasibility can be a 
continuous process that reflects the approach (voluntary vs. involuntary) and urgency based on water 
system risk. Water systems typically review their potential consolidation options and may select the 
combinations and options for participation that provide the best available solution for their 
circumstances, which is important when seeking a long-term consolidation solution. 

 
Figure 3-1 below illustrates the combined relationship options between physical and managerial 
consolidation, such as annexation of unincorporated areas into cities, extraterritorial service agreements, 
and purchases. There has also been success from the managerial consolidation structures through Joint 
Powers Agreements (JPAs) and mutual aid agreements, as well as shared accounting and billing, or shared 
operations functions and staff. Physical options of water exchanges or wholesale agreements, emergency 
interties (or interconnection), and shared treatment plants create solutions for at-risk communities 
without access to water. 

 

 
Figure 3-1. Combined Relationship Options between Physical and Managerial Consolidation 
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3.2.1. Consolidation Funding Sources 

Financial incentives and additional support for small system consolidations are in place through the State 
of California Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) and SWRCB SAFER Programs, which can 
expedite and facilitate the implementation of certain water system consolidations as a function of 
respective challenges when considering consolidation opportunities. Because water system 
consolidations can be expensive and can result in short-term rate shock and long-term large water rate 
increases, funding is an important factor in achieving progress and successful consolidation 
implementation results. Funding and grant opportunities may be available for certain water system 
consolidation purposes through DWR and the SWRCB DWSRF Program, which currently prioritizes 
Category A-C projects for funding, with consolidation being ranked as a high priority for selecting projects 
to be funded in a timely manner. The SWRCB also established the SAFER program to fund small systems 
at risk of failure or potential failure (including consolidations), with local and regional funding solicitations 
available for eligible partner entities to receive funding for regional programs related to drought or 
contamination issues with small water systems. The eligible project types to receive funding include those 
with a higher ranking in the SWRCB water need assessment process, who may already have domestic well 
testing or interim water solutions in place, including delivered bottled water and hauled water measures, 
provisions for emergency water storage tanks, and POU/POE systems. Funding programs for long-term 
water system solutions, such as well replacements or limited-scale consolidations, are available through 
the SWRCB. Applications can be prepared by eligible applicants interested in water system consolidation 
and submitted using the SWRCB’s Financial Assistance Application Submittal Tool (FAAST). Additional 
funding may also be available through the Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) grant 
program, but the future of the IRWM program is uncertain at this time. Funding may also be available 
through the DWR Small Communities Program, which is currently unfunded and has a long project waiting 
list. Ultimately, the availability of outside funding support will affect the feasibility and implementation 
success of most small water system consolidation projects. 

 

3.2.2. Community Outreach and Support Strategies 

Communities that are interested in water system consolidation should include the community in the 
planning and feasibility stages of the water consolidation process to ensure that ratepayers have access 
to important and relevant project information and data. Outreach and support, tailored to the specifics 
of each small system water consolidation process, is a key ingredient for consolidation success by 
providing access to key project information throughout the process to ensure there is local support for 
the consolidation approach to achieve a sustainable, long-term solution with acceptable risk. The 
information can include water system conditions and risks, the ability to comply with water regulations, 
financial liabilities and risks, and public health and safety benefits that can mitigate current water system 
threats and risks. The information would objectively state the overall goals and objectives of small water 
system consolidation with materials that are accessible to those impacted. The County’s involvement will 
vary based on the proposed consolidations under consideration and what type of assistance is needed to 
complete a given consolidation project. 
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Direct Support 

Agencies within Tehama County and the Sacramento Valley continue to directly support the communities 
impacted by drought and water shortage condition risks with solutions such as interim water hauling and 
bottled water services, emergency water supply storage tanks, technical assistance for emergency 
solutions, and ongoing information and assistance for domestic well owners to maintain and sustain their 
supplies. Providing continued assistance and services to small water systems within the County during 
future drought and water shortage conditions is going to be subject to funding availability. 

 

3.2.3. Challenges to Consolidation 

Consolidation can be challenging when the customers of the water system incorporated into a larger 
system are reluctant to give up the independent autonomy of their current system management 
approach. There is a range of consolidation options available to enable a small water system to retain 
some autonomy that comes from the spectrum of possible institutional arrangements, which are 
illustrated in Figure 3-2 below. 

 

 
Figure 3-2. Consolidation Options for Autonomy 

 
Defining the level of autonomy a small water system would like to retain for a given consolidation project 
should be considered to reflect the best solution available to those involved in the process. Depending on 
the acceptable arrangement, the level of local control may vary for a given project. A realistic approach could 
start with a managerial option that can provide some operational savings, build partnerships, and further 
develop relationships before fully moving towards a physical consolidation or regionalization approach. 
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It should be noted that, depending on the funding mechanism involved, the consolidation may be 
contingent upon the levels of consolidation and autonomy required to secure funding. It is important for 
communities involved to understand these tradeoffs when considering the consolidation of their water 
system. Consequently, a receiving system and its residents may resist consolidation efforts due to a 
reluctance to take on the debt, tax liability, and/or non-compliance penalties accrued by the small water 
system. These concerns highlight the necessity for accurate information regarding the costs and benefits, 
local water security, and improved economies of scale for all systems involved in the consolidation project 
before proceeding with the construction phase of work. 

 

3.3. Opportunities for Consolidations 

The County has assessed the opportunities for consolidation based on past water resource planning 
efforts. The geography in the County includes several urban or developed areas that are geographically 
disaggregated with no service areas within one mile of another’s respective service area boundaries. This 
includes the cities of Red Bluff and Corning, Rio Alto Water District, Los Molinos Community Services 
District, Gerber Las Flores Community Services District, R-Wild Horse Ranch, Mineral County Water 
District, and Rio Vista Mobile Home Park. The list of urban or developed areas is included in Table 3-1 
below. 

 

Table 3-1. List of Tehama County Urban Developed Areas 
Urban Area Entities Population Water 

Connections Acres 

1 City of Red Bluff (GW) 14,413 4,853 4,915 

2 City of Corning (GW) 8,244 2,436 2,240 

3 Rio Alto Water District (GW) 3,329 1,418 1,000 (est.) 

4 Los Molinos CSD (GW) 1,590 373 1,408 

5 Gerber Las Flores CSD (GW) 1,200 400 832 

6 R-Wild Horse Ranch (GW) 1,055 30 - 

7 Mineral County Water District (GW) 634 186 - 

8 Rio Vista Mobile Home Park (GW) 543 195 - 

9 City of Tehama 418 150 - 

TOTAL 31,428 10,041 9,000 (est.) 

 
 

When looking at potential consolidation opportunities, the following five criteria are considered to 
determine which consolidation opportunities seem the most feasible. 

 
Connection Charges – may be a substantial cost item 

Connection Infrastructure – may be expensive, depending on the infrastructure 

Existing Infrastructure – Is it easy to connect the water systems 

Existing Debt – must be considered in the cost of consolidation analysis 
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Water Rate Comparison – rates may be after consolidation 
 

Since 2017, the SWRCB has completed 33 water system consolidation projects that have improved TMF 
capacity, water system regulation compliance, and system resiliency. Based on feedback from other 
entities who have participated in water consolidation projects, the consolidation challenges that are 
typically encountered are listed below. 

 
• Customers don’t want to pay monthly water bills 

• Customers lack the technical and operating skills to operate a water system 

• Addressing water quality issues requires outside assistance 

• Connection costs from the larger system – between systems and parcel level 

• Customer mindset to save the well for future generations 

• Lack of space to install treatment systems 

• Rural sections of the County are a challenge; urban areas are easier 

• Short-term measures to consider 
 

The County will focus its efforts on further identifying the communities or systems that are susceptible to 
dry wells to promote and facilitate the managerial and/or physical consolidation processes. The Drinking 
Water System Outreach Tool is an additional database that maintains records of completed consolidation 
projects. This database may be helpful in determining future consolidation possibilities. The County will 
continue to discuss possible consolidation opportunities with urban area suppliers and coordinate with 
Environmental Health on drinking water systems, small systems, and/or domestic wells that are failing or 
have the potential to fail as targets for future consolidation opportunities. Appendix F contains 
considerations the County would utilize in assessing potential water system consolidations, as well as 
State consolidation guidelines. 

 

3.4. Conclusions and Next Steps 

To support and navigate the coming challenges that drought will create on small water systems and 
domestic well owners, the County (in accordance with department objectives and SB 552 directives) will 
continue to encourage water systems to take proactive steps to ensure resilience, prepare for emergency 
situations, and respond to consolidation efforts where feasible. The County may assist with planning 
outreach and educational opportunities and implement support strategies to provide interim and 
permanent solutions to assure water availability for all communities and water users. 

 
The County acknowledges that water consolidations are challenging and for any consolidations to be 
feasible must be supported by outside funding sources. To that end, consolidation funding will be a key 
element to discussions with communities and stakeholders who could benefit from consolidation to 
improve drought resiliency where cost-effective. The County’s Drought Task Force will continue to discuss 
consolidation opportunities as a drought mitigation strategy and develop plans for implementation 
wherever feasible that may involve domestic well, small system, and/or urban area users and systems. 
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4. SHORTAGE RESPONSE ACTIONS 
The County is not a large water purveyor directly responsible for managing water supplies or planning to 
ensure water supply reliability. The County owns and operates a few small community water systems. 
Other Special Districts and urban suppliers provide other legal and fiduciary responsibilities to assist with 
the general provision of water services to their customers, including the availability and reliability of water 
for agricultural and urban water uses and consumption. Before and during drought events, the County of 
Tehama can take actions that improve the County’s preparedness for drought, reduce the risk of water 
shortages, and coordinate response actions to relieve or mitigate drought impacts. SB 552 requires the 
County to provide emergency and interim drinking water solutions and consider domestic well drinking 
water mitigation programs. The focus of the County’s drought and water shortage response plans is on 
domestic and self-supplied communities (also called “rural communities), which are supplied by water 
systems with 14 or fewer service connections. Small systems and domestic well owners tend to be the 
most impacted during drought and water shortage conditions and, therefore, need County assistance 
during these periods. 

 
Section 4 of this Drought Plan is intended to identify and evaluate both short- and long-term drought and 
water shortage response and mitigation actions that will reduce the impact on water users during future 
drought and water shortage conditions. The County will identify and evaluate potential actions that can 
be used by County staff to coordinate and assist with drought response actions both prior to and during 
drought and water shortage conditions. These actions will serve as an action plan to be implemented 
during drought conditions, and other actions will require additional County staff review and development 
efforts, including updating existing County policies and programs, following approval by the County Board 
of Supervisors. County staff will work collaboratively with stakeholders and those impacted by County 
policies before requesting Board approvals. County staff will coordinate its actions before and during 
drought conditions to mitigate drought impacts on those most impacted, with implementation presented 
in Section 4, organized in stages of increasing severity. 

 

4.1. Primary Risk Factors 

As described in greater detail in Section 2 of this Drought Plan, the County has taken steps to assess 
potential drought and water shortage risks. The following risk factors represent the most serious threat 
to the reliability of water supplies for water users in Tehama County including rural communities. 

 

4.1.1. Declining Groundwater Levels 

Over recent decades, groundwater levels in the Tehama GSA Subbasins within the County have 
experienced declining groundwater levels associated with declining groundwater storage. Groundwater 
declines often accelerate during droughts and may not fully recover during subsequent normal or wet 
hydrologic periods. The GSPs for the Tehama Subbasins underlying the County have identified actions that 
should correct these declines and return groundwater levels to meet sustainability metrics within the 
context of SGMA legislation and requirements. 
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4.1.2. Surface Water Supply Cutbacks 

There are a variety of surface water-related water rights allowing surface water to be used under certain 
hydrologic conditions. During drought and water shortage conditions, there are surface water supply 
cutbacks that may result in increased groundwater use to enable beneficial water uses to occur. Certain 
drought and water shortage response actions may be triggered due to future surface water supply 
cutbacks, depending on their severity and duration. 

 

4.1.3. History of Well Failure 

According to California Groundwater Live, 338 dry wells were reported in the county from 2014 to 2022. 
Of these, several have been repaired due to pump failure. This is likely an undercount, with more wells 
going dry than are reported to the State. The majority of recent well failures have occurred during the 
summer and fall months of severe drought years, such as 2015 and 2021. In the County, fifteen (15) well 
failures have been replaced by the landowner or deepened/reconstructed to allow well operations 
without risk of future well failure. Confirmed well failures are an important metric to monitor on a 
regular basis. More information on dry well reporting is contained in Appendix G. 

 

4.1.4. Dry Domestic Well Susceptibility 

DWR has provided a tool on its GWLive portal that compares current groundwater level conditions to 
available information on domestic well locations and depths. According to this tool, the County contains 
many areas with a high dry domestic well susceptibility, including some areas above the 90th percentile 
of risk. Domestic wells that are relatively shallow compared to groundwater levels are at greater risk of 
going dry. 

 

4.1.5. Domestic Wells 

There are more than 9500 domestic wells in Tehama County. Based on known information, domestic wells 
are typically developed to depths between 50 and 200 feet. Domestic well owners may have shallow wells 
that are at risk of going dry during severe drought and water shortage conditions. Another risk is pumping 
interference, where a small domestic well, if located near a larger production well, can cause higher than 
normal drawdown in the domestic well water levels, increasing dry domestic well susceptibility. The 
County has updated its well inventory database to help identify areas of risk for domestic wells and is 
working to identify opportunities to replace and/or reconstruct older wells based on updated information 
to avoid future water supply interruptions. Adding some domestic well-monitoring locations could be 
useful in identifying high-risk wells and assisting the County in developing cost-effective mitigation 
solutions. 

 

4.1.6. Social Vulnerability 

Communities and individuals vary not only in their exposure to drought risks but also in their ability to 
cope with impacts when water shortages occur. Factors such as income, English fluency, age, education, 
and whether residences are rented or owner-occupied can all affect an individual’s ability to access 
support and resources during water shortages. Based on DWR’s risk tools, the County contains some 
socially vulnerable areas that measure highly on one or more of these social vulnerability metrics, 
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specifically in areas that have a high degree of Dry Domestic Well Susceptibility. In addition, some areas 
also lack reliable broadband connectivity, especially in remote areas of the County, which adds challenges 
for the County to communicate risks and learn about water supply interruptions or physical risks (e.g., 
pump failure). 

 

4.2. Monitoring And Tracking Protocols 

Through the risk assessment and stakeholder engagement processes described in Section 2 of this 
Drought Plan, a number of key metrics were identified that can be used to measure drought and water 
shortage severity and trigger the response actions identified below. All the tracking protocols identified 
in this Drought Plan can be monitored on a regular, ongoing basis. The framework of tracking protocols 
and the level or magnitude of response actions are summarized in Table 4-1 below. 

 

Table 4.1. Tehama County - Drought Tracking Measures 
 

Drought 
Stage 

 
Rainfall 
Totals 

 
Groundwater 

Declines 

Dry Wells 
Reported 
(DWR + 
County) 

Sac. Valley 
Water Year 

Index 

CVP Water 
Supply 

Cutbacks 

Drought 
Response 
Actions 

 
1 Normal, 

Above Avg. 
0 wells 

below MTs 
< 5 per 
month 

Wet, Above 
Normal 

 
0 - 25% 

Long-term 
Resiliency 
Actions 

2 Up to 30% 
below Avg. 

10% wells 
below MTs 

5-10 per 
month 

Below 
Normal, Dry 25 - 50% Moderate 

Drought 

3 > 30% below 
Avg. 

> 25% wells 
below MTs 

> 10 per 
month 

Dry, 
Critically Dry > 50% Severe 

Drought 

Rainfall Totals: The locations include the City of Red Bluff and Northern Sierra 8-Station Index (up watershed). 
Other locations can be added. 
Groundwater Declines: Based on monitoring of Tehama Well Monitoring Network (locations within Tehama 
County). Wells can be added to fill gaps or improve data. 
Dry Well Reporting: Based on County and DWR dry well reporting with confirmation. Areas of higher risk will be 
identified. 
Sac. Valley WY Index: Bulletin 120 Sac. Valley Index indicating water year type - W = Wet, AN = Above Normal, 
N = Normal, BN = Below Normal, D = Dry, C = Critically Dry. 
CVP Supply Cutbacks: Each year, the USBR assesses water conditions and sets allocations for CVP deliveries. 
Cutbacks are based on drought severity. 

 
 

If a particular risk metric and/or a combination of metrics are found to be above a staged threshold, the 
County will have the option to activate the corresponding drought and water shortage response actions. If 
the tracking protocols described below indicate that a particular region or area within the County is 
experiencing the greatest risk of drought impacts, response actions will be concentrated in that highest-risk 
area. The County has the option of implementing response measures on a county-wide basis or within 
designated areas of high risk, depending on water conditions and other factors. If the County determines 
that response actions are needed to mitigate drought and water shortage-related water user impacts, it will 
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coordinate with the Drought Task Force, Groundwater Commission, Tehama GSA, and other entities in the 
County. 

 
There are several reasons and scenarios that drought and water shortage response measures may be 
triggered. Table 4-2 highlights the different scenarios under which the County or other entity may trigger 
drought and water shortage response measures. 

 

Table 4-2. Tehama County - Possible Drought Triggers 
 

Drought Trigger 
Domestic 

Well 
Owners 

Urban 
Areas 

State 
Small 
Systems 

 
Ag-GW Ag-GW & 

SW 
Response 

Actions 

Local Water Supply 
Shortage x x x x x Local 

State-Imposed 
Water Shortage 

 
x 

   
Regional 

Regulatory Water 
Shortage 

   
x x Imposed 

Area 

Natural or Man- 
Made Disasters x x x x x Impacted 

Area 

(power failure, dam 
breaks) 

      

Local Water Supply Shortage: Examples - well pump failure, well casing collapse, sanding, water quality 
degradation, interference, energy interruption, and others. 
State-Imposed Water Shortage: An example is the SWRCB state-wide urban cutback policy (up to 28%) in 2015. 
Regulatory Water Shortage: An example is SGMA legislation compliance if there are subsidence and/or 
groundwater overdraft conditions. 
Ag-GW = wells only source, Ag-GW&SW = wells and surface water supplies available. 
Response Actions: The county will structure drought and water shortage response actions based on drought 
triggers and corresponding drought or shortage impacts on water users in the county. 

 
 

The County will tailor drought and water shortage response measures based on the reason(s) why drought 
and water shortage measures were triggered in the first place, and who the lead entity would be, 
depending on the water use sector being assisted. 

 

4.2.1. Rainfall Totals Metric 

Tracking changes in seasonal and annual rainfall data can be very useful in determining if the County is 
experiencing drought and water shortage conditions. It is recommended that the County track local 
rainfall data (e.g. for the City of Red Bluff) as well as the 8-Station Index (up watershed) rainfall data to 
assess changing water conditions with respect to drought response stages in Table 4-1. 
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Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Annual and seasonal rainfall data will be tracked locally (e.g., City of Red Bluff) and regionally (8-Station 
Index), with rainfall data within the average or above average range based on historical data. 

 

Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Annual and seasonal rainfall data will be tracked locally (e.g., City of Red Bluff) and regionally (8-Station 
Index), with rainfall data within the below-average range, down to 30% below-average range based on 
historical data. 

 

Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

Annual and seasonal rainfall data will be tracked locally (e.g., City of Red Bluff) and regionally (8-Station 
Index), with rainfall data more than 30% below the average range based on historical data. 

 

4.2.2. Groundwater Levels Metric 

Tracking groundwater level changes from previous years in alluvial groundwater basins can be useful in 
assessing current groundwater levels relative to the previous year’s conditions, which can be important 
in predicting the risk of water shortage, especially for self-supplied communities. If groundwater levels 
drop below the elevation generally accessed by domestic wells, there is a significant risk that those wells 
will run dry. The Tehama GSA, serving as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency in Tehama County, is 
responsible for maintaining and collecting groundwater level data within the County and can provide the 
most accurate and up-to-date information on groundwater levels within the GSA service portion of the 
County. Each year, by April 1, SGMA requires GSAs to release their annual reports. In Tehama County, the 
Tehama GSA provides information on groundwater levels and changes in levels and storage over time. 
The goal is to keep groundwater levels above the minimum thresholds (MTs) for each monitoring well 
location on a regular basis. If groundwater levels fall below the MT level in at least 25% of the monitored 
wells for two consecutive measurements, undesirable results would occur, requiring corrective action by 
the GSA. The following schematic of the GSA monitoring network data can inform water users if the 
groundwater levels are being maintained above the approved MT levels. 
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Groundwater levels, storage, and conditions information is included in the Tehama GSA’s Annual Reports 
which can be found on the Tehama GSA website: https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/groundwater- 
sustainability-plans-public-draft/. 

 

Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Groundwater levels are measured in the Tehama GSA groundwater monitoring network wells located 
within Tehama County, with zero wells below the approved MT levels based on the most recent Tehama 
GSA Annual Report data. 

 

Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Groundwater levels as measured in the Tehama GSA groundwater monitoring network wells located 
within Tehama County with up to 10% of wells below the approved MT levels based on the most recent 
Tehama GSA Annual Report data. 

 

Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

Groundwater levels are measured in the Tehama GSA groundwater monitoring network wells located 
within Tehama County, with 25% or more wells below the approved MT levels based on the most recent 
Tehama GSA Annual Report data. 

 

4.2.3. Dry Well Reports Metric 

Dry well reporting may occur at any time within Tehama County during any water year type due to well 
age, lack of maintenance, equipment failure, well column failure, and excessive groundwater level 
declines. Historically, many counties in rural areas have observed that the incidence of dry wells 
reported tends to increase during drought and water shortage conditions. Tehama County has historical 
experience with some dry well reporting and will likely continue to experience a Dry Wells Reported 
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during severe drought conditions. Recent history suggests that the number of dry well reports can 
increase during droughts, with serious water supply disruptions for the communities and areas with a 
heavy reliance on domestic wells. During the recent drought cycle, the County was able to facilitate 
hauled water for domestic wells that have gone dry due to drought impacts. The County is looking to 
further assist with domestic well replacement and/or redevelopment using state drought emergency or 
other outside funding sources. The State maintains a Dry Well Reporting System to gather information 
on wells with water supply interruptions and connect individuals and communities with available aid and 
resources. The County will monitor the State’s Reported Dry Well portal and other information as 
available and will trigger drought response actions if an uptick is observed in the number of confirmed 
dry wells reported. Effective communication with constituents can inform County residents on how they 
can report a dry well situation, which will also be an important strategy to ensure that Dry Well Reports 
remain an accurate indicator of drought and water shortage response impacts. 

 

Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Less than five (5) dry wells are reported monthly to the County. DWR and County dry well reporting data 
will be evaluated and considered in the analysis. 

 

Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Five (5) to ten (10) dry wells are reported monthly to the County. DWR and County dry well reporting data 
will be evaluated and considered in the analysis. 

 

Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

More than ten (10) dry wells are reported monthly to the County. DWR and County dry well reporting 
data will be evaluated and considered in the analysis. 

 

4.2.4. Sacramento Valley Water Year Metric 

The Central Valley Project (CVP) provides surface water supplies to users in Tehama County on an annual 
basis. The actual CVP water deliveries vary based on changing hydrologic conditions tracked through a 
water year metric. The federal water year is October 1 – September 30, and various surface water supply 
metrics are tracked and reported, formulating water year designations. In wet and above-average water 
years, water deliveries tend to be in the 75-100% range, depending on final CVP water allocation 
determinations. During dry years, typically consecutive dry and critically dry water years, CVP surface 
water deliveries are curtailed, with deliveries getting cut back to 0-25% levels during severe drought 
conditions. Tracking water years will provide the County with a useful metric to track surface water 
availability to water users in the County to indicate how modest or severe overall water conditions are 
during a specific period. Tracking water levels and storage information in Lake Shasta is another indicator 
that can be tracked as an indication of expected surface water supply deliveries for a given year. 

 
A summary of recent Sacramento River Index water year types is presented below in Table 4-3 for 
informational purposes. Water year index data can be useful in identifying recent drought cycles, as 
indicated in the Dry or Critically Dry years that occurred from Water Years 2007-2009, 2012-2016, and 
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2020-2022. During these drought cycles, surface water supply cutbacks were drastic and caused 
significant drought and water shortage impacts on water users in Tehama County. 

 

Table 4-3. Tehama County - Water Year Tracking Metric 

Water Year Sac Valley 
Index 

Water Year Type Sac 
Valley Index 

 
Recent Drought Cycle 

2005 Above Normal  

2006 Wet  

2007 Dry Drought Cycle 

2008 Critically Dry Drought Cycle 

2009 Dry Drought Cycle 

2010 Below Normal  

2011 Wet  

2012 Below Normal Drought Cycle 

2013 Dry Drought Cycle 

2014 Critically Dry Drought Cycle 

2015 Critically Dry Drought Cycle 

2016 Below Normal Drought Cycle 

2017 Wet  

2018 Below Normal  

2019 Wet  

2020 Dry Drought Cycle 

2021 Critically Dry Drought Cycle 

2022 Critically Dry Drought Cycle 

2023 Wet  

 
 

The County will monitor DWR’s Bulletin 120 report each winter and spring to assess Sacramento River 
watershed data. This data can be a good indicator of surface water availability and the possibility of 
increased groundwater usage to compensate for surface water delivery cutbacks. 

 

Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Annual tracking of Sacramento Valley water year classification with recent water years in the range of 
Wet, Above Normal, and/or Normal. 

 

Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Annual tracking of Sacramento Valley water year classification with recent water years in the range of 
Normal, and/or Below Normal. 
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Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

Annual tracking of Sacramento Valley water year classification with recent water years in the range of 
Below Normal, Dry, and/or Critically Dry. 

 

4.2.5. Central Valley Project (CVP) Water Deliveries Metric 

The Central Valley Project (CVP) provides surface water supplies to users in Tehama County on an annual 
basis. The actual CVP water deliveries vary based on changing hydrologic conditions tracked through a 
water year metric. The federal water year is October 1 – September 30, and various surface water supply 
metrics are tracked and reported, formulating water year designations. In wet and above-average water 
years, water deliveries tend to be in the 75-100% range, depending on final CVP water allocation 
determinations. During dry years, typically consecutive dry and critically dry water years, CVP surface 
water deliveries are curtailed, with deliveries getting cut back to 0-25% levels during severe drought 
conditions. Tracking water years will provide the County with a useful metric to track surface water 
availability to water users in the County to indicate how modest or severe overall water conditions are 
during a specific period. Tracking water levels and storage information in Lake Shasta is another indicator 
that can be tracked as an indication of expected surface water supply deliveries for a given year. 

 
A summary of recent Central Valley Project water deliveries based on different water year types is 
presented below in Table 4-4 for informational purposes. CVP water supply reliability is quite variable, 
with allocations to agriculture ranging from 0% in critically dry years to 100% in wet years. Tracking CVP 
water delivery allocation data can be useful in identifying upcoming surface water cutbacks that may 
result in increased groundwater usage during the cutback periods. During recent drought cycles, surface 
water supply cutbacks were drastic and caused significant drought and water shortage impacts on water 
users in Tehama County. 

 

Table 4-4. Tehama County - CVP Water Deliveries Metric 

North of Delta, Sac. 
River 

2022 Critically Dry 
Year CVP Water 

Delivery Allocation 

2024 Wet Year CVP 
Water Delivery 

Allocation 

2023 Post-Drought 
Year CVP Water 

Delivery Allocation 

Agriculture 0% 100% 35% 

M&I 5% 100% 75% 

Water Rights 18% 100% 100% 

Refuge 18% 100% 100% 
 
 
Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Annual tracking of CVP water deliveries, in north-of-delta Sacramento River area, with recent water year 
CVP water delivery allocation cutbacks in the 0-25% range. 
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Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Annual tracking of CVP water deliveries in the north-of-delta Sacramento River area, with recent water 
year CVP water delivery allocation cutbacks in the 25-50% range. 

 

Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

Annual tracking of CVP water deliveries in the north-of-delta Sacramento River area, with recent water 
year CVP water delivery allocation cutbacks in the > 50% range. 

 

4.3. Response Strategies 

This section of the Drought Plan describes the response strategies the County can pursue to prepare for 
drought and water shortage conditions commensurate with the stage of drought in effect. Response 
strategies need to include interim and long-term solutions to water shortages. While SB 552 assigns new 
responsibilities to the County, the law does not directly provide new funds for the County to implement 
its drought and water shortage response strategies. Therefore, many of the strategies described below 
focus on more focused proactive tracking and monitoring of water conditions, with the County taking the 
lead in coordination with other agencies, entities, and partner organizations. 

 
SB 552 requires that each county develop a drought and water shortage plan that includes proposed 
Interim solutions for state small water systems and domestic wells, per CWC Section 10609.70. 

 

4.3.1. Short-term Response Actions 

Recognize the vulnerability and the need to expeditiously mitigate impacts during the early stages and 
during ongoing drought conditions and water shortage events. Table 4-5 summarizes the short-term 
measures considered by the County in developing this Plan. 

 

Table 4-5. Tehama County - Short-Term Measures Evaluated 

Short-Term Measures Evaluated Assessment Next Step 

Mutual Aid Agreements Evaluated Not feasible at this time. 

Intertie activation Evaluated Not feasible at this time. 

 
Permit Streamlining and Coordination 

 
Evaluated 

Updated Well Permitting Forms and 
Process. Updated County Well 
Inventory Database. 

Partnership with Other Agencies Evaluated Continue existing partnerships 
(Tehama GSA, other local entities). 

Emergency and Interim Drinking Water 
Supplies Evaluated Continue existing program (have 

storage tanks). 

Dedicated Water Filling Stations by Large 
Water Purveyors Evaluated 

 
Not feasible at this time. 

Treatment of Available Alternate Water 
Sources Not Typically Used Evaluated 

 
Not feasible at this time. 
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Packaged or Bottled Water Evaluated Can implement through OES with 
w/funding. 

Domestic Well Mitigation Program Being 
Evaluated 

Based on the outcome of the Tehama 
GSA Well Mitigation Program. 

Water Hauling or Bulk Water Delivery Evaluated Can implement through OES with 
w/funding. 

Water Consolidation Evaluated No feasible short-term consolidations. 
 
 

The County already has some of the short-term measures summarized in Table 4-5 in place, while others 
are not feasible either from a physical, water resource and/or economic perspective. The County has 
retained already used emergency water supply storage tanks (2,000-gallon capacity), purchased and used 
during the 2020-2022 drought cycle, that can be deployed to those in need of emergency water supplies 
to mitigate short-term drought impacts. 

 

Stage 1 – Long-term Resiliency 

Continue implementation of short-term measures already in place. And continue to evaluate 
consolidation possibilities and funding sources for programs to be coordinated with OES. 

 

Stage 2 - Moderate Drought 

Be prepared to implement existing emergency and interim drinking water supply programs as needed 
during moderate drought conditions. 

 

Stage 3 – Severe Drought 

Proactively implement the existing emergency and interim drinking water supply program and expedite 
the well permit process during severe drought and water shortage conditions. Consider implementing 
additional short-term measures based on available State funding. 

 

4.3.2. Long-term Response Actions 

Drought preparedness is most effective when certain adaptive actions become integrated into County 
policy and inter-agency coordination efforts to be implemented as foundational actions that are in place 
prior to the onset of drought and water shortage conditions. The alternative is to adopt a reactive 
approach to drought response, only by implementing drought response activities during severe water 
shortage emergency conditions. The goal of long-term response actions is to mitigate future potential 
drought impacts in a proactive manner and should be reviewed and updated as part of future Plan 
updates. The County Plan is required to evaluate long-term drought response actions to be better 
prepared to respond to future drought conditions while minimizing impacts on water users. Progress 
made on long-term response actions during non-drought periods is important to achieve the long-term 
benefits of the actions. The long-term response actions presented in Table 4-6 were evaluated for 
inclusion in this Plan and provided a foundation for implementing short-term emergency response actions 
listed in Section 4.3.1. 
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Table 4-6. Tehama County - Long-term Measures Evaluated 

Long-term Measures Evaluated Assessment Next Step 

Establish Long-term Drought 
Monitoring and Tracking Metrics Evaluated Recommended metrics are ready for 

implementation. 

Maintain SB 552 County Website With 
All Program Information Evaluated Website Established. Update 

periodically. 

 
Water Consolidation 

 
Evaluated 

Continue evaluating consolidation 
feasibility. Evaluate funding 
opportunities for future projects. 

Drought Task Force Evaluated Continue Drought Task Force Meetings. 

Groundwater Commission Evaluated Continuing Groundwater Commission 
Meetings. 

Tehama GSA Evaluated Coordinate on-demand mgmt./Well 
mitigation programs. 

Funding needed for infrastructure 
improvements Evaluated Domestic wells, state smalls, and 

community systems. 

Assess future water resiliency needs. Evaluated Infrastructure improvements, TMF 
capacity. 

Demand Management Program Being Evaluated Based on the outcome of the Tehama 
GSA Demand Management Program. 

Domestic Well Mitigation Program Being Evaluated Based on the outcome of the Tehama 
GSA Well Mitigation Program. 

Well Ordinance Updates Evaluated Coordinate with the Tehama GSA Well 
Mitigation Program. 

Water User Outreach Evaluated Website. List Serve. Fact Sheets. 
Workshops. 

 
 

Establish Long-term Monitoring and Tracking Metrics 

The County plans to add long-term monitoring and tracking metrics that relate to rainfall, groundwater 
conditions, surface water availability, dry well reporting, water-year type, and CVP water deliveries, as 
described in Section 4.2. These metrics would be added to the County’s SB 552 website and updated 
periodically. Having these metrics in place would provide an ‘early warning’ indication as drought 
conditions become more severe. The tracking metrics would be updated and evaluated annually to 
determine current drought conditions. In some cases, additional data may be monitored more often 
during times of drought. The County’s Environmental Health Department is anticipated to be the lead 
based on budget availability and staff. Recommended metrics examples are included in Appendix G. 
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Maintain SB 552 County Website 

The County plans to maintain an ongoing SB 552 website as an indication of compliance with SB 552 and, 
more importantly, to serve as a single point where water users can access key information related to 
drought and water shortage planning activities. The website will include the approved Drought Resiliency 
Plan, monitoring and tracking metrics, documentation of Drought Task Force and Groundwater 
Commission Meeting activities, a list of short- and long-term drought response measures, water 
consolidation information, and additional information as needed. The County’s Environmental Health 
Department is anticipated to be the lead based on budget availability and staff. 

 

Water Consolidation 

There is potential for limited water consolidation activities in Tehama County. However, there are no 
economically feasible consolidations to pursue at this time. The County has several smaller community 
water systems that are geographically separated with large capital costs involved for system interties, 
physical water system connections, and additional local system improvements. The County will continue 
to evaluate the merits of consolidation, with more information on consolidation included in Appendix F. 

 

Drought Task Force Meetings 

The County has an established Drought Task Force that met during the development of this DRP and will 
continue to meet on a regular basis as part of the DRP implementation process.  The goal is to provide 
easy access to Drought Task Force meeting agendas and materials on the County’s new SB 552 website 
in 2025.  The County’s Environmental Health Department is anticipated to be the lead based on budget 
availability and staff. 

 

Groundwater Commission Meetings 

The County has an established Groundwater Commission that met during the development of this DRP 
and will continue to meet on a regular basis as part of the Plan implementation process. The County’s 
Flood Control District is anticipated to be the lead based on budget and staff availability. 

 

GSA Coordination 

The Tehama GSA is the exclusive GSA for the portion of the Tehama Subbasins that are located within 
Tehama County. The Tehama GSA coordinates with the Subbasins within Tehama County to meet SGMA 
requirements in the Tehama Subbasins. The County is a member of the Tehama GSA and supports the 
activities of the Tehama GSA to achieve SGMA compliance for lands within the Tehama GSA service area. 
The Tehama GSA is the organization with the most accurate and up-to-date groundwater data regarding 
groundwater conditions within the GSA service area. The GSA is also responsible for developing demand 
management and well mitigation programs. The County will continue to support and serve as a member 
of the Tehama GSA as part of maintaining compliant Groundwater Sustainability Plans. The Tehama GSA 
coordination efforts will continue and involve regular communication, collaboration on areas of 
overlapping responsibility, technical support, and joint pursuit of grant funding where appropriate. The 
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County’s Flood Control is anticipated to be the lead based on budget availability and staff. 
 

Assess Future Water Resiliency Needs 

It is recommended that the County track water system infrastructure needs for community water systems 
and small water systems to maintain resilient water supplies to the larger systems in the County. 
Maintaining sustainable communities and small water systems would provide future opportunities for 
consolidations and reduce the possibility of future drought impacts. This would be beneficial to water 
users and reduce future risk for water system failures and deficiencies. This can be accomplished through 
the Drought Task Force or as part of an annual assessment process led by the County. State databases 
also contain information on current water system conditions that can be used in the funding needs 
analysis. The County’s Environmental Health Department is anticipated to be the lead based on budget 
availability and staff. 

 

Domestic Well Mitigation Program 

The County will coordinate with Tehama GSA as they develop a Well Mitigation Program as part of 
maintaining compliant Groundwater Sustainability Plans. Based on the outcome of the Tehama GSA’s 
Domestic Well Mitigation Program, the County will make any necessary policy adjustments to facilitate 
implementation of the Program within the SGMA compliance period. The Program should reduce the risk 
of drought impacts on some domestic wells within the Tehama GSA service area. The County’s Flood 
Control Well Mitigation Program will strive to include funding to drill replacement wells for highly 
impacted wells.  The Flood Control District is anticipated to be the lead based on budget availability and 
staff. 

 

Well Ordinance Updates 

The County will coordinate with the Tehama GSA as they develop a Well Mitigation Program as part of 
maintaining compliant Groundwater Sustainability Plans. The County will be prepared to update its well 
ordinance as needed to be consistent with Tehama GSA groundwater programs and reduce the risk of 
future drought impacts on water users within the County. The County’s Environmental Health Department 
is anticipated to be the lead based on budget availability and staff. 

 

Water User Outreach 

The County will be responsible for maintaining and providing outreach activities to water users in the 
County. The goal is to keep residents informed regarding water conditions, drought response measures, 
dry well reporting, and drought mitigation assistance. This would include maintaining the County’s SB 552 
website, providing updated information on water conditions and drought status, providing fact sheets on 
key topics, and related outreach activities to mitigate drought impacts on water users within the county. 
The County’s Environmental Health Department is anticipated to be the lead based on budget availability 
and staff. 
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4.3.3. Short- and Long-term Measure Implementation 

The County has evaluated short-term (Section 4.3.1) and long-term (Section 4.3.2) drought and water 
shortage response measures as required by SB 552 and summarized in Appendix H. While SB 552 adds 
new responsibilities for counties, the legislation does not provide a new long-term funding source for 
counties to implement new programs and policies that may be included in the County’s Drought Resiliency 
Plan. The County was able to secure a $125,000 grant from DWR to fund the development of the County’s 
Plan. The County will need to continue to fund an annual water resource planning budget to implement 
recommendations that are in the Plan that would maintain compliance with SB 552. For the County’s Plan 
to be most effective, additional funding sources will need to be secured to continue the provision of 
emergency water supply assistance. Potential funding sources include FEMA Individual Assistance, FEMA 
Hazard Mitigation Funding, FEMA Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities, IRWM grants, State 
Revolving Funds, SGMA Funds, and other State and Federal grant funds when available. 

 
The implementation of the Drought Plan will rely on sharing responsibilities between Departments 
through coordination between multiple departments and divisions within the County, as well as 
coordination with outside organizations. The Environmental Health Department, which leads the Drought 
Task Force and issues well permits, will be the lead on DRP planning and implementation efforts. Based 
on the availability of staff and funding, the Department will be responsible for ongoing monitoring of the 
Plan’s tracking protocols, constituent communication, and coordination with other departments and 
organizations. The Department has not yet obtained a new funding source to support new programs, but 
will continue to coordinate with its partners to provide long-term and short-term drinking water solutions. 
Collaborations with other County agencies will continue to facilitate the cost-effective implementation of 
Plan activities. 

 
The County will increase coordination during drought conditions to ensure all funding opportunities are 
pursued and secured that are attainable to support local drought and water shortage response actions. 

 
Table 4-7 provides a summary of how the County will manage and implement the Plan actions based on 
water conditions and necessary measures that may need to be implemented during triggered water 
shortage conditions. This is a flexible framework that the County may amend or update as necessary to 
achieve Plan goals and objectives. 

 

Table 4-7. Tehama County - Drought/Shortage Measure Implementation 
 
 

Drought/Shortage 
Measure 

Environmental 
Health Dept. 

Tehama 
County 

Office of 
Emergency 

Services 

 
Public 
Works 
Dept 

 
 

Tehama 
GSA 

 
CA DWR and 
OES Funding 
Assistance Well 

Permitting 

 
Env Health 

Short Term Measures 

Mutual Aid Agreements X X X    

Intertie activation X X  X   

Permit Streamlining/ 
Coordination 

 

X 
 

X 
  

X 
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Table 4-7. Tehama County - Drought/Shortage Measure Implementation 

Partnership with Other 
Agencies X 

     

Emergency/Interim 
Drinking Water Supplies X X X X 

 
X 

Dedicated Water Filling 
Stations X X 

   
X 

Treatment of Alternate 
Water Sources 

 
√ 

   
√ 

Packaged or Bottled 
Water 

 
√ √ 

  
√ 

Water Hauling or Bulk 
Water Delivery 

 
√ √ √ 

 
√ 

Domestic Well 
Mitigation Program √ √ 

  
√ √ 

Water Consolidation √ √    √ 
Long-term Measures 

Establish Drought 
Monitoring/Tracking 
Metrics 

 
√ 

     

Maintain County SB 552 
Website √ √ 

    

Water Consolidation √ √     

Drought Task Force √      

Groundwater 
Commission √ 

     

Tehama Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency √ 

     

Infrastructure Funding 
Needs √ √ 

   
√ 

Assess Future Resiliency 
Needs √ √ 

 
√ 

  

Demand Management 
Program √ √ 

  
√ 

 

Domestic Well 
Mitigation Program √ √ 

  
√ 

 

Well Ordinance Updates √ √   √  

Water User Outreach √ √ √    

Short-Term Measures: drought and water shortage response measures implemented during moderate and/or severe drought 
conditions to minimize impacts on water users. 
Long-term Measures: measures that can reduce or mitigate water user impacts during future drought and water shortage 
cycles. 
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Table 4-7. Tehama County - Drought/Shortage Measure Implementation 
Tehama GSA: a cooperating agency working with the County to achieve groundwater sustainability in the Tehama GSA 
service area within the county. 
State DWR and OES Assistance: The county will work with the State to secure future grant funds to assist with the local 
implementation of the DRP short and long term measures. 

 
 

The Environmental Health Department, coordinating with other County Departments, will lead ongoing 
Plan tracking protocols, constituent communications, water user outreach, coordination with other 
departments and organizations, and pursuit of future grant funding opportunities to fund Plan 
implementation activities. Potential funding sources are included in Appendix I. 

 
The County’s Environmental Health Department will continue to protect and promote the health and 
welfare of County residents and visitors by providing environmental health services through various 
programs, including regulating small water systems, state small water systems, and the permitting of 
water wells. County well permitting information, coordinated with the Tehama GSA, is included in 
Appendix J. 

 
The County’s Office of Emergency Services division will coordinate with the Department in the funding 
and delivery of water emergency response actions that are listed in Section 4.3.1. The County Sheriff’s 
Emergency Services group will be the lead agency within the County for Plan Implementation of 
emergency response actions presented in Section 4.3.1. 

 
The North Valley Community Foundation will use its grant money to continue to assist with the 
implementation of the emergency drinking water supply program involving the provision of 2,000-gallon 
water tanks that can be filled with potable water supplies. Public Works is storing any leftover 2,000-
gallon water tanks in their Corporation Yard. These water tanks, used during the recent drought cycle, 
are available for use by county residents who need emergency water supplies during drought and water 
shortage conditions. Additional emergency water storage grants are available through DWR until 
12/31/2025 to enable the County to purchase additional storage tanks as may be needed during future 
water storage conditions.  

 

The Department will continue to coordinate and collaborate with the Tehama GSA regarding groundwater 
management policies and programs that achieve groundwater sustainability in the Tehama GSA service 
area. This will include attending Tehama GSA Board meetings and keeping County policies and programs 
integrated with Tehama GSA Demand Management and Well Mitigation Programs. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This Drought Resiliency Plan was prepared to fulfill the requirements of Senate Bill 552 (Drought Planning 
for Small Water Suppliers and Rural Communities, SB 552) and better position the County for future 
droughts and water shortages. The DRP assesses the risk factors (Section 2) that may affect water supply 
reliability in the County. Voluntary water system consolidation can be one of the best methods available 
for decreasing risk exposure for small systems and domestic wells in the long term (Section 3). Other 
drought and water shortage response actions the County can pursue to mitigate drought risks and 
respond to shortages are presented as an Action Plan in a Table with tiered levels of response tied to 
increasing drought severity (Section 4). 

 
The County has experienced serious droughts in the past, and many of the response actions presented in 
this DRP are a continuation of programs the County already has in place. One major benefit of this DRP, 
beyond complying with the requirements of SB 552, is to document and formalize the County’s drought 
response strategies so the County is more prepared for future drought cycles. This Plan concludes with 
recommendations for the implementation of short-term immediate actions to address present water 
shortage conditions while planning for the implementation of long-term response measures that can 
more effectively mitigate the impacts during future drought and water shortage conditions and cycles. 

 
The County is taking the necessary steps to comply with SB 552. This DRP provides a policy framework for 
the County to monitor drought and water shortage conditions, communicate with water users about 
drought and water shortage response and mitigation measures, and position the County for long-term 
funding opportunities to implement long-term drought response actions that mitigate the impact of 
future droughts on all water users within the County. Residents, stakeholders, and interested parties can 
follow the County’s ongoing DRP implementation efforts on the County’s dedicated DRP website: <insert 
new County website address link here>. 

 

5.1. Immediate Near-term Actions 

For this DRP to be most effective, the County can take several immediate actions to enhance its 
preparedness for future drought and water shortage conditions. Some of the actions the County may 
consider are summarized below. 

 

Coordination and Collaboration - Between County Departments and With External 
Organizations 

Because the responsibility for this DRP is spread across multiple County departments and External 
organizations, communication and coordination are crucial. It is recommended that the County continue 
regular meetings with the following established groups. 

 
• Drought Task Force 

• Groundwater Commission 

• Office of Emergency Services 

• Environmental Health 
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• Community Development 

• Tehama Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
 

It is important to maintain accurate member and participant rosters, post meeting agendas in advance, 
and provide a summary of meeting outcomes and action items. Maintaining regular communications will 
prepare groups involved for timely response to impending drought and water shortage conditions and 
facilitate policy and program updates as needed to address shortage issues. 

 

Integrate DRP With County Policy Documents and Processes 

The DRP elements should be incorporated into related County policies accordingly, including the Hazard 
Mitigation Plan, OES Programs, General Plan Updates, and Water Policies and Programs (ordinances, 
County Codes, policy updates). As related documents are updated, consistency and integration with the 
DRP can be achieved through policy document amendments. 

 

Develop Long-term Monitoring and Tracking Protocols 

The County should decide on which factors to monitor and track, which serve to provide an early warning 
system for existing and worsening drought and water shortage conditions. It is recommended that the 
County consider establishing the following monitoring and tracking sources and metrics. 

 
Surface Water – Lake Shasta water levels and CVP Water Deliveries. 

Groundwater – Tehama GSA Monitoring Network Wells, add other wells to address data gaps. 

Rainfall – Local annual and seasonal rainfall data, regional 8-Station Rainfall Index data (up watershed). 

Dry Well Reporting – Track county and DWR reporting sources and confirm dry well conditions. 

Water Year Type – monitor Sacramento River Index water year patterns to assess relative drought 
conditions and future risks to water users. 

SW-GW Use Patterns – monitor the mix of surface and groundwater use in different year types with 
respect to SGMA compliance activities and their impacts on water users. 

 
The Tehama County Drought Task Force can be leveraged to advance this coordination. Any agencies that 
do not regularly attend the scheduled Drought Task Force meetings should be encouraged to attend. 

 

Continuing GSA Coordination Activities 

Continue to attend GSA meetings and coordinate and collaborate with the Tehama GSA as water 
management policies and programs are developed to achieve compliance with SGMA requirements. The 
County would ensure that its policies are consistent with Tehama GSA policies and programs as required 
for SGMA compliance. 

 

Continuing Drought and Water Shortage Outreach 

The County will continue to provide information on its website dedicated to SB 552 compliance for easy 
access to the County's drought and water shortage planning and implementation efforts.
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The County will continue constituent outreach and education, encouraging voluntary water system 
consolidations where feasible and updating well permit and related land use regulations as needed to 
meet DRP goals and objectives. 
 

Continuing To Pursue New Funding Sources 

As discussed in Section 4, reliable funding is a key factor that will affect the implementation of the County’s 
DRP. Once complete, approved, and submitted to DWR, the County can consider applying for grants to 
obtain additional funding as the lead agency or in coordination with agency partners to apply for grants 
that advance DRP implementation efforts. Potential funding sources include SWRCB’s SAFER program, 
FEMA Hazard Mitigation and Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities programs, LandFlex, 
IRWM, and Proposition 4 (approved by voters in November 2024). Other funding sources, in addition to 
those identified by this DRP, should be considered and pursued when appropriate. See Appendix I for 
more information on potential funding sources. See Appendix I. 

 

5.2. Long-term Actions 

The Tehama County DRP is intended to function as a ‘living’ document that should be reviewed and 
updated periodically after completion and approval of this DRP. Certain risk indicators, tracking protocols, 
thresholds, and/or response actions may require adjustments as conditions in the County evolve and staff 
gain experience through DRP implementation activities. As this DRP is implemented, the County may 
identify further opportunities for improving its ability to reduce future drought impacts on water users 
within the County. It is recommended that the County update its DRP every five years, with annual 
updates executed as needed to improve drought and water shortage mitigation results. 

 
One specific opportunity for future improvement involves the documentation of institutional knowledge. 
The County has recently experienced severe droughts, namely 2012-2015 and 2020-2022, that have 
caused serious water supply challenges for various water users, and the County has been forced to find 
emergency solutions to mitigate those impacts. As a result, County staff has established valuable 
institutional knowledge, which is a major asset when responding to future drought and water shortage 
conditions. This DRP should continue to document its experience gained in drought response activities 
and include it in future DRP updates to memorialize documentation of County staff institutional 
knowledge. This could take several forms, including transcribed interviews, survey results, fact sheets, or 
saving documentation on previously successful DRP implementation activities. Key topics that should be 
documented include implemented programs, lessons learned, effective communication strategies, and 
operational challenges that could potentially be adjusted or translated into remedies for future DRP 
implementation efforts. This information will provide the foundation to develop and implement long-term 
drought and water shortage measures that can mitigate future drought impacts. 

 
Given California’s hydrologic history and repeated drought and water shortage cycles, water supply 
resiliency challenges are an unavoidable hazard in Tehama County. Looking to the future, these hazards may 
intensify due to climate change and other factors (e.g., availability of surface water supplies). The goal of 
this DRP is to improve the water resilience for water users in the county to mitigate future drought and 
water shortage impacts. Importantly, even if this DRP is successful, drought and water shortage hazards will 
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continue to occur in the region. This DRP will be most effective as part of a larger framework, including 
integration with the Tehama GSA Subbasin GSPs, the County’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, and related  
policies and programs. Through the integration of a broader policy framework, the DRP is most likely to be 
successful in reducing water users’ exposure to drought and water shortage risk and preparing the County 
to respond proactively and effectively when those challenges occur. 

 

5.3. Recommended Action Plan 

The Tehama County DRP has been prepared and is compliant with SB 552. Based on the risk analyses using 
State provided risk assessment tools conducted in the development of the DRP, past County experiences 
with drought and water shortage conditions, and water resource characteristics in the County, the 
recommended action plan is summarized below with a focus on activities that can be prioritized over the 
initial five-year implementation period (FY25-26 through FY30-31). County staff have the flexibility to 
implement DRP implementation actions based on policy needs and available resources. The action plan 
positions the County to address important issues that will influence how the DRP implementation efforts 
are structured and prioritized over the upcoming five-year period. It is recommended that the County’s 
DRP be updated every five years, including the recommended action plan. 

 

Table 5-1. Recommended Tehama County DRP Implementation Actions 
DRP Recommend Actions County Activities 

Coordination and collaboration 
between county departments 
and outside organizations 

Continuing Drought Task Force Meetings. 
Continuing Groundwater Commission Meetings. 
Continuing collaboration with the Tehama GSA. 
Other coordination activities as needed. 

Integrate DRP with county policy 
documents and processes 

Annual review process – update key County policy documents to 
align with the DRP as needed. 

Develop long-term monitoring 
and tracking protocols. 

Finalize monitoring metrics. 
Post metric data to the County website during FY25- 26. 
Update drought metric data at least annually. 

Continuing GSA coordination 
activities 

Attend Tehama GSA Board Meetings. 
Track the Tehama GSA Demand Management Program. 
Track the Tehama GSA Well Mitigation Program. 
Update County policies accordingly. 

Continuing drought and water 
shortage outreach 

Complete and maintain the SB 552 County website. 
Conduct periodic workshops as needed. 
Publish fact sheets as needed. 
Provide e-updates to water users enlisting in the list serve 
communications. 
Provide consolidation information for opportunities as requested. 

Continuing to pursue new 
funding sources 

Track available grant funding opportunities. 
Pursue grants as a lead agency or in partnership with other entities 
to secure grant funding. 
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SB-552 Drought planning: small water suppliers: nontransient noncommunity water systems. (2021-2022

Senate Bill No. 552

CHAPTER 245

An act to add Part 2.56 (commencing with Section 10609.50) to Division 6 of the Water Code, relating to water.

[ Approved by Governor  September 23, 2021. Filed with Secretary of State  September 23, 2021. ]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 552, Hertzberg. Drought planning: small water suppliers: nontransient noncommunity water systems.

Existing law declares that small water suppliers and rural communities are often not covered by established water shortage
requirements, and that the state should provide guidance to improve drought planning for small water suppliers and rural
communities. Existing law required the Department of Water Resources, in consultation with the State Water Resources Control
Board and other relevant state and local agencies and stakeholders, to use available data to identify, no later than January 1,
2020, small water suppliers and rural communities that may be at risk of drought and water shortage vulnerability. To
implement this directive, the department formed a stakeholder advisory group, the County Drought Advisory Group. Existing
law required the department, in consultation with the state board, to propose to the Governor and the Legislature, by January 1,
2020, recommendations and guidance relating to the development and implementation of countywide drought and water
shortage contingency plans to address the planning needs of small water suppliers and rural communities, as provided.

This bill would require small water suppliers, as defined, serving 1,000 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, and nontransient
noncommunity water systems that are schools, no later than July 1, 2023, to develop and maintain an abridged Water Shortage
Contingency Plan that includes specified drought-planning elements. The bill would require a small water supplier serving fewer
than 1,000 service connections to add drought planning elements to its emergency notification or response plan and submit the
plan to the state board. The bill would require these water systems to report annually specified water supply condition
information to the state board through the state board’s Electronic Annual Reporting System or other reporting tool, as directed
by the state board. The bill would require small water suppliers and nontransient noncommunity water systems that are schools
to implement, subject to funding availability, specified drought resiliency measures, including, among others, having at least one
backup source of water supply and metering each service connection. The bill would exempt from these provisions small water
suppliers, or small water suppliers integrated into larger water systems, that voluntarily choose to instead comply with specified
existing law relating to urban water management plans.

This bill would require a county to establish a standing county drought and water shortage task force to facilitate drought and
water shortage preparedness for state small water systems and domestic wells within the county’s jurisdiction, as provided. The
bill would authorize a county, in lieu of establishing a standing task force, to establish an alternative process that facilitates
drought and water shortage preparedness for state small water systems and domestic wells within the county’s jurisdiction, as
provided. The bill would provide that a county that establishes a drought task force on or before January 1, 2022, shall be
deemed in compliance with these requirements as long as the task force continues to exist. The bill would require a county to
develop a plan that includes potential drought and water shortage risk and proposed interim and long-term solutions, as
provided. Because the bill would impose additional duties on counties, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program.

This bill would require the department to take specified actions to support implementation of the recommendations from the
County Drought Advisory Group. The bill would require the department to establish a standing interagency drought and water
shortage task force to, among other things, facilitate proactive planning and coordination, both for predrought planning and
postdrought emergency response, which shall consist of various representatives, including representatives from local
governments. Because the bill would impose additional duties on local governments, the bill would impose a state-mandated
local program.
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The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the
state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the bill contains costs mandated by the state,
reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant to the statutory provisions noted above.
Vote: majority   Appropriation: no   Fiscal Committee: yes   Local Program: yes  

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Part 2.56 (commencing with Section 10609.50) is added to Division 6 of the Water Code, to read:

PART 2.56. Drought Planning for Small Water Suppliers, State Small Water Systems, and Domestic Well Communities
CHAPTER  1. General Provisions

10609.50. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) Droughts are predicted to become more frequent, longer, and more severe as climate change progresses, putting drinking
water supplies at risk of running dry or becoming contaminated.

(b)  As demonstrated by the most recent drought from 2012 to 2016, inclusive, (2012–16 drought) drought conditions
disproportionally impact low-income, small, and rural communities, as demonstrated by all of the following:

(1) (A) Rural communities are more likely to rely solely on groundwater from small water suppliers or domestic wells.

(B) Domestic wells tend to be shallower and are susceptible to running dry when groundwater is overpumped.

(2) (A) The 2012–16 drought negatively impacted over 480,000 people relying on drought-impacted public water systems.

(B)  Seventy-six percent of impacted public water systems were small, serving 1,000 service connections or fewer and
concentrated in the southern San Joaquin Valley.

(c) There are currently varying levels of water contingency planning and coverage across counties for small water suppliers and
self-supplied communities, leaving hundreds of thousands of people at risk of going without water to meet their basic household
and drinking water needs during the next drought.

(d) If another drought occurs that is as severe as the 2012–16 drought, more than 4,500 domestic wells in the San Joaquin
Valley may be impacted. The cost to mitigate this damage could be more than one hundred fifteen million dollars
($115,000,000).

(e) No one should go without running water during a drought. California can take basic steps to implement more proactive
drought planning that would benefit the communities most at risk, and by doing so help prevent catastrophic impacts on
drinking water for the communities most vulnerable to the impacts of climate change.

10609.51. For purposes of this part, the following definitions apply:

(a) “Community water system” has the same meaning as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code.

(b) “County Drought Advisory Group” means the group created by the department to implement Chapter 10 (commencing with
Section 10609.40) of Part 2.55.

(c) “Department” means the Department of Water Resources.

(d) “Domestic well” has the same meaning as defined in Section 116681 of the Health and Safety Code.

(e) “Fund expenditure plan” means the fund expenditure plan established in Section 116768 of the Health and Safety Code.

(f) “Groundwater sustainability agency” has the same meaning as defined in Section 10721.

(g) “Nontransient noncommunity water system” has the same meaning as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety
Code.

(h) “Public water system” has the same meaning as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code.

(i)  “Risk vulnerability tool” means the tool created by the department to implement Chapter 10 (commencing with Section
10609.40) of Part 2.55.

(j) “Rural community” means a community with fewer than 15 service connections, or regularly serving less than 25 individuals
daily at least 60 days out of the year.

(k)  “Small water supplier” means a community water system serving 15 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, and that
provides less than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually.

(l) “State board” means the State Water Resources Control Board.



(m) “State small water system” has the same meaning as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code.
CHAPTER  2. Small Water Suppliers and Nontransient Noncommunity Water Systems

10609.60. (a) No later than July 1, 2023, and updated every five years thereafter, a small water supplier serving 1,000 to 2,999
service connections, inclusive, and a nontransient noncommunity water system that is a school shall each develop and maintain,
onsite, an abridged Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) that includes, at a minimum, all of the following drought-planning
elements:

(1) Drought-planning contacts, including all of the following:

(A) At least one contact at the water system for water shortage planning and response and the development of the plan.

(B) Contacts for local public safety partners and potential vendors that can provide repairs or alternative water sources,
including, but not limited to, local community-based organizations that work with the population in and around areas
served by the water system, contractors for drilling wells, vended water suppliers, and emergency shower vendors.

(C) State and local agency contacts who should be informed when a drought or water shortage emergency is emerging or
has occurred.

(D) Regional water planning groups or mutual aid networks, to the extent they exist.

(2) Triggering mechanisms and levels for action, including both of the following:

(A)  Standard water shortage levels corresponding to progressive ranges based on the water supply conditions. Water
shortage levels shall also apply to catastrophic interruption of water supplies, including, but not limited to, a regional power
outage, an earthquake, a fire, and other potential emergency events.

(B) Water shortage mitigation, response, customer communications, enforcement, and relief actions that align with the
water shortage levels required by subparagraph (A).

(b)  A small water supplier serving 1,000 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, and a nontransient noncommunity water
system that is a school shall each make the abridged Water Shortage Contingency Plan available on their individual internet
websites, if any. A small water supplier serving 1,000 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, or a nontransient noncommunity
water system that is a school that does not have an internet website shall make the abridged Water Shortage Contingency Plan
available to persons upon request. The abridged Water Shortage Contingency Plan shall be provided to the state board’s Division
of Drinking Water for inspection upon demand.

(c) A small water supplier serving fewer than 1,000 service connections shall add drought planning elements, including, but not
limited to, those listed in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) and subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), to its
emergency notification or response plan and submit the plan to the state board. The plan shall be updated every five years, or
when significant changes occur.

(d) No later than December 31, 2022, the department and the state board shall create an abridged Water Shortage Contingency
Plan template for small water suppliers serving 1,000 to 2,999 service connections, inclusive, and nontransient noncommunity
water systems that are schools to facilitate implementation of this section.

(e) To the extent that funding is made available, the state board shall offer technical assistance to small water suppliers serving
fewer than 1,000 service connections and nontransient noncommunity water systems that are schools to improve drought and
water shortage resiliency, including requirements related to the emergency notification or response plan.

10609.61.  A small water supplier and a nontransient noncommunity water system that is a school shall each report annually
water supply condition information to the state board through the state board’s Electronic Annual Reporting (eAR) System or
other reporting tool, as directed by the state board. Water supply condition information includes, but is not limited to, both of
the following:

(a) An inventory and assessment of each water supply source, including its available status and if any further investments or
treatment are required for its utilization, any lead time required for its utilization, and its delivery parameters such as flow rate
and total volume available.

(b) The reporting year’s total water demand volume for each month, and average and peak flowrate demand for each month
and annually.

10609.62.  Small water suppliers and nontransient noncommunity water systems that are schools shall implement, subject to
funding availability, all of the following drought resiliency measures:

(a) No later than January 1, 2023, implement monitoring systems sufficient to detect production well groundwater levels.

(b)  Beginning no later than January 1, 2023, maintain membership in the California Water/Wastewater Agency Response
Network (CalWARN) or similar mutual aid organization.

(c) No later than January 1, 2024, to ensure continuous operations during power failures, provide adequate backup electrical
supply.



(d) No later than January 1, 2027, have at least one backup source of water supply, or a water system intertie, that meets
current water quality requirements and is sufficient to meet average daily demand.

(e) No later than January 1, 2032, meter each service connection and monitor for water loss due to leakages.

(f) No later than January 1, 2032, have source system capacity, treatment system capacity if necessary, and distribution system
capacity to meet fire flow requirements.

10609.63. This chapter does not apply to small water suppliers, or small water suppliers integrated into larger water systems,
that voluntarily choose to instead comply with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 10620) of Part 2.6.
CHAPTER  3. State Small Water Systems Serving 5 to 14 Service Connections, Inclusive, and Domestic Wells

10609.70.  (a)  (1) A county shall establish a standing county drought and water shortage task force to facilitate drought and
water shortage preparedness for state small water systems and domestic wells within the county’s jurisdiction, and shall invite
representatives from the state and other local governments, including groundwater sustainability agencies, and community-
based organizations, local water suppliers, and local residents, to participate in the task force.

(2) In lieu of the task force required by paragraph (1), a county may establish an alternative process that facilitates drought
and water shortage preparedness for state small water systems and domestic wells within the county’s jurisdiction. The
alternative process shall provide opportunities for coordinating and communicating with the state and other local
governments, community-based organizations, local water suppliers, and local residents on a regular basis and during drought
or water shortage emergencies.

(3) A county that establishes a drought task force on or before January 1, 2022, shall be deemed in compliance with this
subdivision as long as the task force continues to exist.

(b) A county shall develop a plan that includes potential drought and water shortage risk and proposed interim and long-term
solutions for state small water systems and domestic wells within the county’s jurisdiction. The plan may be a stand-alone
document or may be included as an element in an existing county plan, such as a local hazard mitigation plan, emergency
operations plan, climate action plan, or general plan. A county shall consult with its drought task force or alternative
coordinating process as established by this section in developing its plan. A county shall consider, at a minimum, all of the
following in its plan:

(1) Consolidations for existing water systems and domestic wells.

(2) Domestic well drinking water mitigation programs.

(3) Provision of emergency and interim drinking water solutions.

(4) An analysis of the steps necessary to implement the plan.

(5) An analysis of local, state, and federal funding sources available to implement the plan.

(c)  The state board shall work with counties, groundwater sustainability agencies, technical assistance providers, nonprofit
organizations, community-based organizations, and the public to address state small water system and domestic well
community drought and emergency water shortage resiliency needs, including both of the following:

(1)  Proactive communication to domestic well communities before a drought occurs, such as information on local bottled
water and water tank providers.

(2) Funding for installation of basic drought and emergency water shortage resiliency infrastructure, such as well monitoring
devices.

CHAPTER  4. State Agency Implementation

10609.80. (a) The department shall take both of the following actions to support implementation of the recommendations of its
County Drought Advisory Group:

(1) Maintain, in partnership with the state board and other relevant state agencies, the risk vulnerability tool developed as
part of the County Drought Advisory Group process and continue to refine existing data and gather new data for the tool,
including, but not limited to, data on all of the following:

(A) Small water suppliers and nontransient noncommunity water systems serving a school.

(B) State small water systems and rural communities.

(C) Domestic wells and other self-supplied residents.

(2) Update the risk vulnerability tool for small water suppliers and rural communities periodically, by doing all of the following:

(A) Revise the indicators and construction of the scoring as more data becomes readily available.

(B) Make existing and new data publicly available on the California Open Data internet web portal.



(C)  In consultation with other relevant state agencies, identify deficits in data quality and availability and develop
recommendations to address these gaps.

(b) (1) The department, in collaboration with the state board and relevant state agencies, shall establish a standing interagency
drought and water shortage task force to facilitate proactive state planning and coordination, both for predrought planning and
postdrought emergency response, to develop strategies to enhance collaboration between various fields, and to consider all
types of water users.

(2) The interagency drought and water shortage task force shall include representatives from local governments, community-
based organizations, nonprofit technical assistance providers, the public, and experts in land use planning, water resiliency,
and water infrastructure.

SEC. 2. If the Commission on State Mandates determines that this act contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement to
local agencies and school districts for those costs shall be made pursuant to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division
4 of Title 2 of the Government Code.
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I. Welcome and Introductions  
 

II. Minutes Review 
 

III. Grants 
a. Homeland Security: 2019, 2020, 2022, 2023  
b. EMPG: 2020, 2021, ARPA, 2022 
c. PSPS Monies: 1. $366K Generators for PH and PW 

 
IV.  Updates:   

a. Drought Task Force 
b. Hazard Mitigation Plan 
c. Genasys Protect/ZoneHaven  

i. Chop up larger zones info new zones 
ii. Video update 

 
V. Current exercise planning cycle 

 
VI. Upcoming classes/trainings/events 

 
a. Disaster Preparedness for Healthcare Organizations MGT-341 

i. April 9-10, 2024 0800-1700 RB Community Center  
 

VII. Roundtable—all agencies and facilities present to report on current events 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

 
Next meeting:  Thursday, May 16, 2024 at 1300 

Red Bluff Day Reporting Center 780 Antelope Blvd  
 
 

Disaster Council Meeting Schedule for 2023/2024 
All meetings start at 1:00pm 

Day Reporting Center – Antelope Blvd 

Thursday, July 20, 2023 

Thursday, September 21, 2023 

Thursday, November 16, 2023 

Thursday, January 18, 2024 

Thursday, March 21, 2024 

Thursday, May 16, 2024 
 

Meeting Agenda 
March 21, 2024 at 1300  

Red Bluff  
DRC 780 Antelope Blvd 



 

  

 
 
 

 

 

I. Welcome and Introductions  
 

II. Minutes Review 
 

III. Grants 
a. Homeland Security: 2019, 2020, 2022, 2023  
b. EMPG: 2020, 2021, ARPA, 2022 
c. PSPS Monies: 1. $366K Generators for PH and PW 

 
IV.  Updates:   

a. Drought Task Force 
b. Hazard Mitigation Plan 
c. Genasys Protect/ZoneHaven  

i. Video update 
 

V. Current exercise planning cycle 
 

VI. Upcoming classes/trainings/events 
 
 

 
VII. Roundtable—all agencies and facilities present to report on current events 

 
VIII. Adjournment 

 
 
Next meeting:  Thursday, August 15, 2024 

Red Bluff Day Reporting Center 780 Antelope Blvd  
 

Disaster Council Meeting Schedule for 2023/2024 
All meetings start at 1:00pm 

Day Reporting Center – Antelope Blvd 

Thursday, November 16, 2023 

Thursday, January 18, 2024 

Thursday, March 21, 2024 

Thursday, June 6, 2024 
 

Meeting Agenda 
June 06, 2024  

Red Bluff  
DRC 780 Antelope Blvd 



Hosted in conjunction with DHS/FEMA National Training Program, Texas A&M Engineering Extension Service (TEEX),Texas A&M  University System

 and the National Emergency Response and Recovery Training Center (NERRTC) 

You are invited to Attend

Registration is free! Please Contact: ______Ruth Ann Rowen_____ 

Phone: ___ 530.529.8023___ Email: _____ruth.rowen@dignityhealth.org____ 

FEMA Student ID Requirement 
Prior to course delivery, all participants are required to establish a FEMA Student Identification Number (SID). 
This can be accomplished by registering at FEMA’s website. Participants must complete enrollment information 
through the TEEX student portal MGT341. 

Recommended 
Participants are also encouraged to have completed IS-100PWb, IS-200, IS-700, and IS-800. These courses can be 
found online at: http://training.fema.gov/IS/NIMS.aspx 

Disaster Preparedness for Healthcare Organizations within the Community Infrastructure brings together 

individuals from the healthcare community who are responsible for ensuring the resiliency of healthcare 

services during high consequence or catastrophic events with a jurisdiction. Through a focus of preparedness 

processes and activities, this course provides an opportunity for participants to acquire the knowledge and 

skills necessary to help them ensure the sustainability of their resources, facilities, and organizations during 

all types of disasters.   

Register: 
https://my.teex.org/TeexPortal/Default.aspx?MO=mCourseCatalog&D=EU&C=MGT341&S=565 

Date: April 9-10, 2024 
Time: 8 am – 5 pm 

Location: Red Bluff Community Center, 

1500 South Jackson St., Red Bluff, CA 96080 

MGT-341 Disaster Preparedness for Healthcare Organizations within 

the Community Infrastructure 

(This continuing nursing education activity was approved by the Emergency Nurses Association, an accredited approver by the American Nurses 

Credentialing Centers Commission on Accreditation 190131-TX-CR-2 (15.30 contact hrs.) and Texas DSHS/EMS #101828 & NREMT (13 hrs.) 

Topics: 

• Threats to the Community

• Fundamentals of Preparedness

• Preparing the Response

• Preparing the Recovery

• Assessing Your Preparedness

Participant Audience: 

• Managers and healthcare managers/Health department personnel

• Department heads, directors, assistant directors, and senior medical staff

• Regulatory personnel

• Local emergency planning directors/managers/ Emergency preparedness

planning personnel

• Healthcare providers/Emergency service managers/administrators

https://cdp.dhs.gov/femasid/
https://cdp.dhs.gov/femasid/
https://bit.ly/2oRxHKL
http://training.fema.gov/IS/NIMS.aspx
mailto:ruth.rowen@dignityhealth.org
https://my.teex.org/TeexPortal/Default.aspx?MO=mCourseCatalog&D=EU&C=MGT341&S=565


 MEETING MINUTES 
October 24, 2024 AT 1300 
DAY REPORTING CENTER 

      780 Antelope Blvd., Red Bluff, CA          
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Present: 

Lt. Andy Houghtby TSCO/OES  Bryan Johnson Nomlaki Tribe 
Ashley Fox  

Carissa Crawford 
Dave Branscombe 

Jennifer James 
Carolyn Steffan 

Jim Simon 
Matthew Franssen 

Mesha Pixton 
Daniel Klausner 

TCTC 
TCHSA PH 
TCPW 
RDMHS R3/SSV 
TCDSS 
TCPW 
TCDSS 
UWNC/211 
TC Admin 

 Reuben Armenta 
Olivia Silvera 
Mark Moyer 
Lilian Riegel 

Clayton Bennett 
Timothy Peters 
Cole Houghtby 

Jeff Lee 
Mike Bachmeyer 

CalOES  
TCHSA-PH 
RBFD 
TCDSS 
TC Probation  
TCHSA-PH 
TC Transp. Com. 
PG&E 
RB Fire 
 

Ruth Ann Rowen 
Scott Miller 

SECH 
City of Red Bluff 

   

Theresa Azevedo UWNC    
Tia Branton TCEH    

Tom Tomlinson Corning Fire    
     
     

 

Subject Discussion Action 
Item 

I. Welcome 
 

Lt. Houghtby opened the meeting and introductions were made.    

II.  Minutes Review Minutes of the August 1, 2024 meeting are available on line for review.    

III.  Grants Update Continuing to seek a replacement for this position. All four grants are in process.  
Waiting delivery of shower trailer and morgue trailer. 
CalOES sponsored Grant for survivors of a crime due Jan 25th.  Since the Park Fire 
was a crime, potentially this could be an additional source of individual assistance. 
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Subject Discussion Action 
Item 

IV.  Updates:  
 Drought Task Force 

Tia reports that the well water situation seems to have stabilized with only 3-4  new 
dry wells in the Corning area reported recently.  New wells will be drilled at county 
parks.  Hauling water continues. 

 

Updates: 
Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Submitted on October 15th.  Anticipating that it will go to CalOES at the end of the 
month.  Valid 5 years from the month of final approval. 

 

Updates: 
Genasys Protect/Zone 
Haven 

Launched just days before the Park Fire.  Feedback indicates that it was a great 
system for our residents.  Repopulation issues can be addressed in real time as can 
be the modification of zones as needed.  Discussion regarding the Watch Duty app as 
other areas have reported that they have released information based on scanner 
traffic before it has been released by the agency having jurisdiction.  We have not had 
that issue in Tehama, but it is good to know.  Watch Duty was contacted so hopefully 
this will not be an ongoing issue. 

 

V. Current Exercise 
planning cycle 

Hospital will be conducting a full scale decon exercise utilizing our high school fire 
science students on Friday, November 8th. 

 

VI. Upcoming 
classes/training 
events 

Nov. 8, 2024-VOAD training in Redding—Andy will be speaking--Free 
Nov. 18, 2024-G191-ICS/EOC interface class—RBCC--Free 
January 21, 22, 23, 2025—ICS 300—RBCC-Free class-Required Prereqs 

 

Roundtable reports 
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Subject Discussion Action 
Item 

Probation Welcome to Clayton Bennett as new Deputy Chief Probation Officer.  He reports that 
they have five deputy vacancies (out of 20) and 3 positions open in juvenile hall. 

 

TCSO 3 positions on patrol to be filled.  2 Bailiff positions open.  
Park Fire activities continue. 
Remember that this location is available for meetings if needed.  Contact TCSO to 
arrange. 

 

PG&E 100 staff still committed to the Park Fire perimeter. Priority 1 trees are all down.  
Priority 2 will be dealt with thru the spring.  Recent PSPS (biggest since 2019)--RTR 
750 people came to the community resource center (population 2500).  Flournoy had 
200 people come through their drive through center.   

 

Public Works Have been on scene since day 1.  Finished up the work required on Little Giant Mill 
Road and moving to Plum Creek Rd now.  Tree removal project is next. 

 

Corning Fire Dept. New well at City of Corning Park.  Signed a letter of intent for Corning High school to 
have a fire class offered similar to what RBHS has now. 

 

City of Red Bluff-Airport Scott reported that they were able to accommodate a heliport area for both the Park 
fire and the Shoe Fire at our Red Bluff airport.  Very well received. 

 

County Council Departments are to contact county council before emergency for clarification 
regarding any unclear directions 

 

Social Services Requests for services has stabilized  

CalOES Reuben reported on the availability of SBA recovery loans.  
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Subject Discussion Action 
Item 

Public Health H5N1 Avian flu tabletop completed.  Action plan developed.  So far 15 people in CA 
have been affected by this virus.  All are minor, cow to people transmission.  Focus is 
on responder protection.  No human to human transmission has been verified yet.  
Mostly minor conjunctivitis. 
Recent Mass Vax drive through flu clinic saw 170 people vaccinated.  Pop up PODs in 
south county area as needed. 

 

RDMHS-Region 3 Monitoring Baxter IV shortage from the hurricane in NC.  Nationwide effects. 
Med/Health exercise has been scheduled for April 3rd-will be an earthquake scenario 
SSV is updating their MCI plan by the end of October 
Chempack training is available-contact Jennifer or Mary for more information 

 

Environmental Health Radiological training coming up. 
Debris Removal Operations Center is set up in Chico from the Park Fire 
Right of Entry forms are available for residents who have experienced Park Fire 
damage. 

 

SECH Upcoming decontamination exercise Nov. 8th.  

Rolling Hills New chairman of the board.  

Tehama Co. Fire Involved with the Shoe fire.  Burn ban will be lifted on November 1st.  All burn permits 
are now done thru the online system. 

 

City of Tehama Carolyn reports that a new well behind the old jail is being put in. This well is  3 feet 
above the 100 year flood level powered by a dual fuel generator (natural gas and 
propane) 

 

Transportation 
Commission 

SBA personnel here for three weeks to assist residents with SBA loan process.  

Red Bluff Fire  Working on water tributaries to clear up hazardous fuels.  Good work done at the City 
Park. 
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Subject Discussion Action 
Item 

211  If your agency has new information for the public, please contact 211 to make sure 
this information is available. 

 

United Way Task force for stabile housing assistance is in place.  Disaster case management has 
three different organizations involved.  Park Fire Long Term Recovery task force is 
meeting the 3rd Wednesday of each month for six months.  Unmet needs round table 
–so far 1 resident will be assisted with $12K in funding. 
Next VOAD meeting will be Nov. 21st at the new Shasta Co. EOC location near the 
Redding Airport. 

 

Corning PD Full staffed and has been approved for a new K9.  

Adjournment Next regular Disaster Council meeting is scheduled for December 19, 2024 at this 
location.  Please contact Sgt. Harris if you have any items for the agenda. 

 



I. Welcome and Introductions

II. Minutes Review

III. Grants
a. Homeland Security: 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025
b. EMPG: ARPA, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025
c. PSPS Monies: 1. $366K Generators for PH and PW
d. FEMA/CalOES grants

IV. Updates:
a. Drought Task Force
b. Hazard Mitigation Plan
c. Genasys Protect/ZoneHaven
d. Evacuation Pamphlets

V. Current exercise planning cycle

VI. Upcoming classes/trainings/events

VII. Roundtable—all agencies and facilities present to report on current events

VIII. Adjournment

Next meeting:  Thursday, April 17, 2025 
Red Bluff Day Reporting Center 780 Antelope Blvd 

Disaster Council Meeting Schedule for 2025 
All meetings start at 1:00pm 

Day Reporting Center – Antelope Blvd 

Thursday, April 17, 2025 

Thursday, June 19, 2025 subject to change 

Thursday, August 14, 2025 

Thursday October 16, 2025 

Meeting Agenda 
February 20, 2025  

Red Bluff  
DRC 780 Antelope Blvd 

2025 Meeting Schedule - Drought Task Force



APPENDIX C

Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan – SB 552 Website 



APPENDIX D

Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan – SGMA-Groundwater Information 

Tehama GSA Website - Home Page
Tehama GSA Website - Groundwater Sustainability Plans
Tehama GSA Website - Groundater Monitoring Network
Tehama GSA RMS Monitoring Well Network - GW Levels
Tehama GSA Groundwater and Surface Water Use (2024)



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Appendix D – SGMA Groundwater information 

 

 



 



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Appendix D – SGMA Groundwater information 

 

 



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Appendix D – SGMA Groundwater information 

 

 
 



 
 

Groundwater monitoring is conducted on a regular basis and is summarized in the 
Tehama GSA Annual Reports available on the website.  The goal of the monitoring program 
is to maintain groundwater levels above the minimum thresholds (MTs) established in the 

approved 2024 Groundwater Sustainability Plans.  Additional monitoring wells may be 
added to the GSA’s existing well monitoring network to fill data gaps and provide 

additional groundwater data for water management purposes. 



 

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
Ant-2U Ant-2U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 250 231.2 214
Ant-3U Ant-3U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 170 231.1 210
Ant-1U Ant-1U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 137 231.1 214

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
04P001M Bow-4U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 270 404.8 377.5

29N05W33A004M Bow-3U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 210 484.9 419.6
20A02 Deep/Int Bow-6L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 451 396.6 351.8

28D001M Bow-2U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 134 395.1 372.5
29N03W18M001M Bow-1U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 234 386.3 318.5

29N03W21 Bow-5L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 760 338.5 294
21H001M Bow-7L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 280 458.2 417.6

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
LM-3U 32P001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 330 205.8 192
LM-5U 25G001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 256 157.1 139
LM-4U 12P001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 370 182.7 163
LM-7L Deer Creek MW-7D Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 870 183.1 165
LM-8L Deer Creek MW-1D Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 743 196.3 188
LM-1U 26N02W16C001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 50 218.9 198
LM-2U 25N02W09G001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 60 219.9 197
LM-6U LM-6U Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA 60 N/A 181
LM-9L LM-9L Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA 680 N/A 180

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
RB-6U RB-6U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 183 401.3 396
RB-8L RB-8L Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 789 202 166
RB-4U RB-4U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 255 203 169
RB-3U RB-3U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 128 257.1 255
RB-5U RB-5U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 370 224.2 187
RB-1U RB-1U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 260 432.4 394
RB-7U RB-7U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 240 329.1 328
RB-2U RB-2U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 155 241.5 221

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
22N02W15C004M 22N02W15C004M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 258 144.1 84
22N02W15C002M 22N02W15C002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 825 121.6 57.7

McCoy McCoy Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 524 183.3 160.9
25M02 Inter/Deep 25M02 Inter/Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 513 151.5 111.6
28N02 Int./Deep 28N02 Int./Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 580 133.9 100
25M04 Shallow 25M04 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 130 150.3 122.7
28N04 Shallow 28N04 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 205 142.7 104.3
13C06 Shal/Int 13C06 Shal/Int Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 182 145.6 123.1

29N04 Deep 29N04 Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 741 155.5 124.9
29Q02 Intermediate 29Q02 Intermediate Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 575 212.6 174.9

29N03 Shallow 29N03 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 388 158.1 123.2
29Q01 Shallow 29Q01 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 372 211.6 188
13C04 Deep Int 13C04 Deep Int Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 835 131.1 107.2

24N03W17M002M 24N03W17M002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 505 196.8 172.8
22N01W29N002M 22N01W29N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 670 121.9 77.2
23N03W24A003M 23N03W24A003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 199 137.4 118.6
23N03W16H001M 23N03W16H001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 150 193.4 174.3
22N03W01R002M 22N03W01R002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 314 143.9 123.6
22N02W01N003M 22N02W01N003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 440 136.5 99.3
22N02W18C003M 22N02W18C003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 188 148.4 131.6
22N02W18C001M 22N02W18C001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 1062 90.4 63.5
23N03W22Q001M 23N03W22Q001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 380 152.7 129.9
24N03W02R001M 24N03W02R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 270 188.6 176
23N04W13G001M 23N04W13G001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 560 198.6 161
22N02W01N002M 22N02W01N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 730 134.7 74.5
24N03W24E001M 24N03W24E001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 224 169.2 148
25N02W31G002M 25N02W31G002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 115 191.4 169.3
22N01W29N003M 22N01W29N003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 400 123.4 91.7
22N03W01R001M 22N03W01R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 525 135.2 116.6
23N03W04H001M 23N03W04H001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 270 194 195
24N02W17A001M 24N02W17A001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 140 170.9 150.9
23N03W17R001M 23N03W17R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 720 207.7 187.3
23N03W07F001M 23N03W07F001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 790 209.9 188.4
24N04W34P001M 24N04W34P001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 535 214.3 183.5
24N04W34K001M 24N04W34K001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 750 223.9 184.4
24N04W36G001M 24N04W36G001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 750 214.4 183.2
24N03W14B001M 24N03W14B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 140 195.3 190
24N03W03R002M 24N03W03R002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 132 207.3 192.8
22N03W12Q003M 22N03W12Q003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 124 174.8 163.2
22N03W05F002M 22N03W05F002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 218 204.5 177.9
24N04W33P001M 24N04W33P001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 780 240 183.5
22N03W06B001M 22N03W06B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 210 264.1 238
24N02W20B001M 24N02W20B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 173.4 150.3
24N03W16A001M 24N03W16A001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 195 200.7 182.6
24N03W35P005M 24N03W35P005M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 192 180.1
24N04W14N002M 24N04W14N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 180 247.4 227
23N02W34N001M 23N02W34N001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 100 145.9 124
21N01W04N001M 21N01W04N001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 100 116.1 89.3
24N03W17M001M 24N03W17M001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 108 216.3 219
24N03W26K001M 24N03W26K001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 245 191.1 174
23N02W34A003M 23N02W34A003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 125 135.5 109.2
22N01W19E003M 22N01W19E003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 500 128.1 99
23N02W16B001M 23N02W16B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 135.3 98.4

Venable Stock Venable Stock Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 235 345.8 326

Tehama GSA Groundwater Monitoring Network - For SGMA Compliance
Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan - Groundwater Level Monitoring Metrics For Tracking Drought and Water Shortage Conditions

More information on the Tehama GSA groundwater monitoring well network is available at: https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/.

Additional groundwater monitoring network wells may be added in the future to fill data gaps and provide water management information.
MO = Measurable Objective; MT = Minimum Threshold, with respect to groundwater levels in RMS wells (SGMA compliance definitions).
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Data From 2024 Annual Reports submitted to DWR on 4.1.2025 

 

Antelope Subbasin 

 

Bowman Subbasin 

 

Corning Subbasin 

 

Table ES-2. Antelope Subbasin Total Water Use by Water Use Sector 

Sector 

WY 2024 (AF) 

Groundwater Surface Water Total 
Total Irrigated 
Area (acres) 

Agricultural 17,700 8,700 26,400 8,100 

Municipal 300 0 300 0 

Rural Residential 1,400 0 1,400 0 

Total  19,400 8,700 28,100 8,100 

 

Table ES-2. Bowman Subbasin Total Water Use by Water Use Sector 

Sector 

WY 2024 (AF) 

Groundwater Surface Water Total 
Total Irrigated 
Area (acres) 

Agricultural 2,800 15,200 18,000 3,900 

Municipal 600 0 600 0 

Rural Residential 1,500 0 1,500 0 

Total  4,900 15,200 20,100 3,900 

 

Table ES-2. Corning Subbasin Total Water Use by Water Use Sector 

Sector 

WY 2024 (AF) 

Groundwater Surface Water Total 
Total Irrigated 
Area (acres) 

Agricultural 149,500 29,700 179,200 61,000 

Municipal 2,300 0 2,300 -- 

Rural Residential 1,800 0 1,800 -- 

Total  153,600 29,700 183,300 61,000 

 



Los Molinos Subbasin 

 

Red Bluff Subbasin 

 

 

 

Table ES-2. Los Molinos Subbasin Total Water Use by Water Use Sector 

Sector 

WY 2024 (AF) 

Groundwater Surface Water Total 
Total Irrigated 
Area (acres) 

Agricultural 17,700 49,800 67,500 15,900 

Municipal 200 0 200 0 

Rural Residential 1,000 0 1,000 0 

Total  18,900 49,800 68,700 15,900 

 

Table ES-2. Red Bluff Subbasin Total Water Use by Water Use Sector 

Sector 

WY 2024 (AF) 

Groundwater Surface Water Total 
Total Irrigated 
Area (acres) 

Agricultural 88,900 1,700 90,600 32,900 

Municipal 3,600 0 3,600 0 

Rural Residential 3,300 0 3,300 0 

Total 95,800 1,700 97,500 32,900 
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Appendix E 

 

 Table 1. Well Completion Report Summary  
1970 - 2024 

Counts by Type and Location 
Planned 
Use 

GPS Accurate Parcel 
Accurate 

Located by 
Section 

Total 

Domestic 8 4589 5762 10359 
Agricultural 4 545 637 1186 
Public 0 14 100 114 

All 12 5148 6499 11659 

      
 Table 2. Well Permit Summary  

2007 - 2024 
Counts by Type and Location 

Planned 
Use 

GPS Accurate Parcel 
Accurate 

Located by 
Section 

Total 

Domestic 0 1175 0 1175 
Agricultural 0 663 0 663 
Public 0 21 0 21 

All 0 1859 0 1859 
 



Bowman

Corning

Red Bluff

Los Molinos

Bend

Antelope

South
Battle
Creek

P:\Tehama County\Tehama County GSP Services\Tehama_Co\Map Projects\Domestic Well Inventory\Map\DomesticWells.aprx

Figure E-1
Domestic Well Completion Reports 1970 - 2024
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Figure E-2
Agricultural Well Completion Reports 1970 - 2024
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Figure E-3
Public Supply Well Completion Reports 1970 - 2024

Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan
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Figure E-4
Domestic Well Permits 2007 - 2024
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Figure E-5
Agricultural Well Permits 2007 - 2024
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Figure E-6
Public Water Supply Well Permits 2007 - 2024

Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan
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Figure E-7
All Water Supply Wells 1970 - 2024
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– Water Consolidation  



Home  Drinking Water  Certlic  Drinkingwater  Consolidation

Consolidation Approach - Step by Step
Consolidation occurs when one water system is dissolved and their customers are provided service by
another existing water system. The step-by-step approach discussed below is designed for those water
systems that have a firm commitment to consolidation. This commitment may be due to water quality or
quantity problems, or because the community simply no longer feels it is able to meet the requirements of
being a public water system. Below are the steps to consolidation in this case. Be aware that consolidation
can take many months to several years depending on the location of pipelines, availability of private versus
public funding, concerns of community members, etc. This step-by-step approach is focused on physical
consolidation. However, some discussion of managerial consolidation is included as well.

Step 1 - Find a Public Water System(s) Near You
Look for the Boundaries of nearby Public Water Systems (three possibilities):

Consolidation Outreach Map Tool
This map tool allows users to perform a spatial query to locate water systems near an address or
other existing water system.

Drinking Water Watch
All active and inactive public water systems in California are provided on this website as well as
a contact phone number or address for the public water system. The listing can be filtered by
county, but no map is provided. This database also indicates whether the water source is
groundwater "G" or surface water "S", which is important in Step 2 "Check Service Boundaries."

Contact the Division of Drinking Water District Office: Division of Drinking Water Map of
Offices and Contacts
If you are unable to find a public water system nearby using the tools above, please contact the
district engineer for additional support.
If no water systems are close enough for physical consolidation, consider discussing managerial
consolidation.

Step 2 - Check Service Boundaries
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There are many types of planning boundaries that define local jurisdiction. The most significant of
these include LAFCO's sphere of influence boundaries, utility service area boundaries, and water
rights place of use boundaries. Consolidation is easiest when the water system to be subsumed is
already located inside the boundaries of the receiving system. Otherwise, additional steps may be
required. Use the planning boundaries below to determine if changes may be necessary.

Utility Service Area Boundaries - Water utilities typically have service area boundaries that define
where they provide services. Obtain a map showing where these boundaries are in relation to the
water system. These can usually be found on the internet or by calling the utility. Many water systems
can do some type of "out of area water service agreements" in the event of public health emergencies,
but they may require the water system's board or local council approval.

Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO) - LAFCO sphere of influence boundaries are designed to
help encourage the orderly formation of local governmental agencies, preserve agricultural land
resources, and discourage urban sprawl. They usually are slightly larger than utility service areas and
are the general geographic direction that a City or area plans to grow. Obtain clarification of the LAFCO
sphere of influence boundaries by contacting the LAFCO executive officer using the contact
information provided here: http://calafco.org/about-us/lafco-directory. In the event of public health
emergencies, "extraterritorial service agreements" may be possible.

Surface Water Rights – Place of Use Boundaries - If during the previous step it was noted that the
system was served by surface water, the water system likely has surface water rights with specific
areas where those rights can be used, called the "Place of Use." If the existing surface water right does
not include the service area of the water system to be subsumed, a Petition for Change will likely need
to be filed with the State Water Resource Control Board's Division of Water Rights by the water right
holder. A temporary urgency change may be appropriate under some situations involving public
health, and may be faster to process. Typically, this step does not apply to managerial consolidations.

Step 3 - Contact Local Water Systems for Consolidation
Call local water systems and discuss consolidation options. Be sure to mention any public health
emergency the water system to be subsumed may have. It is best to talk to a manager regarding these
issues. Find out if the other water system would be willing to consider adding the water system,
community, or residence as a connection. Remind them that water systems are eligible for up to $5
million in zero interest loans for completing a consolidation project with a disadvantaged water
system, if applicable. If their staff indicates there are barriers, note what the barriers are. For example:
service boundaries, LAFCO sphere of influence boundaries, distance to mains, supply capacity, water
rights, etc. Many barriers can be overcome, but will require extra steps in the planning process, so it is
important to note what they are. If physical consolidation does not immediately seem like a
possibility, ask about managerial consolidation. Also note connection fees and the water rates. Don't
be immediately discouraged if the connection fees seem high, funding may exist to help overcome
these challenge (see Funding-Step 5).
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Step 4 - Call the Division of Drinking Water District Office
Call the Division of Drinking Water SAFER Engagement Unit, or a SAFER Staff to share the information
gained and discuss potential funding mechanisms, pathways to deal with barriers, other water
systems, etc. The Division of Drinking Water is very supportive of consolidation projects.

Step 5 - Funding the Consolidation and Changing Boundaries
The next step is to determine how consolidation will be paid for, particularly if private capital is not
available. The following website discusses the options for consolidation funding and incentives for
both consolidation and regionalization: Funding and Incentives for Consolidation and Regionalization
Projects.

Funding programs can provide emergency drinking water sources for residents (e.g. hauled water,
bottled water, etc.) until a construction project is completed and potable water from the system is
available. If there are public health issues, for example it is above a maximum contaminant level and it
supplies a disadvantaged community, be sure to ask about the The Interim Emergency Drinking Water
program.

Step 6 - Help Sign Up Customers with the New Public Water System
When construction of the consolidation project is completed, residents may need assistance signing
up with the billing system of the new public water system. While this seems like an obvious step, it can
be a time consuming process. Keeping residents informed throughout the entire consolidation
process will help make this easier.

Step 7 - Dissolve the Water System
The legal entity of the subsumed water system will need to provide a written request to the Division of
Drinking Water asking that its domestic water supply permit be cancelled. It will be necessary to
cancel any associated business licenses and insurances for the dissolved public water system. Also
consider the need to close bank accounts and transfer deeds or titles. And finally, make sure to
provide important records, such as distribution maps and operations plans, to the receiving water
system staff.

  (Page last updated 05/30/2024)
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Water System Consolidation Considerations 

Based On Experience From Water Utilities Involved With Consolidations 
 

The following considerations would be evaluated by the County in assessing possible water 
system consolidations.  Having key information available about a specific consolidation 
situation will contribute toward successful results and outcomes including the decision 
not to consolidate. 

1. Operations 
Supply/Demand 
Fire Flow Requirements 
Condition Assessments 
SCADA/Technology Communications 
Backflow Program 
Levels of Service 
 

2. Financial 
Rate Structure 
Debt Service 
Funding - Grants/Loans 
Existing Contracts 
Software Systems 
 

3. Regulatory 
Water Supply Permits 
DDW or PUC Enforcement Orders 
DDW Sanitary Surveys 
Monitoring and Reporting – Water Quality Review 
Meeting State Certification Staffing Requirements 
 

4. Legal 
Service Area 
Pending/Ongoing Litigation 
Agreements 
Voluntary vs. State Imposed 
 

5. Public Outreach 
Public Acceptance 
What’s Best for The Community 
Ensuring Everyone Is Properly Informed 



APPENDIX G

– Water Year Metrics 

Water Year Metrics - Rainfall
Water Year Metrics - Groundwater
Water Year Metrics - Dry Well Reporting
Water Year Metrics - Water Year Type
Water Year Metrics - CVP Water Supply Cutbacks
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Drought and Water Shortage Condition Monitoring and Tracking Metrics 

Local and Regional Rainfall 
 

Rainfall – City of Red Bluff (2000-2024); other local sites can be added. 

 

 

Rainfall – 8-Station Index (up watershed) - Rainfall summary for 8-Station Index 

 



                           Northern Sierra 8-Station Precipitation (inches)

                                                 Water Year 2025

                                        Wednesday, January 29, 2025
  

Total precipitation since Tuesday, January 28, 2025, 0400 PST: 0.0" 
Total precipitation for past 7 days, 0400 - 0400 PST: 0.1" 

                (Monthly totals may not add up to seasonal total because of rounding)

 

 

Month Average (Inches) Observed
(Inches)

Observed (as
Percent of Avg)

October-2024 2.8" 0.7" 25%
November-2024 5.3" 13.5" 254%
December-2024 10.0" 11.2" 112%
January-2025 9.1" 1.1" 12%
February-2025 8.9"

March-2025 8.1"
April-2025 4.3"
May-2025 2.8"
June-2025 1.1"
July-2025 0.1"

August-2025 0.2"
September-2025 0.5"

Seasonal Total to Date
(Inches)

Seasonal Avg to Date
(Inches)

Percent of Seasonal
Avg to Date

26.5" 26.7" 99%
Water Year Average (Inches) Percent of an Average Water Year

53.2" 49%
Driest Water

Years
Precipitation

(inches)
Wettest Water

Years
Precipitation

(inches)
1924 17.1" 2017 94.7"
1977 19.0" 1983 88.5"
2021 24.0" 1995 85.4"
1939 27.7" 1982 84.8"
1931 28.0" 1998 82.4"
1976 28.3" 2006 80.2"
1987 28.6" 1974 78.6"
1929 29.4" 1938 75.6"

Notes: Precipitation (inches) Percent of Average
Last Year Seasonal

Total to Date
20.8" 78%

Last Year January-2024
Total

9.9" 109%

Last Year December-
2023 Total

7.0" 70%
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Drought and Water Shortage Condition Tracking and Monitoring Metrics 

Groundwater Levels in Tehama County 
 

The recommended groundwater metric for tracking and monitoring water conditions with respect to 
drought and water shortage severity would involve assessing data collected at the RMS monitoring wells 
in the Tehama GSA well monitoring network within Tehama County.  The updated thresholds for water 
levels are based on the revised Tehama Subbasin GSP revisions prepared in 2024 and approved by DWR 
in 2025.  The updated Tehama Subbasin well monitoring information is included on the following pages. 

 

The County can assess groundwater level decline trends based on the groundwater level and storage 
data collected and included in the Tehama GSA Subbasin Annual Reports (published and submitted 
annually to DWR in April).  Other wells may be added as needed to fill data gaps or provide additional 
information.  A key indicator is the number of Tehama GSA monitoring wells with water levels declining 
below the 2024 approved minimum threshold (MT) groundwater levels. 

Groundwater levels can also provide information that can be helpful assessing progress in overcoming 
documented groundwater overdraft conditions from revised GSPs summarized below. 

 

Drought    
Stage

Rainfall                       
Totals

Groundwater 
Declines

Dry Wells Reported 
(DWR + County)

Sac. Valley                 
Water Year Index

CVP Water Supply 
Cutbacks

Drought Response                 
Actions

1 Normal, Above Avg. 0 wells below MTs < 5 per month Wet, Above Normal 0 - 25% Long Term Resiliency Actions

2 Up to 30% below Avg. 10% wells below  MTs 5-10 per month Below Normal, Dry 25 - 50% Moderate Drought

3 > 30% below Avg. > 25% wells below MTs > 10 per month Dry, Critically Dry > 50% Severe Drought

CVP Supply Cutbacks: Each year the USBR assesses water conditions and sets allocations for CVP deliveries.  Cutbacks are based on drought severity.

Figure 4.1:  Tehama County - Drought Tracking Measures

Rainfall Totals: locations include:   City of Red Bluff and  Northern Sierra 8-Station Index (up watershed).  Other locations can be added.
Groundwater Declines:  Based on monitoring of Tehama GSA Well Monitoring Network (locations within Tehama County).  Wells can be added to fill gaps or improve data.
Dry Well Reporting:  Based on County and DWR dry well reporting with confirmation.  Areas of higher risk will be identified.
Sac. Valley WY Index:  Bulletin 120 Sac. Valley Index indicating water year type - W = Wet, AN = Above Normal, N = Normal, BN = Below Normal, D = Dry, C = Critically Dry.



 

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
Ant-2U Ant-2U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 250 231.2 214
Ant-3U Ant-3U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 170 231.1 210
Ant-1U Ant-1U Antelope Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Antelope SGMA Representative 137 231.1 214

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
04P001M Bow-4U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 270 404.8 377.5

29N05W33A004M Bow-3U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 210 484.9 419.6
20A02 Deep/Int Bow-6L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 451 396.6 351.8

28D001M Bow-2U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 134 395.1 372.5
29N03W18M001M Bow-1U Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 234 386.3 318.5

29N03W21 Bow-5L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 760 338.5 294
21H001M Bow-7L Bowman Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Bowman SGMA Representative 280 458.2 417.6

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
LM-3U 32P001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 330 205.8 192
LM-5U 25G001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 256 157.1 139
LM-4U 12P001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 370 182.7 163
LM-7L Deer Creek MW-7D Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 870 183.1 165
LM-8L Deer Creek MW-1D Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 743 196.3 188
LM-1U 26N02W16C001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 50 218.9 198
LM-2U 25N02W09G001M Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA Representative 60 219.9 197
LM-6U LM-6U Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA 60 N/A 181
LM-9L LM-9L Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Los Molinos SGMA 680 N/A 180

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
RB-6U RB-6U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 183 401.3 396
RB-8L RB-8L Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 789 202 166
RB-4U RB-4U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 255 203 169
RB-3U RB-3U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 128 257.1 255
RB-5U RB-5U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 370 224.2 187
RB-1U RB-1U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 260 432.4 394
RB-7U RB-7U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 240 329.1 328
RB-2U RB-2U Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD GSA - Red Bluff SGMA Representative 155 241.5 221

Local Well Name Alt_Name Subbasin GSA Monitoring Network Type Well Depth (ft. bgs) MO (ft) MT (ft)
22N02W15C004M 22N02W15C004M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 258 144.1 84
22N02W15C002M 22N02W15C002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 825 121.6 57.7

McCoy McCoy Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 524 183.3 160.9
25M02 Inter/Deep 25M02 Inter/Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 513 151.5 111.6
28N02 Int./Deep 28N02 Int./Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 580 133.9 100
25M04 Shallow 25M04 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 130 150.3 122.7
28N04 Shallow 28N04 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 205 142.7 104.3
13C06 Shal/Int 13C06 Shal/Int Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 182 145.6 123.1

29N04 Deep 29N04 Deep Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 741 155.5 124.9
29Q02 Intermediate 29Q02 Intermediate Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 575 212.6 174.9

29N03 Shallow 29N03 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 388 158.1 123.2
29Q01 Shallow 29Q01 Shallow Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 372 211.6 188
13C04 Deep Int 13C04 Deep Int Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 835 131.1 107.2

24N03W17M002M 24N03W17M002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 505 196.8 172.8
22N01W29N002M 22N01W29N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 670 121.9 77.2
23N03W24A003M 23N03W24A003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 199 137.4 118.6
23N03W16H001M 23N03W16H001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 150 193.4 174.3
22N03W01R002M 22N03W01R002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 314 143.9 123.6
22N02W01N003M 22N02W01N003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 440 136.5 99.3
22N02W18C003M 22N02W18C003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 188 148.4 131.6
22N02W18C001M 22N02W18C001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 1062 90.4 63.5
23N03W22Q001M 23N03W22Q001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 380 152.7 129.9
24N03W02R001M 24N03W02R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 270 188.6 176
23N04W13G001M 23N04W13G001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 560 198.6 161
22N02W01N002M 22N02W01N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 730 134.7 74.5
24N03W24E001M 24N03W24E001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 224 169.2 148
25N02W31G002M 25N02W31G002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 115 191.4 169.3
22N01W29N003M 22N01W29N003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 400 123.4 91.7
22N03W01R001M 22N03W01R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 525 135.2 116.6
23N03W04H001M 23N03W04H001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 270 194 195
24N02W17A001M 24N02W17A001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 140 170.9 150.9
23N03W17R001M 23N03W17R001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 720 207.7 187.3
23N03W07F001M 23N03W07F001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 790 209.9 188.4
24N04W34P001M 24N04W34P001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 535 214.3 183.5
24N04W34K001M 24N04W34K001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 750 223.9 184.4
24N04W36G001M 24N04W36G001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 750 214.4 183.2
24N03W14B001M 24N03W14B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 140 195.3 190
24N03W03R002M 24N03W03R002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 132 207.3 192.8
22N03W12Q003M 22N03W12Q003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 124 174.8 163.2
22N03W05F002M 22N03W05F002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 218 204.5 177.9
24N04W33P001M 24N04W33P001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 780 240 183.5
22N03W06B001M 22N03W06B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 210 264.1 238
24N02W20B001M 24N02W20B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 173.4 150.3
24N03W16A001M 24N03W16A001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 195 200.7 182.6
24N03W35P005M 24N03W35P005M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 192 180.1
24N04W14N002M 24N04W14N002M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 180 247.4 227
23N02W34N001M 23N02W34N001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 100 145.9 124
21N01W04N001M 21N01W04N001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 100 116.1 89.3
24N03W17M001M 24N03W17M001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 108 216.3 219
24N03W26K001M 24N03W26K001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 245 191.1 174
23N02W34A003M 23N02W34A003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 125 135.5 109.2
22N01W19E003M 22N01W19E003M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 500 128.1 99
23N02W16B001M 23N02W16B001M Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 120 135.3 98.4

Venable Stock Venable Stock Corning Corning Subbasin GSA SGMA Representative 235 345.8 326

Tehama GSA Groundwater Monitoring Network - For SGMA Compliance
Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan - Groundwater Level Monitoring Metrics For Tracking Drought and Water Shortage Conditions

More information on the Tehama GSA groundwater monitoring well network is available at: https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/.

Additional groundwater monitoring network wells may be added in the future to fill data gaps and provide water management information.
MO = Measurable Objective; MT = Minimum Threshold, with respect to groundwater levels in RMS wells (SGMA compliance definitions).



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Drought and Water Shortage Condition Tracking and Monitoring Metrics 

Dry Well Reporting 
 

In areas that are heavily reliant on groundwater supplies and/or where there are many 
domestic wells dry well reporting can be a good metric to follow as an indication of drought 
and water shortage conditions.  Both DWR and the County collect data on dry well 
reporting which can be combined to form a dry well database that can be tracked and 
monitored.  During more severe drought and water shortage conditions the number of dry 
wells reported may increase, indicating declining groundwater levels which may impact 
water supply reliability for some well owners.  Tracking dry wells reported can be useful to 
determine the severity of drought and water shortage conditions.   

 

A summary of recent dry wells reported status in the County is below for information.   The 
dry well status is updated depending on water conditions and water supply options 
exercised by landowners impacted during drought and water shortage conditions. 

Drought    
Stage

Rainfall                       
Totals

Groundwater 
Declines

Dry Wells Reported 
(DWR + County)

Sac. Valley                 
Water Year Index

CVP Water Supply 
Cutbacks

Drought Response                 
Actions

1 Normal, Above Avg. 0 wells below MTs < 5 per month Wet, Above Normal 0 - 25% Long Term Resiliency Actions

2 Up to 30% below Avg. 10% wells below  MTs 5-10 per month Below Normal, Dry 25 - 50% Moderate Drought

3 > 30% below Avg. > 25% wells below MTs > 10 per month Dry, Critically Dry > 50% Severe Drought

CVP Supply Cutbacks: Each year the USBR assesses water conditions and sets allocations for CVP deliveries.  Cutbacks are based on drought severity.

Figure 4.1:  Tehama County - Drought Tracking Measures

Rainfall Totals: locations include:   City of Red Bluff and  Northern Sierra 8-Station Index (up watershed).  Other locations can be added.
Groundwater Declines:  Based on monitoring of Tehama GSA Well Monitoring Network (locations within Tehama County).  Wells can be added to fill gaps or improve data.
Dry Well Reporting:  Based on County and DWR dry well reporting with confirmation.  Areas of higher risk will be identified.
Sac. Valley WY Index:  Bulletin 120 Sac. Valley Index indicating water year type - W = Wet, AN = Above Normal, N = Normal, BN = Below Normal, D = Dry, C = Critically Dry.



 



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Drought Monitoring and Tracking Metrics – County Dry Well Reporting 

 

Dry Well Reporting – Tehama County (during 2020-2022 drought cycle) 

Helped to identify domestic well owners who needed emergency water supply assistance during recent 
drought and water shortage conditions. 

 

Dry Well Map – From County Well Inventory Database 

 



Average Domestic Well Depths with Dry Well Locations 

 

 



Tehama Dry Well Plot – Dry Well Reporting Increases During Drought Cycles 

 

 

Dry well reporting is an important drought indicator to monitor to assess drought and 
water shortage condition severity and to indicate when water users may need assistance. 



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Drought and Water Shortage Monitoring and Tracking Metrics 

Dry Well Reporting 
 

 

DWR Dry Well Reporting Website – can be reviewed with Tehama County data.  

 

 

 

When monitoring dry wells reported data, the County should confirm the reason for the dry well reported. 

Not all dry wells reported with water supply interruptions are due to declining water levels and may be 
related to mechanical and/or physical well problems. 

 

 



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Drought and Water Shortage Condition Tracking and Monitoring Metrics 

Sacramento Valley Index Water Year 
 

The recommended water year type metric for tracking and monitoring water conditions with respect to 
drought and water shortage severity would involve assessing hydrologic data related to surface water 
supply availability collected and published by DWR and the USBR on a regular basis.  The water year, 
defined as October 1 through September 30, represents designated watershed information relating to the 
Sacrament Valley Index water year designation.  Dry and Critically Dry water year designations tend to be 
associated with drought and water shortage conditions.   

 

The County can assess water year designation trends to determine drought severity based on this metric.  
A summary of recent water year data is presented below.    

 

Drought    
Stage

Rainfall                       
Totals

Groundwater 
Declines

Dry Wells Reported 
(DWR + County)

Sac. Valley                 
Water Year Index

CVP Water Supply 
Cutbacks

Drought Response                 
Actions

1 Normal, Above Avg. 0 wells below MTs < 5 per month Wet, Above Normal 0 - 25% Long Term Resiliency Actions

2 Up to 30% below Avg. 10% wells below  MTs 5-10 per month Below Normal, Dry 25 - 50% Moderate Drought

3 > 30% below Avg. > 25% wells below MTs > 10 per month Dry, Critically Dry > 50% Severe Drought

CVP Supply Cutbacks: Each year the USBR assesses water conditions and sets allocations for CVP deliveries.  Cutbacks are based on drought severity.

Figure 4.1:  Tehama County - Drought Tracking Measures

Rainfall Totals: locations include:   City of Red Bluff and  Northern Sierra 8-Station Index (up watershed).  Other locations can be added.
Groundwater Declines:  Based on monitoring of Tehama GSA Well Monitoring Network (locations within Tehama County).  Wells can be added to fill gaps or improve data.
Dry Well Reporting:  Based on County and DWR dry well reporting with confirmation.  Areas of higher risk will be identified.
Sac. Valley WY Index:  Bulletin 120 Sac. Valley Index indicating water year type - W = Wet, AN = Above Normal, N = Normal, BN = Below Normal, D = Dry, C = Critically Dry.

Water Year             
Sac Valley Index

Water Year Type       
Sac Valley Index

Recent Drought 
Cycle

2005  Above Normal
2006  Wet
2007 Dry Drought Cycle
2008 Critically Dry Drought Cycle
2009 Dry Drought Cycle
2010 Below Normal
2011  Wet
2012  Below Normal Drought Cycle
2013 Dry Drought Cycle
2014 Critically Dry Drought Cycle
2015 Critically Dry Drought Cycle
2016 Below Normal Drought Cycle
2017  Wet
2018 Bellow Normal
2019  Wet
2020  Dry Drought Cycle
2021 Critically Dry Drought Cycle
2022 Critically Dry Drought Cycle
2023 Wet

Figure 4.3:  Tehama County - Water Year Tracking Metric



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Drought and Water Shortage Condition Tracking and Monitoring Metrics 

Central Valley Project (CVP) Water Supply Cutbacks 
 

The recommended CVP water supply cutback metric for tracking and monitoring water 
conditions with respect to drought and water shortage severity would involve assessing 
Lake Shasta water level and storage data and USBR CVP annual water deliveries reflecting 
any cutbacks in CVP water supplies.  Dry and Critically Dry water year designations tend to 
be associated with more severe cutbacks in CVP water deliveries.    

 

The County can assess Lake Shasta water levels and storage data and annual CVP water 
delivery allocations with significant water delivery cutbacks experienced during dry and 
critically dry water years to determine drought severity based on this metric.  A summary of 
recent CVP water supply cutbacks is presented below.    

 

Lake Shasta water level and storage data is included on the following page as an example 
for tracking this information as part of the CVP water delivery allocation metric.  The Lake 
Shasta information is updated on a regular basis and can be an indicator of impending CVP 
water delivery allocation cutbacks and drought and water shortage condition severity. 

 

Drought    
Stage

Rainfall                       
Totals

Groundwater 
Declines

Dry Wells Reported 
(DWR + County)

Sac. Valley                 
Water Year Index

CVP Water Supply 
Cutbacks

Drought Response                 
Actions

1 Normal, Above Avg. 0 wells below MTs < 5 per month Wet, Above Normal 0 - 25% Long Term Resiliency Actions

2 Up to 30% below Avg. 10% wells below  MTs 5-10 per month Below Normal, Dry 25 - 50% Moderate Drought

3 > 30% below Avg. > 25% wells below MTs > 10 per month Dry, Critically Dry > 50% Severe Drought

CVP Supply Cutbacks: Each year the USBR assesses water conditions and sets allocations for CVP deliveries.  Cutbacks are based on drought severity.

Figure 4.1:  Tehama County - Drought Tracking Measures

Rainfall Totals: locations include:   City of Red Bluff and  Northern Sierra 8-Station Index (up watershed).  Other locations can be added.
Groundwater Declines:  Based on monitoring of Tehama GSA Well Monitoring Network (locations within Tehama County).  Wells can be added to fill gaps or improve data.
Dry Well Reporting:  Based on County and DWR dry well reporting with confirmation.  Areas of higher risk will be identified.
Sac. Valley WY Index:  Bulletin 120 Sac. Valley Index indicating water year type - W = Wet, AN = Above Normal, N = Normal, BN = Below Normal, D = Dry, C = Critically Dry.

North of Delta             
Sac. River

2022 Critically Dry 
Year CVP Water 

Delivery Allocation

2024 Wet Year CVP 
Water Delivery 

Allocation

2023 Post Drought  
Year CVP Water 

Delivery Allocation
Agriculture 0% 100% 35%

M&I 5% 100% 75%
Water Rights 18% 100% 100%

Refuge 18% 100% 100%

Figure 4.4:  Tehama County - CVP Water Deliveries Metric



Lake Shasta – Current Reservoir Condition Data Snapshot as of Feb. 2025. 
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Tehama C – Drought/Water Shortage Response Measures 

Short and Long Term Measures Evaluated
Drought Response Summary (2020-2022 Drought Cycle)
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Tehama County – Drought Resiliency Plan 
Short- and Long-Term Drought and Water Shortage Measures Evaluated 

 
 

Short Term Measures – To Address Severe and Emergency Conditions 
 

 
 

Long Term Measures – To Reduce Future Drought Cycle Impacts 
 

 
 

Drought and water shortage response measures can be updated and revised 
annually or every five years when the DRP is updated.  Measure 

considerations include capital and O&M costs, staffing costs, water savings, 
customers assisted, and drought mitigation benefits. 

Short Term Measures Evaluated Assessment Next Step
Mutual Aid Agreements Evaluated Not feasible at this time.

 Intertie activation Evaluated Not feasible at this time.

Permit Streamlining and Coordination Evaluated
Updated Well Permitting Forms and Process.                      

Updated County Well Inventory Database.
Partnership with Other Agencies Evaluated Continue existing partnerships (GSA, other local entities).

Emergency and Interim Drinking Water Supplies Evaluated Continue existing program (have storage tanks).
Dedicated Water Filling Stations by Large Water Purveyors Evaluated Not feasible at this time.

Treatment of Available Alternate Water Sources Not Typically Used Evaluated Not feasible at this time.
Packaged or Bottled Water Evaluated Can implement through OES w/funding.

Demand Management Program Evaluated Based on outcome of GSA Demand Management Program
Domestic Well Mitigation Program Being Evaluated Based on outcome of GSA Well Mitigation Program

Water Hauling or Bulk Water Delivery Evaluated Can implement through OES w/funding.
Water Consolidation Evaluated No feasible short term consolidations.

Figure 4.5:  Tehama County - Short Term Measures Evaluated

Long Term Measures Evaluated Assessment Next Step
Establish Long Term Drought Monitoring and Tracking Metrics Evaluated Recommended metrics ready for implementation.

 Maintain SB 552 County Website With All Program Information Evaluated Website Established.  Updated periodically. 

Water Consolidation Evaluated Continue evaluting consolidation feasibility.                        
Evaluate funding opportunities for future projects.

Drought Task Force Evaluated Continue Drought Task Force Meetings. 
Groundwater Commission Evaluated Continue Groundwater Commission Meetings. 

Tehama GSA Evaluated Coordinate on demand mgmt/well mitigation programs.
Funding need for infrastructure improvements Evaluated Domestic wells, state smalls, community systems.

Assess future water resiliency needs Evaluated Infrastructure improvements, TMF capacity. 
Demand Management Program Being Evaluated Based on outcome of GSA Demand Management Program.

Domestic Well Mitigation Program Being Evaluated Based on outcome of GSA Well Mitigation Program.
Well Ordinance Updates Evaluated Coordinate with GSA Well Mitigation Program. 

Water User Outreach Evaluated Website. List Serve. Fact Sheets. Workshops.

Figure 4.6:  Tehama County - Long Term Measures Evaluated



Tehama County Drought Resiliency Plan 
Appendix H – Drought Response Measures 

 
Tehama County responded proactively to drought and water shortage 
conditions during the 2020-2022 drought cycle.  A summary of response 
actions taken to mitigate drought impacts are presented below. 
 

Summary of Actions Taken 
 

 
 

The County coordinated with other Departments and the State of California to 
plan and implement drought response measures to assist water users 
address immediate water supply reliability issues and concerns.  A summary 
of actions taken by response category follows. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                           

                                             

                                                 

                  

                                      



Total Reported Dry Wells (by year) 
 

 
 

Confirmed New Well Constructed 
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Deepening, Pump Lowering or Planned New Well 
 

 
 

Confirmed Water Delivery Hauler Service 
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Other Plans 
 

 
 

The County plans to implement a diversified drought response approach 
during future drought cycles, similar to the 2020-22 drought cycle, to achieve 
maximum drought mitigation benefits for impacted water users.  Securing 
additional drought funding will be an important determinant in how many 
water users can be assisted depending on drought severity. 
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APPENDIX I

Tehama – Potential Funding  



Tehama County  
FY24-25 SB 552 Drought Resiliency Plan 

Potential Funding Sources 
 
The County will track current and future grant opportunities that can provide financial support for the 
implementation of the County’s Drought Resiliency Plan.  A summary of potential grant funding opportunities is 
listed below.  Additional grant funding opportunities will be considered and pursued if applicable to meet the 
County’s funding needs for Plan implementation activities. 
 
• SWRCB SAFER program – The Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity and Resilience (SAFER)  
program can fund key water actions, such as testing domestic well equipment, GIS database  
management, public outreach, creation of web resources, well inspection, and Point of  
Use/Point of Entry (POU/POE) treatment systems. SAFER grants can be applied for by the  
County, CBO partners, GSAs, and Water Systems.  
 
• FEMA Assistance – the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is a source of funding  
for victims of a natural hazard, be it an individual property owner or a water system. The County  
will not be the recipient of FEMA funds on behalf of the victims but can provide information and 
recommendations to them about FEMA processes. FEMA assistance comes in a variety of forms,  
including Individual Assistance (after a disaster), the Hazard Mitigation Funding program, and the  
Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities program.   
 
• LandFlex – LandFlex is a new program offered by DWR to provide incentives to farmers to limit  
unsustainable groundwater pumping, leaving more water in the ground for drinking water wells.  
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) are the local government agencies that will be  
responsible for identifying vulnerable communities, applying for grant funding, and distributing  
the funding to participating farmers. 
    
• Department of Conservation Multi-benefit Land Repurposing Program (MLRP) - The MLRP  
provides funding to landowners to fallow land and undertake habitat or other restoration  
activities. This program will increase regional capacity to repurpose agricultural land to reduce  
reliance on groundwater while providing community health, economic wellbeing, water supply,  
habitat, and climate benefits. The MLRP builds on the Voluntary Land Repurposing Program  
(VLRP) that is being developed in the Madera County GSA by repurposing lands in a way that  
maximizes co-benefits, including reducing flood risk or improving habitat. 
   
• IRWM - The Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) program is a voluntary statewide  
planning and implementation program designed to incentivize regional collaboration among  
multiple water agencies towards the implementation of multi-benefit projects. In November of  
2022, The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) released Funding Award  
recommendations for the current round of funding. The deadline for the current funding cycle is  
February 1, 2023. It is possible that new funding will become available for additional application  
cycles through the IRWM program in the future. 
 

• SGMA - The Sustainable Groundwater Planning (SGP) program may have additional future funding 
available for project implementation activities that are included in approved GSA Groundwater 
Sustainability Plans.  Typical project types could include groundwater recharge, in-lieu surface 
water uses, conjunctive use of ground and surface water supplies, and filling data gaps related to 
monitoring groundwater sustainability.  Multiple benefit projects may be a priority in future funding 
cycles.  SGMA funds were allocated in the State bond measure approved in November 2024. 



(https://www.rcac.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/Programs-
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Household Water Well & Septic System
Loan/Grant Programs
 

Household Water Well & Septic System Loan/Grant Program
We are not currently processing applications for this program due to lack of funds.  We do not know at this time when additional
funds might be available. If you have continued interest, please check this site periodically for updates.
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Clean Drinking Water Well Replacement Program
Grant program to assist individual households and small water systems (less than 15 connections) in California to address
drought related drinking water emergencies. This grant program is supported by a grant from the California State Water
Resources Control Board.

To talk to a loan officer about this program, please call  1-855-979-7322.

Download program flyer (https://www.rcac.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Clean-Drinking-Wat

Download application (https://www.rcac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Clean-Drinking-Water-

 

Free comprehensive well assessments and educational resources
RCAC, in partnership with the National Environmental Health Association, University of Illinois, National Groundwater
Association and the Water System Council, provides free well assessments (https://www.rcac.org/environmental/individual-
well-program/) and educational resources for private well owners, not regulated by SDWA.

 

Free private well class

(http://privatewellclass.org/)
What’s in your water? Find out in this free well care class. (http://privatewellclass.org/) Learn by email, audio or video! The
training is a collaboration between the Rural Community Assistance Partnership and the University of Illinois.

Biomass Utilization Fund 

https://www.rcac.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Clean-Drinking-Water-Well-Replacement-Grant-Program-flyer-04-17-25.pdf
https://www.rcac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Clean-Drinking-Water-Well-Replacement-Grant-Program-Application-12-06-23.pdf
https://www.rcac.org/environmental/individual-well-program/
https://www.rcac.org/environmental/individual-well-program/
https://www.rcac.org/environmental/individual-well-program/
http://privatewellclass.org/
http://privatewellclass.org/
http://privatewellclass.org/
http://privatewellclass.org/
http://privatewellclass.org/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/biomass-utilization-fund/


Re-Emerging Loan Fund 
Affordable Housing Loans 
Environmental Infrastructure Loans 
Community Facility Loans 
Small Business Loans 
Idaho SRF-Household Septic System Program 
Household Water Well & Septic System Loans 
AZ-NM Tribal Community Development Loans 
Loan Fund Contacts 

https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/re-emerging-loan-fund/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/affordable-housing-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/environmental-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/community-facility-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/small-business-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/idaho-srf-household-septic-system-program/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/household-water-well-septic-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/az-nm-tribal-community-development-loans/
https://www.rcac.org/lending-2/loan-fund-contacts/
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 (https://www.rcac.org/news-publications/subscribe/)
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Clean Drinking Water Well Replacement  
Grant Program

Financial assistance available for individual households and small water 
systems dealing with drinking water emergencies!

This program is not available in the following counties:
Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, Ventura, Inyo, Marin, Mono, 
Monterey, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Mendocino and Sonoma.

Program Requirements:
•	 Eligible applicants are owners of individual households and small water systems (serving at least  

two, but fewer than 15 service connections and is not a Public Water System).
•	 New home and small water system construction is not eligible.
•	 Household income may not exceed $67,278. For small water systems, income is based on the  

average household income of the stakeholders/owners.
•	 Up to $60,000 available for individual wells and up to $100,000 for small water systems.

Grant Terms:
Repayment required in full if property is sold, transferred or leased within first five years from  
project completion.

For information/application, please visit www.rcac.org

To talk to a loan officer in your area, call 1-855-979-7322

This grant program is supported by a grant from the California 
State Water Resources Control Board. 

RCAC is an equal opportunity employer, lender and provider.

Revised 4/17/2025

http://www.rcac.org
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Refer to the flyer for program eligibility criteria and to the last page of this application for requirements specific to this 

loan/grant program or visit www.rcac.org/lending.  

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Property Owners Names (include Jr. or Sr. if applicable):   

Email:   Telephone:    Cell Phone:  

Property Address:   County:  

City:   State:   Zip:  

Mailing Address, if different from above:  

Alternate contact information (family member, friend, etc.) Name:  

Address:   Telephone:  

Do you currently live in the home where the work will be completed?  YES  No. of Yrs:   NO 

Property Address where work is to be completed:  

Type of home where the work will be completed:    Stick Built   Manufactured 

Does the well serve other than your home? If so, explain:  

About your Well: What is the issue? 

Well is dry (no longer producing 
water):  

Reduction in water pressure/lower 
flows:  

Well is pumping sand/muddy water: 

Well is catching air/have to wait to 
be able to pump:  

Reduction in water quality: 

Other:  

Approximate date the problem started?  

Are you working with a Driller?  YES  If YES, enter vendor information on page 3.  NO 

Other than Well needs 

Connection Fees:   Lateral to Home   Treatment System  

Other: 

ASSISTANCE REQUESTED $  LOAN TERM REQUESTED (yrs.) 

How did you hear about the program?  

Notice: The federal Equal Credit Opportunity Act prohibits creditors from discriminating against credit applicants on the basis of race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, marital status, age (provided the applicant has the capacity to enter into a binding contract); because all or part 
of the applicant's income derives from any public assistance program; or because the applicant has in good faith exercised any right under the 
Consumer Credit Protection Act. The federal agency that administers compliance with this law concerning this creditor is the Federal Trade 
Commission, Division of Credit Practices, 6th and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20580. 

Clean Drinking Water Well Replacement 

Grant Program 

Rev 12/06/2023 
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HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION 
(Complete the following section for all members of the household) 

Name (List Head of Household First)  Social Security 
Number 

Relationship 
to Applicant* 

Date of Birth* 
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

Male/ 
Female* 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4.  

5.  

6.  

* This information is for administrative purposes only and is not used to determine whether or not you are
eligible for assistance.

HOUSEHOLD INCOME INFORMATION  
(For all members of the household) 

Source (Name & Address)  Applicant  Co‐Applicant  Other(s) 

Wages, Salaries, Tips, Business Income   $ $ $   

SSI  $ $ $   

Social Security  $ $ $   

VA Benefits  $ $ $   

Other Disability Income  $ $ $   

AFDC/TANF  $ $ $   

Child Support, Alimony  $ $ $   

Pension  $ $ $   

Rental Income  $ $ $   

Food Stamps  $ $ $   

Other (Specify):   $ $ $   

TOTAL ALL SOURCES  $ $ $   

APPLICANT DEBT INFORMATION  
Type of Loan/Debt  Amount  Monthly Payment 

1. Total Mortgage Loan(s): $    $   

2. Total Auto Loan(s): $    $   

3. Total Credit Card(s): $    $   

4. Other (specify): $    $   

5. Other (specify): $    $   

6. Other (specify): $    $   

TOTAL:  $    $   

Rev 12/06/2023 
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Contractor/Vendor Information 

List Contractors Supplying Estimates 

Please advise your proposed well driller that all well bids must be in accordance with County standards and 

California Well Standards Bulletin 74‐90.  This includes providing a 4x4 concrete pad at the well head per 

Section 10, Subsection A of the 74‐90 Bulletin.  

Contractor  State License Information 

Contractor  State License Information 

Comments: Contractor/vendor preference, if any, and reason: 

Please provide the following documentation: 

1. Copy of valid Photo I.D (driver’s license, passport, etc.)
2. Copy of property deed and/or deed of trust, including legal description
3. Latest property tax statement
4. Copy of your most current pay stub/statement or other income documentation for wages or recurring

income sources (most recent two years tax returns if self‐employed or receiving rental income)
5. Most recent tax returns
6. Copy of  cost estimates for the proposed solution (at least two estimates)
7. Copy of Trust documents or Trust Certification if property is held in a Living Trust

Please email completed application to:

LoanApplications@RCAC.org

Or mail to our office:

RCAC, 3120 Freeboard Drive, West Sacramento, CA 95691

Call 1-855-979-7322 if you wish to speak to a Loan Officer.

Rev 12/06/2023 
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CERTIFICATION AND CONFIDENTIALITY 

I have reviewed the information provided and attest that to the best of my knowledge nothing 
has been omitted or misrepresented on this application and to the best of his/her knowledge 
that  the  information  provided  in  this  application  is  correct  and  that  the  water  well  to  be 
developed will solely serve the residence at the address listed above. The undersigned further 
understands that Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) will pay the requested grant 
amount to the contractor and the undersigned is responsible for any balance due the contractor 
assigned to the well project on the property described above. 

My  signature  below  grants  permission  to  RCAC  or  designated  agent  to  verify  any  or  all 
information contained herein with respect to this application for assistance.   I understand the 
information  in this application  is strictly confidential, and  is provided solely for the purpose of 
determining my eligibility under this program. No information contained herein will be released 
to  any  other  local,  state,  or  federal  agency  for  any  purpose without my  expressed written 
consent, except as it may pertain to my receipt of the funding resources made available through 
this application. 

I  authorize  you  to  make  whatever  credit  inquiries  you  consider  necessary  concerning  the 
statements made in this grant application. I agree that the application shall remain your property 
whether or not the grant  is granted.  I also agree that you may give  information regarding my 
experience with you to credit bureaus and other proper persons.  Under penalties of perjury, I 
certify that I have provided my correct Social Security Number. 

In consideration for any grant proceeds paid on behalf of the applicant, the undersigned hereby 
releases and agrees to indemnify and hold harmless RCAC and its authorized representatives and 
the referring agency and  its authorized representatives from any and all  liability  in connection 
with the performance of the improvements. 

____________________________________        _______________________ 
         Signature of Applicant            Date 

____________________________________         _______________________ 
         Signature of Co‐Applicant            Date 

Rev 12/06/2023 



5 

Civil Rights and Equal Opportunity 

The  following  information  is  requested  by  the  Federal Government  in  order  to monitor  the 
Recipient’s compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, The Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975. 

You are not required to furnish this information, but are encouraged to do so. 

The law requires that the Lender may neither discriminate on the basis of this information, nor 
on whether you choose to furnish  it.   However,  if you choose not to furnish  it, under Federal 
regulations  the Lender  is  required  to note  race and  sex on  the basis of visual observation or 
surname. 

If you do not wish to furnish the following information, please check the box below. 

Applicant Co‐Applicant 

Ethnicity  Ethnicity  

White  White 

Asian  Asian 

Black or African American  Black or African American 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic or Latino  Hispanic or Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino  Not Hispanic or Latino 

I do not wish to furnish this 
information 

I do not wish to furnish this 
information 

Sex:  Sex: 

Male   Male  

Female  Female 

I do not wish to furnish this 
information 

I do not wish to furnish this 
information 

Credit is provided without regard to sex, marital status, race, color, religion, national origin, age, physical or mental 
disability, receipt of  income from public assistance or because the applicant has  in good faith exercised any right 
under the Consumer Credit Protection Act. 

Rev 12/06/2023 
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Requirements/Disclosures for Clean Drinking 
Water Well Replacement Grant Program 

THE UNDERSIGNED (PROPERTY OWNER) AGREES: 

 Proposed work must be completed within one (1) year of executing a grant agreement.
Applicants must  promptly  notify  Rural  Community  Assistance  Corporation  about  any
unforeseen delays and provide justification for any time extension requests.

 To allow access  to  the property and  cooperate  in: 1) a pre‐inspection  to validate  the
emergency  is  drought‐related  and  evaluate  project  alternatives  for  the  most  cost
effective solution, 2) a post (after work is completed) inspection to take a water sample
for analysis and inspect the work and 3) other inspections/visits by the State and/or Rural
Community Assistance Corporation that may be requested with sufficient prior notice.

 Agree to participate in receiving educational materials on water system operations and
maintenance, water quality and testing and water conservation measures and self‐certify
that water conservation measures will be implemented (costs for water analysis can be
included in grant).

 Agree  to  install  treatment  devices  needed  for water  treatment  to meet  State water
quality standards (cost can possibly be included in grant).

 Provide all information required in this application and cooperate with Rural Community
Assistance Corporation in providing any additional information necessary and requested
to determine eligibility, property issues, occupancy, etc.

 The full grant amount will be due and payable in full upon sale or transfer of the property
within five (5) years of project completion.

__________________________________________        _______________________ 
         Signature of Applicant  Date 

_________________________________________         _______________________ 
         Signature of Co‐Applicant  Date 

Rev 12/06/2023 



APPENDIX J

Tehama – County Well Permit  

Tehama County Groundwater Ordinance
Tehama County Well Permit Application
Tehama County Well Registration Program - Application and FAQ



Dry Wells
Please see the following website for information related to dry

wells. There is water available for hauling to those people that

have registered their dry well. 

https://tehamacountywater.org/drought-

resources/domestic-well-information/?fbclid=IwAR0cd2gY-

aoAyWUoElXyh4VH_N6Hk6Kea746yRt4LGV0kbrXiSNkRInbon

s

Well Drillers List
Tehama County Well Drillers Bond List

aa

aa

https://tehamacountywater.org/drought-resources/domestic-well-information/?fbclid=IwAR0cd2gY-aoAyWUoElXyh4VH_N6Hk6Kea746yRt4LGV0kbrXiSNkRInbons
https://tehamacountywater.org/drought-resources/domestic-well-information/?fbclid=IwAR0cd2gY-aoAyWUoElXyh4VH_N6Hk6Kea746yRt4LGV0kbrXiSNkRInbons
https://tehamacountywater.org/drought-resources/domestic-well-information/?fbclid=IwAR0cd2gY-aoAyWUoElXyh4VH_N6Hk6Kea746yRt4LGV0kbrXiSNkRInbons
https://tehamacountywater.org/drought-resources/domestic-well-information/?fbclid=IwAR0cd2gY-aoAyWUoElXyh4VH_N6Hk6Kea746yRt4LGV0kbrXiSNkRInbons
https://www.tehama.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Well-Drillers.pdf
https://www.tehama.gov/
https://www.tehama.gov/
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Abandoned or Unused
Wells
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Anyone knowing the location of an abandoned or permanently

inactive well is urged to Please

contact the Tehama County Environmental Health
Department:

633 Washington street Rm. 36

Red Bluff, Ca. 96080

Phone  (530) 527-8020

Under California law it is a misdemeanor not to properly
destroy an abandoned or permanently inactive well if:

It is dangerous to anyone legally on the premises, Or

dangerous to any child under the age of 12

or, It constitutes a pathway for groundwater pollution,

contamination, or poor water quality through vertical
movement of water.

Tehama County Code Chapter 9.42 states:

A well that is no longer useful (including exploration and test

holes) shall be destroyed in order to:           

1.  Assure that the groundwater supply is protected and
preserved for future use;

2.  Eliminate potential physical hazard.

Abatement of abandoned wells.

All persons owning an abandoned well as defined in this

chapter, except those excluded by California Health and
Safety Code Section 24440, shall destroy it according to the

standards contained in this article.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2006 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF TEHAMA 
AM ENDING TITLES 9 AND 10 OF THE TEHAMA COUNTY CODE RELATING TO 

GROUNDWATER AQUIFER PROTECTION AND WATER WELLS 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF TEHAMA ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The Board of Supervisors of the County of Tehama hereby finds and 
declares the following: 

(A) Tehama County is entering the fourth year of an historic drought, with 
2015 projected to become the one of the driest years on record, and a 
distinct possibility exists that the current drought will stretch into a fifth 
straight year in 2016 and beyond. 

(B) California's water supplies statewide, including those serving Tehama 
County, continue to be severely depleted despite a limited amount of rain 
and snowfall this winter, with record low snow pack in the Sierra Nevada 
mountains, decreased water levels in most of California's reservoirs, 
reduced flows in the state's rivers and shrinking supplies in underground 
water basins. 

(C) The impact of the drought upon Tehama County's groundwater aquifers is 
substantial, as decreased surface water supplies have resulted in 
increasing reliance on groundwater, thereby magnifying the negative 
effects naturally resulting from the drought. 

(D) New expedited actions are needed to reduce these harmful impacts to 
Tehama County's groundwater aquifers, in order to ensure the long-term 
vitality of these basins and the adequacy of future water supplies 
therefrom for lawful and beneficial uses. 

(E) The use of groundwater to supply activities and land uses conducted in 
violation of applicable ordinances, and the off-parcel use of groundwater 
without a permit in violation of Chapter 9.40 of the Tehama County 
Code, is wasteful and unreasonable, and threatens both immediate and 
permanent harm to the reasonable, beneficial, and lawful uses of 
groundwater from every affected aquifer. 

(F) Non-agricultural groundwater wells located on vacant parcels, which do 
not supply any land use lawfully permitted by the Tehama County Code, 
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read: 

or any permitted off-parcel use, facilitate thew asteful and unreasonable 
use of groundwater for unlawful and unpermitted activities on the parcel, 
or the unlawful and unpermitted use of groundwater off-parcel, or both. 
Such wells further facilitate the perpetuation of unlawful land uses in 
contravention of Tehama County's General Plan and ordinances. 

(G) It is therefore necessary to ensure that drilling of any new non-agricultural 
wells on vacant parcels is delayed until such time as a lawful permitted 
use of that parcel is established, or a lawful off-parcel use permit is 
obtained. It is further necessary to ensure that existing non-agricultural 
wells on vacant parcels are maintained in a manner that does not allow 
for ready extraction of groundwater therefrom until such time as a lawful 
and permitted use of the parcel is established, or a lawful off-parcel use 
permit is obtained. 

(H) Preservation of Tehama County's groundwater aquifers further 
necessitates that the prohibitions and enforcement provisions of Chapter 
9.40 of the Tehama County Code, pertaining to aquifer protection, be 
expanded and enhanced, in order to effectively prevent and remedy future 
violations. 

SECTION 2. Section 9.40.030 of the Tehama County Code is hereby repealed. 

SECTION 3. Section 9.40.030 is hereby added to the Tehama County Code to 

9.40.030 Permit required for extraction of groundwater for use off-parcel. It 
shall be unlawful to extract groundwater of any nature or description, or for a property 
owner to allow such extraction on his land, or for any person to knowingly cause, 
permit, aid, abet, suffer, or furnish equipment or labor for such extraction, for the 
purpose of using the water or selling the water for use on other than the parcel of land 
upon which the extraction occurs, or contiguous parcels of land under the same 
ownership as the parcel from which the extraction occurs, without first obtaining a 
permit as provided in this chapter. It shall be unlawful to knowingly use water 
extracted in violation of this section on other than the parcel of land upon which the 
extraction occurs, or contiguous parcels of land under the same ownership as the 
parcel from which the extraction occurs, or for a property owner to knowingly allow 
such use on their land, or for any person to knowingly cause, permit, aid, abet, suffer, 
or furnish equipment or labor for such use, without first obtaining a permit as provided 
in this chapter. This provision does not apply to the extraction of water fort he 
purposes of supplying a "public water system," a "community water system," a 
"noncommunity water system," or "state small water system" as defined by Division 
5, Part 1, Chapter 7 of the California Health and Safety Code commencing with 
Section 4010, serving residents of the County of Tehama. 
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SECTION 4. Section 9.42.334 is hereby added to the Tehama County Code to 
read: 

9.42.334 Permitted Use Required. 

A. Except as provided in subdivision (c), no permit shall be issued for any individual 
well with a casing diameter of eight (8) inches or less unless the parcel upon 
which the well is located contains a permitted use which will be supplied by the 
well. 

8. For purposes of this section and Section 9.42.399, "permitted use" shall mean 
only the following, as determined by the Director of Planning in accordance with 
Title 17 of this Code: 

1. In the case of property located within the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, RE, AG-1, 
AG-2, AG-3, and AG-4 zoning districts, actual residential use of the 
premises that is conducted in a residential structure or manufactured 
home on a permitted foundation system for which a final certificate of 
occupancy has been issued in accordance with Title 15 of the Tehama 
County Code. 

2. In the case of property located within the C-1, C-2, C-3, C-4, M-1, M-2, 
GR, PD, PA, and AV zoning districts, actual use of the premises for a 
purpose permitted within that zoning district and otherwise in compliance 
with the Tehama County Code that is conducted in a structure or 
manufactured home on a permitted foundation system for which a final 
certificate of occupancy authorizing such use has been issued in 
accordance with Title 15 of the Tehama County Code. 

3. In AG-1, AG-2, AG-3, AG-4, NR, GR, and PF zoning districts, an active 
commercial agricultural use that is permitted within that zoning district 
and otherwise in compliance with the Tehama County Code. 

C. The following individual wells are exempt from this Section: 

1. A well permit may be issued for an individual well that will supply a 
structure or manufactured home for which a building permit has been 
obtained, and not expired, if that structure when completed and actually 
used will constitute a permitted use under this section. 

2. A well permit may be issued for an individual well that will supply an off­
parcel use for which a permit has been issued in accordance with Chapter 
9.40 of this Code. 

SECTION 5. Section 9.42.399 is hereby added to the Tehama County Code to 
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read: 

9.42.399 Maintenance of Dormant Wells. 

A. Except where the context otherwise requires, the following definitions shall 
govern the construction of this Section: 

1. "Dormant well" shall mean any individual well with a casing diameter of 
eight (8) inches or less which has not been used to supply water to a 
permitted use located on the same parcel for a period of ninety (90) days 
or more. 

2. "Permitted use" shall have the same meaning set forth in Section 
9.42.334. 

B. Except as provided in subdivision (d), every dormant well shall be idled by (i) 
removal of the pump and motor to render the well inoperative, and (ii) covering 
the well with a watertight welded seal that cannot be removed without the use 
of tools to prevent injury to persons and the entrance of undesirable water, 
rodents or foreign matter. 

C. Any person idling a well under this Section, or reactivating a well that was 
previously idled, shall provide written notification to the Director of 
Environmental Health. It shall be unlawful and a violation of this chapter for any 
person to tamper with the seal placed upon a dormant well, or to extract water 
from a dormant well, or to cause, permit, aid, abet, suffer, or furnish equipment 
or labor for such tampering or extraction, without first notifying the Director of 
Environmental Health as provided herein. 

D. The following individual wells are exempt from this Section: 

1. An individual well actively used to supply an off-parcel use for which a 
permit has been issued in accordance with Chapter 9 .40 of this Code, in 
compliance with the terms of that permit, shall not be considered a 
dormant well for purposes of this chapter. 

E. Any dormant well that is not idled in the manner set forth in this subsection is 
hereby declared to be a public nuisance. Such nuisance may be abated in the 
manner set forth in Chapter 10.16, in addition to any other remedies. 

SECTION 6. Section 10.16.200 of the Tehama County Code is hereby 
repealed. 

SECTION 7. Section 10.16.200 is hereby added to the Tehama County Code to 
read: 
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10.16.200 Administrative Civil Penalties. 

A. In addition to any other remedy or penalty prescribed in this chapter, any 
nuisance as described in this chapter may be subject to an administrative 
penalty in the following amounts: 

1. Up to one hundred dollars per day, or part thereof, for the first violation. 

2. Up to two hundred dollars per day, or part thereof, for a second violation 
of the same ordinance within one year. 

3. Up to five hundred dollars per day, or part thereof, for each additional 
violation of the same ordinance within one year. 

4. Notwithstanding subdivisions (a)(1) through (a)(3), any nuisance resulting 
from a violation of Chapter 9.40 of the Tehama County Code may be 
subject to an administrative penalty of up to one thousand dollars per day. 

The administrative penalty may be imposed via the administrative process set 
forth in this section, as provided in Government Code Section 53069.4, or may 
be imposed by the court if the violation requires court enforcement without an 
administrative process. 

SECTION 8. This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days from the date of 
its adoption, and prior to the expiration of fifteen (15) days from the adoption thereof 
shall be published at least one time in the Red Bluff Daily News, a newspaper of 
general circulation in Tehama County. 

The foregoing ordinance was duly passed and adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of Tehama, State of California, at a regular 

meeting of the Board of Supervisors on the ..9..:l:;h._ day of June , 2015 by the 

following vote: 

AYES: Supervisors Garton, Williams, Chamblin, Carlson and Bundy 

NOES: None 

ABSENT OR NOT VOTING: None 

CHAIRMAN, Board of Supervisors--
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STA TE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF TEHAMA ) 

I, JENNIFER A. VISE, County Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Tehama, State of California, hereby certify the above and 
foregoing to be a full, true and correct copy of an ordinance adopted by said Board of 
Supervisors on the 9th day of June 2015. 

DATED: This 9th day of_~J~u=n~e~-~ 2015. 

JENNIFER A. VISE, County Clerk and ex-officio 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Tehama, State of ca;ifor~ 

By OJ!fePa,J5 JD?d ) 
• Deputy 
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Tehama County Well Registra�on Form  Page 1 of 7 

Section 1  –  Contact Information 

1-A1. Property Owner 

Legal First Name:*   

Legal Last Name:*   

Phone Number (please use format of xxx-xxx-xxx):   

Email Address (please print in ALL CAPS):   

1-A2. Property Location Information 

Street Address:*   

City/Town:*   

Zip Code:*   

Section 2  –  Water Source 

2-A1. Does the parcel use groundwater from an onsite well?* 

 ☐ Yes If yes, please skip to Ques�on 2-B1 

☐ No If no, please answer the next ques�on below (2-A2) 

2-A2. Does the parcel use water from a Public Water System?  
 Municipal, mutual, or private water company servicing the parcel  
☐ Yes  

If yes, please provide the name of the Public Water System: 

   

If you answered “Yes” above, you are done! Please mail/submit your completed form to 1509 
Schwab Street, Red Bluff. Thank you very much for your �me! 

 

(Continued from 2-A1) The parcel does use groundwater from an onsite well: 

2-B1. How many active wells are on the parcel*? _________  

2-B2. Is/are the well(s) metered? 

A meter measures the amount of groundwater pumped.  

☐ Yes  ☐ No   

2-B3. How many inactive or inoperable wells are on the parcel?* _________ 

Wells that are not currently used to pump groundwater.  
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Well Attributes 
Ques�ons 2-B4 through 2-BExample table to help track mul�ple well atributes: 

Well name or 
number 

Depth Date 
Installed 

Loca�on Diameter Meter  
(yes/no) 

Ac�ve  
(yes/no) 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

2-B4. What is the depth (in feet) of the well(s) on the parcel? _________ 

 If unknown, leave blank. 

2-B5. What is the diameter (in inches) of the well casing?* _________ 

How to Measure Your Well Casing Diameter: Place the end of your measuring tape on one side 
of the pipe and measure to the opposite side so that the tape evenly bisects the pipe.  

2-B6. Where on the parcel is the well located?  

Please describe the loca�on or atach a site map or aerial photo of the parcel with ac�ve well 
loca�ons marked. 

   

Monitoring provides important data that serves as a key input into decision-making processes. 
Groundwater monitoring could:  
 

• Track changes in groundwater levels  
• Iden�fy exis�ng or poten�al changes in flow due to groundwater withdrawal  
• Assess the effects of drought, surface water flow, and rainfall on groundwater levels 

2-B7. Would you be willing to have your well(s) monitored (depth to water in 
well) to better understand aquifer levels in your area? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No  ☐ Undecided 

2-B8. Does the parcel use groundwater from a shared well on a nearby parcel? 

 ☐ Yes If yes, what is the APN or address of the nearby parcel? _________________ 

☐ No 

2-C1. Does the parcel use surface water from a reservoir, stream, or other 
surface water diversion?  

Water on or collected from the surface of the ground, in contrast to water from underground. 
Surface water may be in or from lakes, streams, etc.   
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☐ Yes- If yes, please answer Sec�on 2-C2 through 2-C5.   
☐ No - If no, please skip to Sec�on 2-D1. 

2-C2. How much surface water is used each year?       

2-C3. Would you be willing to consider using excess surface water for the 
purpose of groundwater recharge? 

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No 

2-D1. Does the parcel use recycled water? 

 ☐ Yes If yes, please answer the below Sec�on 2-D2. and 2-D3.  
☐ No If no, please skip to Sec�on 3  

2-D2. What is the name of the recycled water supplier?    

   

2-D3. How much recycled water is used each year? ______________________   

Section 3  –  Water Use 
Measured or es�mated groundwater use may be used to assess a Future Groundwater Sustainability 
Fee.  The data collected through this survey will not automa�cally be used to es�mate groundwater use 
for fee assessment purposes. 

Residential / Household Water Use  

3-A1. Are there residential dwellings on the parcel? 

☐ Yes - If yes, please answer Sec�on 3-A2. through 3-A4  below.  
☐ No - If no, please skip to Sec�on 3-B1.  

3-A2. How many residential dwellings are on the parcel? __________________ 

Number of households on parcel.  

3-A3. What is the primary source of water for residential use?   

 ☐ Onsite Well       ☐ Other 

 ☐ Shared or Offsite Well     ☐ Surface Water   

3-A4. If residential water use is based on a water meter reading or an invoice, 
please provide the annual usage. _____________________ 

If unknown, leave blank.  
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Landscape Irrigation Water Use 

3-B1. Is water used for landscape irrigation? 

☐ Yes If yes, please answer Ques�on 3-B2 below.   
☐ No If no, please skip to Ques�on 3-C1.  

3-B2. What is the primary source of water for irrigated landscape? 

 ☐ Onsite Well   ☐ Public Water System  ☐ Other 

 ☐ Shared or Offsite Well     ☐ Surface Water   

Agricultural Irrigation Water Use 

3-C1. Is water used for agricultural irrigation?* 

☐Yes If yes, please answer Ques�ons 3-C2 through 3-C8 below.  
☐ No If no, please skip to Sec�on 3-D1. 

3-C2. What is the primary source of water for agricultural irrigation? 

 ☐ Onsite Well   ☐ Public Water System  ☐ Recycled Water  

 ☐ Shared or Offsite Well ☐ Surface Water  

 ☐ Other 

3-C3. Estimate the amount of water used each year from the primary source.  

 If unknown, leave blank. 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

3-C4. Is agricultural water use based on water meter readings or an invoice? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No 

3-C5. What is the secondary source of water for agricultural irrigation? 

 ☐ Onsite Well   ☐ Public Water System  ☐ Recycled Water  

 ☐ Shared or Offsite Well ☐ Surface Water  ☐ Other 

 ☐ No Secondary Source 

3-C6. Estimate the amount of water used each year from the secondary source. 

 If unknown, leave blank. 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

3-C7. a. Is secondary source use based on water meter readings? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No 
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b. Is secondary source use based on an invoice? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No 

Crop Area Information 

3-C8. Please provide the number of acres and crop type below (this includes 
irrigated pasture): 

Crop Area (acres) 
  

 
 

 

  

  

Commercial, Industrial, Institutional, or other Non-Residential Use 

3-D1. Is water used for commercial, industrial, or other non-residential use? 

☐ Yes If yes, please answer Sec�on 3-D2 through 3-D7 below.   
☐ No If no, please skip to Sec�on 4.  

3-D2. Select the category that best describes the use: 

 ☐ Commercial  ☐ Government   ☐ Industrial 

 ☐ Ins�tu�onal  ☐ Manufacturing  ☐ Office Space 

 ☐ Public Assembly ☐ School    ☐ Other 

3-D3. Briefly describe the primary use of the operation. 

e.g. restaurant, charter school, bank, veterinary hospital 

   

3-D4. What is the primary water source for commercial, industrial, 
institutional, or other non-residential use?  

 ☐ Onsite Well  ☐ Shared or Offsite Well ☐ Public Water System 

 ☐ Surface Water ☐ Recycled Water   ☐ Other 
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3-D5. Estimate the total number of gallons of water used each year for 
commercial, industrial, institutional, or other non-residential use.   

If unknown, leave blank.  

  

3-D6. a. Is water use based on water meter readings?  

☐ Yes  ☐ No 

b. Is water use based on an invoice? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No 

3-D7.  Briefly describe the primary use of water: 

e.g. drinking and other potable uses, cleaning and sanita�on, dust suppression.  

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
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Section 4  –  Additional Comments/Information  

4-A1. Do you have any concerns about groundwater or your well?  

If so, what are they? e.g. decreased water level, contaminants, dry, etc. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________  

4-A2. Please enter any additional comments or information regarding your 
groundwater use that you would like to provide.  

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________  

4-A3. Please attach any supporting information you consider relevant. 

e.g. Site map with well loca�ons, well construc�on records, well pump test records, statement from 
retail water supplier, well number, etc.    

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your �me!  

Your par�cipa�on will help protect Tehama County’s Groundwater resources! 

 

https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/ 
email:  tehamagsa@tcpw.ca.gov 
530-690-0700 
1509 Schwab Street, Red Bluff  
Office Hours: Mon-Thur (8 AM – 4 PM)  
 

 

 

https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/
mailto:tehamagsa@tcpw.ca.gov
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Tehama County Groundwater Sustainability Agency Well Registration Program 
Frequently Asked Questions 

On June 20, 2022 the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors adopted 
Resolution No. 9-2022 setting the annual fee of $0.29 per acre to be charged by the Tehama County Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the administrative costs of the Tehama County Groundwater Sustainability Agency Well 
Registration Program. 

Well Registration Form and Process FAQs 

Why am I receiving this form if my well was 
permitted at the time of drilling? 

Tehama County does not have an accurate count 
of the number of wells (ag or domestic). Tehama 
County Environmental Health did not keep records 
with the necessary detail, nor were permits 
required, prior to 1985. State agencies involved in 
well installation have a similar lack of complete 
records; DWR estimates approximately 50% of all 
wells lack all or partial data. 

Who is being sent this form? 

This form is being sent to all property owners in 
Tehama County. Although many areas in the 
County are served by city water or a shared 
community well, there may be old wells still in 
existence on these properties. 

The name or address on the envelope is 
incorrect; where did the GSA get this 
information? 

The mailing list was exported from the Tehama 
County Assessor’s Roll. If there is an issue to 
correct, please call Tehama County Assessor’s 
Office at (530) 527-5931. 

I already filled out a form, why did I receive 
another? 

The most common reasons are: 

• If you own more than one piece of property, your 
form may not have included all APNs.  
• Information was missing from your form and we 
were not able to contact you for clarification. 
• Your form may have been lost in the mail and 
never received by our office.  

I haven’t heard anything about this process. 
How can I receive information in the future? 

The Tehama County GSA has an interested parties 
email list that is used to distribute Board and 
Commission agendas, newsletters, and public 
workshop announcements. You can sign up on our 
website at https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/ 
or by emailing tehamagsa@tcpw.ca.gov. 

How can I get assistance with filling out the 
form?  

GSA staff are available to help with well 
registration forms in-person or by phone, Monday 
– Thursday 8 AM – 4 PM. You can call 530-690-
0700 or stop by our office at 1509 Schwab Street, 
Red Bluff.  

We are located between the TRAX office and the 
Greenwaste office, behind the blue gate. There is 
a Ring doorbell or you can call the number on the 
gate. 

  

https://tehamacountywater.org/gsa/ 
email: tehamagsa@tcpw.ca.gov 
530-690-0700 
1509 Schwab Street, Red Bluff 
Office Hours: Mon-Thur (8 AM – 4 PM) 

 

 



Well Registration Program Fee FAQs 

Who is being charged this fee? 

The fee will be assessed to all landowners within the county with parcels large enough to cover the cost of placing the 
fee on the tax roll.  

How long will the $0.29/per acre fee be charged? 

On March 31, 2022 the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors (Board of 
Directors) accepted the fee for 3 years. If, at any time, well data collection is deemed sufficient the fee will be suspended 
or reviewed for necessary modification by the Board.  

On June 19, 2023 the Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 3-2023 outlining the criteria under which the 
Groundwater Sustainability Executive may waive the fees for the well registration. For a property to be deemed 
compliant and eligible for a fee waiver, the property owner needs to provide the following: 

• Well registration form must be submitted in person, by email through online registration, or postmarked by 
April 10 in the given year; and 

• Well registration form must have the APN or address of the property that has a well or does not have a well, 
legibly defined so that there is no confusion as to where the well is located or what parcel claimed to have no 
well; and 

• Well registration form must have identified the well use as either residential, agricultural, or other; and 
• Parcels with well use identified as agricultural land must identify either well size and typical annual volume, or 

current crop type and acreage used for each crop identified; and 
• Parcels with well use identified as other/combination must include a detailed description of what exactly the 

other/combination activity is.  

How will these fees be used? 

Fees collected will be used to fund the creation, implementation, and administration of a county-wide well registration 
program.  

Will there be future fees after the well inventory is developed? 

Yes. Data collected through the well registration program will be used to support the development of a well size/type 
based funding mechanism to provide long-term funding for the GSA. All properties that extract groundwater will be 
levied a fee. All future fees will be approved by the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Board of Directors at public meetings, with opportunities for public comment.  

What if I do not submit a well registration form? 

After the initial data collection period, a long-term funding mechanism will be established.  Those properties that have 
not responded will be charged an assumptive fee. This fee may be higher than a landowner would be charged if the form 
had been submitted. Additionally, the information is used to implement protections to  groundwater access. An unknown 
well cannot be protected in the same way as a registered well. 
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