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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board Meeting – Agenda
August 27, 2020 | 4:00 p.m.

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GOVERNOR'S EXECUTIVE ORDERS N-25-20 AND N-29-20 WHICH SUSPENDS
CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS OF THE BROWN ACT, THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY VIA REMOTE
CONFERENCING SERVICE — NO PHYSICAL MEETING LOCATION

Location: https://scwa-cagov.zoom.us/j/95619601034?pwd=SkJURjB1bE83a2tKd3dQd29UTlNXQT09
Meeting ID: 956 1960 1034
Passcode: 032258
(877) 853-5247 US Toll-free
http://www.petalumavalleygroundwater.org

Agenda

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Consent Calendar
a.
b.
c.
d.

Approve Minutes of June 25, 2020
Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
Approve Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget Adjustment

3. Directors/Subcommittee Report
4. Advisory Committee Report
5. Information items: None
6. Action Items

Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Seawater Intrusion: Receive update on GSP, and
provide feedback on proposed Sustainable Management Criteria for Seawater Intrusion
b. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria - Land Subsidence: Provide feedback to staff and
take possible action on proposed draft Sustainable Management Criteria for Land
Subsidence

a.

7. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
8. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of
the Board
9. Adjournment
This agenda posted this day __20__ of August 2020
1

Member Agency

Directors

Alternates

City of Petaluma
County of Sonoma
North Bay Water District
Sonoma County Water Agency
Sonoma Resource Conservation District

Michael Healy
David Rabbitt
Carolyn Wasem
Susan Gorin
Bruce Abelli-Amen

Leah Walker
James Gore
Mike Sanciagomo
James Gore
Jennifer Kuszmar

Special Accommodations: If you have a disability which requires an accommodation, an alternative
format, or requires another person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact Ann DuBay,
(707) 524-8378, as soon as possible to ensure arrangements for accommodation.
Public Comment: Any member of the audience desiring to address the Board on a matter on the agenda:
Please ‘raise your hand’ via Zoom options. If calling into the meeting, please unmute yourself when the
Chair asks for public comments and let the Chair know that you have a comment. Please state your name
clearly and slowly. The public may comment on closed session items prior to the Board adjourning to closed
session. In order that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, please be brief and limit your
comments to the subject under discussion. Each person is usually granted three minutes to speak; time
limitations are at the discretion of the Chair. While members of the public are welcome to address the
Board, under the Brown Act Board members may not deliberate or take action on items not on the agenda,
and generally may only listen.
Meeting Documents: The associated documentation is available at the offices of the local agencies
listed above and on the website at: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/.
Any changes to the date of the hearing, or any other updates will be noticed on the above website.
For more information, please contact Ann DuBay, Ann.DuBay@SCWA.ca.gov.
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Board Meeting
Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Draft Meeting Minutes

Date: June 25, 2020
Time: 4:00 p.m.
Location:
https://zoom.us/j/99327970705?pwd=bDRlbkxBKzQwdDBacmF0RU1mRVR5UT09
Meeting ID: 993 2797 0705
http://www.petalumavalleygroundwater.org

Agenda

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

Chairman David Rabbitt called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m. and roll call was conducted by Ann
DuBay. Chairman David Rabbitt, Vice-Chairman Bruce Abelli-Amen, Director Susan Gorin (arrived a
few minutes late), Director Carolyn Wasem, and Director Mike Healy were present. Also, in
attendance were Leah Walker, City of Petaluma; Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma; Scott Morris,
Legal Counsel; Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta,
Technical Staff; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff; Valerie Quinto, Sonoma Resource Conservation
District; Gina Lisa Tamayo, Jason Beaty, Mike Martini and John Bliss, all members of public; and
Simone Peters, recorder of meeting minutes.

2. Consent Calendar

a. Approve Minutes of April 23, 2020
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions

No public comment.
Director Abelli-Amen moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, seconded by Director
Healy. The motion passed unanimously 5-0-0.

3. Directors/Subcommittee Report
None.

4. Advisory Committee Report

Ann DuBay mentioned the Advisory Committee met in May and June and there will be another
meeting in July. They have focused on the Sustainability Management Criteria land subsidence and
seawater intrusion and received an introduction to Projects and Management Actions. At the July
meeting, they hope to wrap up land subsidence and seawater intrusion and will start to cover water
quality. The Advisory Committee will provide recommendations on both seawater intrusion and land
subsidence SMCs for the Board at the August meeting.
No public comment.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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5. Information items:

a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Staff will provide an update on plan
development, including draft Sustainable Management Criteria for groundwater
levels, land subsidence and seawater intrusion

Jay Jasperse gave a status overview of activities related to the Groundwater Sustainability Plan:
• Groundwater Flow Model and Water Balance
• Representative Monitoring Point Network
• Sustainable Management Criteria
o Chronic decline of groundwater levels (in progress)
o Land subsidence (in progress)
o Seawater intrusion (in progress)
o Water Quality (preliminary activities)
o Depletion of interconnected surface water (preliminary activities)
o Reduction of groundwater – (pending water balance and SMC development)

Public Comment
Mike Martini – I want this Board to know we have engaged the services of Dr. Roger Bolton to do a
water balance study on a vineyard. We presented the findings to members of the Ag community.
There are some concerns that the GSAs have overestimated vineyard water use, specifically related
to root depth assumptions and evapo-transpirations not being adjusted for what a vine does. I am
concerned at this point in the juncture. My concern is that we will be moving forward with water
balance data that isn’t necessarily accurate for the viticulture in the area. This has all been put
together with very specific data points in the Santa Rosa basin and not every vineyard is the same,
but it is a model that could be helpful. Just want to raise it as an issue before you move too fast to
make assumptions or accepting assumptions on water balance that might not accurately reflect
what is going on.
Jasperse – We will look at the comments and engage with Mr. Martini and his team.

Board Questions/Comments

Director Rabbitt – I am curious about land subsidence in the Petaluma Valley, especially on the east
side of town, I think it subsides every year when the adobe soil dries out from the previous winter.
Presumably that is factored in and I will leave it up to Mr. Trotta to tell us a little more.
Marcus Trotta presented further detail on the SMC Land Surface Subsidence, noting that the
seasonal expansion and decline in adobe soils is accounted for in the proposed SMC metrics.
Board Questions/Comments
Director Abelli-Amen – I agree subsidence is a low risk issue for the basin. Expectation is that
groundwater levels will stay where they are. I wonder if we couldn’t tie this SMC to the groundwater
level SMC and streamline it and not have to interpret satellite data needlessly. Couldn’t we check
the box on this and not have to do the other analyses?
Trotta – We have considered it, and in the Santa Rosa Plain as well. One of the issues with that
approach is as I mentioned the historical data is limited in space and time, so we don’t have a
strong correlation in the basins between groundwater levels and subsidence to make a case for
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using groundwater levels as a proxy for subsidence. We are working on developing a robust
monitoring network. However, the current monitoring level distribution doesn’t cover every
area of the basin. There are data gaps and areas that would need to be filled. This is a direction
we could move towards. Would probably make sense. SGMA is meant to be adaptable and there
is an expectation from DWR that we are making course directions as we go. Your point is a good
one.
Jasperse – Staff have talked quite a bit about this approach and arrived at the conclusion that
Mr. Trotta indicated. That is an outcome that we would want to end up with ultimately.
Director Abelli-Amen – Graph of InSAR datsets. There are areas going up and down under current
conditions. Some areas are blank, the legend says there is no data there, how will we deal with
those areas that aren’t represented by the InSAR data?
Trotta – This is a map of 2018-2019 annual change in groundwater. For whatever reasons,
unable to process data, we have data gaps. I think we would describe those areas as “data gap”
areas and include some language to say that there is groundwater pumping in those areas and
there would need to be monitoring for groundwater levels in future.
Director Abelli-Amen - I am uncomfortable relying 100% on satellite data. Is there any way we
can also do some old fashion surveying, as a double-check?
Trotta – Absolutely, those are the types of activities that we could include as an action if we
observe something before saying there is an undesirable result. Then we would do some ground
truthing. There are also some continuous GSP stations that have been installed throughout the
region, with at least one in Petaluma Valley. That data set is what DWR used to calibrate how
they were reporting the InSAR data sets.
Jasperse – Just want to emphasize, even if the InSAR does indicate some subsidence, for it to be
an undesirable result, we would have to affirmatively correlate it to groundwater level declines.
Marcus Trotta then presented further detail on the SMC Seawater Intrusion.
Board Questions/Comments
Director Healy – I noticed in the packet that you are referring to proximity to San Pablo Bay as the
source of salinity. Can you talk about the Petaluma River, which is a tidal slough, especially at this
time of the year when there is little fresh-water influence? Is that a potential water source as well or
is the mass of water so low it won’t have an effect?
Trotta – You hit on an additional challenge we have in this basin. Tidal influence in portions of
the river are another potential source of seawater intrusion into the basin. Initial data collected
by the USGS shows elevated chloride levels near the river and inland of the Baylands area. It is
an additional challenge we will have to address.
Director Healy – Do you have enough wells to collect the right data to get around the issues?
Trotta – No, for this sustainability indicator, there is a significant data gap.
As Director Wasem had a scheduling conflict, Director Rabbit said the Action Items would be
covered out of order.

6. Action Items

c. Rural Community Engagement Outreach Contract: Authorize the Administrator
to negotiate a contract with SCI Consulting to provide outreach services

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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Ann DuBay said the GSA received Proposition 68 grant funding for Rural Community
Engagement program for research, engagement, and recommendations on future funding in all
three basins. Five consulting teams responded to Request for Proposals and a review panel,
which included Director Wasem, unanimously recommended SCI Consulting Group.
Director Wasem said there was unanimous agreement for SCI and thanked Ms. DuBay again for
all her hard work.
John Bliss, Executive Director SCI – Thank you, I appreciate the kind words. We have put
together a team that is responsive and experienced and has a special focus on rural California.
Hearing we were chosen out of five potential teams makes me very happy. We are excited
about the project.
No public comment.
Director Wasem motioned to approve the Fiscal Year 2020-2021 budget as presented, seconded
by Director Gorin. The motion passed unanimously 5-0-0.
Director Healy – aye
Director Gorin – aye
Director Wasem – aye
Director Rabbit – aye
Director Abelli-Amen – aye

d. Resolution of Appreciation: Presented to City of Petaluma Environmental
Services Manager Leah Walker, who is retiring after many years of service
Director Healy read resolution PV-003 to the Board.
No public comment.
Director Healy moved to accept the resolution as presented, seconded by Director Gorin. The
motion was approved 5-0-0.
Director Healy – aye
Director Gorin – aye
Director Wasem – aye
Director Rabbit – aye
Director Abelli-Amen – aye
Director Rabbit thanked Ms. Walker for her service and wished her the best in retirement and
said she would be missed. You [Ms. Walker] are always moving forward and doing what is best
for the public.
Ann DuBay said she had gone to Middle and High School with Ms. Walker. Ms. Walker was voted
“most likely to succeed” in the Piner High School class of 1978 and has dedicated her life to
whatever she takes on.
Leah Walker – Thank you for the resolution, I am proud and honored. I enjoyed my work with
the Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency and North Bay Water, in part, it allowed
me to bring my skills in groundwater and drinking water and the opportunity to work with Ms.
DuBay. I also appreciated the opportunity to bring money into this community and represent
the community in so many areas to bring my knowledge and connections and desire to work
with people to good use on behalf of the community. Thank you.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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Director Rabbitt said thank you again and wished Ms. Walker all the best in her next life
chapter.

a. Facilitation Contract: Authorize the Administrator to negotiate facilitation
services with the Consensus and Collaboration Program
Ann DuBay said the new contract would extend services through June 30, 2022 for $70,159,
include facilitation services for up to 18 Advisory Committee meetings, up to four public
meetings, and up to nine Practitioners Work Groups.
No public comment.
Director Gorin moved to accept the contract amendments as presented, seconded by Director
Abelli-amen. The motion was approved 4-0-1 (Director Wasem absent).
Director Healy – aye
Director Gorin – aye
Director Wasem – absent
Director Rabbit – aye
Director Abelli-Amen – aye

b. Facilitation Agreement: Approve an agreement that allows the Agency to
provide facilitation services for Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability
Agency
Ann DuBay said the Collaboration and Consensus Program (CCP) will facilitate three all-basin
Practitioner Work Groups and costs will be split equally between the three basins. This item
would allow Petaluma Valley GSA to invoice Sonoma Valley GSA for its share of CCP facilitation
costs as the Sonoma Valley GSA contracts with a different facilitator.
No public comment.
Director Gorin moved to accept the contract amendments as presented, seconded by Director
Healy. The motion was approved 4-0-1 (Director Wasem absent).
Director Healy – aye
Director Gorin – aye
Director Wasem – absent
Director Rabbit – aye
Director Abelli-Amen – aye

7. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report

Ann DuBay said the Administrator report is in the package but wanted to remind everyone of the
virtual July 15 workshop at 5:30 p.m. to cover the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, and at a high
level, introduce the public to the Groundwater Sustainability Criteria, as well as get feedback from
the public about their issues of concern related to groundwater. There will be a welcome from Chair
Rabbit followed by pre-taped PowerPoint presentations and breakout sessions to address a set of
questions from the public.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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Jay Jasperse gave a status update of Proposition 68 funded activities:
•
•

•
•
•

Deep monitoring well installation (largest portion of the $1 million grant is for developing
deep monitoring wells that will be part of the Remote Monitoring Network.
Geophysical Survey to Characterize Brackish Water Extent to look at brackish water in the
basin. This survey will help inform staff about seawater intrusion and decide where
additional monitoring is needed.
Database Improvements (Permit Sonoma)
Rural Residential Groundwater User Outreach Program (covered by Ms. DuBay earlier in the
meeting)
Practitioners’ Workgroups to identify certain parts of the 50-year forecast to comply with
SGMA. These work groups cover all three basins. The practitioners are technical subject
matter experts, some are resource agencies that have jurisdictional interests or
involvements in some of the issues. These are areas that staff need help with specific
activities where we don’t have the knowledge or expertise. The work done by the
practitioner work groups is precursor work to bring to the Advisory Committees for
development. Two groups are to develop a 50-year planning horizon for the development of
estimates of future groundwater demands:
1. Unincorporated groundwater demands for agriculture. This group will include the
Agricultural Commissioner, two Resource Conservation Districts, UC Cooperative
Extension, and others, to look at the number of irrigated acreage and to determine if
there are any overarching trends within industry regarding crop types.
2. Unincorporated groundwater demands for non-agriculture. This group will be led by
Pete Parkinson, former head of PRMD, now Permit Sonoma, along with land use
planners, Transportation Authority, and Permit Sonoma.
The other two groups are related to ecosystem services.
3. Groundwater dependent ecosystems are required to be identified and mapped, in
relationship to surface water systems. This group will include Laguna de Santa Rosa
Foundation, Resource agencies, Nature Conservancy, etc.
4. Interconnection of groundwater-surface water. This group will include CA Dept. of Fish
and Wildlife, Environmental Defense Fund, State Water Control Board, DWR, etc.

Board Questions/Comments
Director Healy – (To Mr. Jasperse) I would encourage you reach out to Petaluma Planning Director,
Heather Hines. We are about to kick off our next housing element and she will have some insights
for you.
Jasperse – For urban planning, we also need to take that into consideration; we were going to
work directly with each of the cities through the Urban Water Management Plan. We will
outreach to each of the cities.
Director Rabbitt – We just approved ABAG, they have the big number for the entire Bay Area.
The last cycle eight years ago was 188,000, this one is 441,000, a tremendous increase. We took
an hour of testimony of people wanting it to be twice that for all sorts of reasons, such as
bringing down home prices.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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Scott Morris, Legal Counsel said he had nothing new to report but it is always interesting to
participate in the meeting and see how much progress has been made.

8. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject
matter jurisdiction of the Board
None.

9. Adjournment

Director Rabbit thanked the staff and meeting attendees for participating and said the next meeting
is on August 27. The meeting adjourned at 5:26 p.m.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting - June 25, 2020
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Consent Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, Administrator
Financial and In-Kind Report for Year-to-Date

Summary: The Agency issued invoices for $39,050 in member agency cash contributions for FY 202021, due September 15. Since July 1, 2020, the Agency has expended $2,195.

Background

This report covers year-to-date fiscal year 2020-21. The Agency’s total budget for FY 2020-21 is
$660,000.

Income: The budget anticipates member agency contributions (including in-kind services) of $116,050
and Proposition 1 grant funds of $318,750. To date, member agency cash contributions of $39,050 have
been invoiced, and $2,750 received.
Grant funding: The GSA will submit in October the 2020 Q3 grant invoice to the California Department
of Water Resources for Proposition 1 grant funding. This will be the first invoice submitted for FY 202021.
In-Kind: The first quarter in-kind contributions from Sonoma Water for technical and administrative

work will not be received until October. The Sonoma RCD six-month invoice for in-kind monitoring work
will not be received until January 2021.

Expenses: Invoiced expenses for services and supplies since July 1, 2020 were $2,195 for insurance.

Staff Recommendation
Receive report.

List of Attachments

1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, Fiscal Year 2020-21
2. Member Agency In-Kind Contributions, Year-to-Date, Fiscal Year 2020-21

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Petaluma Valley GSA
76401
71100100
Account
42601
42612
42627
42000
42360
46029
46000

Account Description
County of Sonoma
City of Petaluma
Special Districts (NBWD)
Total Intergovernmental Revenues
Proposition 1 grant funds, DWR
In-Kind Member Fees (SCWA, Sonoma RCD)
Total Miscellaneous Revenues
Grand Total Revenues
51041 Insurance - Liability
51201 Administration Services
51206 Auditing Services
51207 Client Accounting Services
51212 Outside Counsel - Legal Advice
51226 Consulting Services
51803 Well registration program
51249 In-kind services
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land
51916 County Services Chgs
52031 Food
52111 Office Supplies
52114 Freight/Postage
51000 Total Services and Supplies
Grand Total Expenditures

FY 2020-21
Final
Budget
24,475
11,825
5,500
$
41,800
318,750
74,250
$
393,000
$
434,800
2,500
80,000
6,500
4,000
45,000
400,750
40,000
74,250
4,000
1,500
500
500
500
$
660,000
$
660,000

FY 2020-21
Year to Date
8/18/2020

$
$
$

2,750
2,750
2,750
2,195

-

$
$

2,195
2,195
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Member Agency Contributions
FY 2020-21
MEMBER AGENCY
County of Sonoma
City of Petaluma
North Bay Water District
Sonoma RCD (in kind,plus cash for 2018-19)
Sonoma Water (in kind)

TOTAL

$
$
$
$
$

$

TOTAL
First Invoice:
CONTRIBUTION
Received
24,475
11,825
5,500 $
2,750.00
5,500
68,750

116,050 $

Second Invoice:
Received

2,750
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Consent Item
TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, Administrator
Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget Adjustment

Summary: Adjust the budget to reflect the grant revenues and grant-related project spending from
California’s Proposition 68 the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and
Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018.
Background

In March 2020, the Board approved the Fiscal Year 2020-21 budget. The budget included $434,800 in
revenues and $660,000 in expenditures. Nearly three-fourths of the revenues ($318,750) are from
Proposition 1 grant funds, to be used for Groundwater Sustainability Plan development, including
technical work, Advisory Committee facilitation and general outreach.
In April 2020, the GSA entered into an agreement with the California Department of Water Resources
for an additional $1 million in grant funding from Proposition 68. These grant funds must be spent by
summer 2022. In FY 2020-21, Proposition 68 grant funding and expenditures will total $533,000, as
follows:

Task

New monitoring wells: Permitting, surveying, drilling, construction

Amount

$346,900

Initiation of pilot geophysics project

$25,500

Technical services: Improved GW use estimates (Sonoma Water); land use
planning & well permitting (Permit Sonoma)

$94,200

Community/Stakeholder Engagement: Rural Community Outreach; Practitioners
Working Groups

$66,400

TOTAL

$533,000

Additional details are in Attachment 2 (Adjusted Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget, Consulting Services).

Proposed Budget Adjustments

To properly account for the increased spending and income, staff proposes that the Fiscal Year 2020-21
Budget be adjusted as follows:
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Budget Area
Consulting services: Community
engagement (including outreach and
facilitation), technical (including
monitoring and assessment),
facilitation

Proposed Budget
Change

State Grant Revenue

$533,000

Adjusted
Budget Amount

$533,000

$933,750

$851,750

Type of vote required
Majority.

Fiscal Information

The proposed changes would result in no net increase in FY 2019-20 budget.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board adopt Petaluma Valley GSA Resolution No. 2020-004 approving the Fiscal
Year 2020-21 budget adjustment and authorize the Administrator to sign the budgetary adjustment
form.

List of Attachments

1. Fiscal Year 2020-21 budget adjustments
2. Adjusted Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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LOCAL BOARDS - BUDGETARY REVISIONS
Resolution No. 004-2020
Peetaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
404 Aviation Blvd. Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 524-8378
DR/CR
Inc

GL BU
SC002

FUND
076401

DEPARTMENT ID
71110100

ACCOUNT
42360 --State Grant Revenue

AMOUNT
533,000

Inc

SC002

076451

71100100

51226 -- Consulting Services

533,000

Totals

1,066,000

WHEREAS, THE 2020 to 2021 Budget as adopted contained an insufficient amount
for grant revenues and consulting services expenditures
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the County Auditor is hereby authorized and
directed to make the above additions within the authorized budget of
Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
The foregoing resolution was introduced by DIRECTOR
who moved its adoption, seconded by:
and adopted on roll call by the following vote:
DIRECTORS (

)

TRUSTEES (

)

NAME

VOTE

AYES:_____ NOES:_____ ABSENT OR NOT VOTING: _____

WHEREUPON, the Chairman declared the forgoing resolution adopted, and SO ORDERED
Date ______________
Attested
Signature: ____________________________________
Secretary/Clerk of the Board
PS REV 07/14

Signature: ________________________________
Chairman
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76401
71110100

Account
Account Description
42360 State Grant Revenue
42601 County of Sonoma
42618 City of Petaluma
42627 Special Districts
42000 Total Intergovernmental Revenues
46029 In‐Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water & RCD)
46000 Total Miscellaneous Revenues
Grand Total Revenues
51041
51201
51206
51207
51211
51226
51244
51249
51421
51916
52031
52111
52114
51000

Insurance ‐ Liability
Administration Services
Accounting/Auditing Services
Client Accounting Services
Legal Services
Consulting Services
Permits/License/Fees (well registration)
In‐kind services (Sonoma Water & RCD)
Rents and Leases ‐ Bldg/Land
County Services Chgs
Subtotal Services
Food
Office Supplies
Freight/Postage
Subtotal Supplies
Total Services and Supplies
Grand Total Expenditures
Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance

FY 2020‐21
Final
Budget
851,750
24,475
11,825
5,500
893,550
74,250
74,250
967,800
2,500
80,000
6,500
4,000
45,000
933,750
40,000
74,250
4,000
1,500
1,191,500
500
500
500
1,500
1,193,000
1,193,000
(225,200)
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3D: Attachment 2
August 27, 2020

Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76401
71110100

Account

Account Description

FY 2020‐21
Final
Budget

2020‐2021 Consulting Services Budget
Service
Amount
Monitoring & Assessment
$402,400
Prop 1: Well Monitoring
$30,000
Prop 68: New monitoring wells ‐‐ Environmental &
$25,300
Prop 68: Drilling and well construction
$294,500
Prop 68: Well development & Surveying
$27,100
Prop 68: Pilot geophysics
$25,500
Tech Support (SW)
$384,200
Prop 1: GSP Preparation
$290,000
Prop 68: Improved GW use estimates
$31,600
Prop 68: Land Use Planning/Well Permitting
$62,600
Community/Stakeholder Engagement
$151,400
Prop 1: Outreach/comm meetings/website
$50,000
Prop 68: Rural Comm Engagement
$46,400
Prop 68: Practitioners Working Group
$20,000
Prop 1: Facilitation
$35,000
Grant Administration
$30,000
Rate/Fee study
$40,000
Total
$1,008,000
Less In‐Kind
$74,250
TOTAL CONSULTING
$933,750
*Total Proposition 68 funded projects

$533,000
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Andy Rodgers, Advisory Committee Chair, and Ann DuBay, Administrator
Advisory Committee Report

____________________________________________________________________________________

Summary: The Advisory Committee met in August, and discussed Sustainable Management Criteria for

land subsidence, seawater levels and projects and management actions.
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Background

The Advisory Committee met on August 12. The committee wrapped up discussions on strawmen
proposals for two Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC): Land subsidence due to groundwater
pumping and seawater intrusion due to groundwater pumping. In addition, the Advisory Committee
received a presentation and discussed projects and management actions, in the context of SGMA.
The committee had the following comments:

Overall Feedback on SMCs:
Sustainable Management Criteria for Land Subsidence caused by groundwater pumping
•

A strong majority of participants (6-1) were comfortable with the strawmen approach proposed
by staff, as follows:
1. Any rate of future inelastic (irrecoverable) subsidence due to groundwater pumping is
significant and unreasonable.
2. Annual MT and MO set at 0.1 feet total subsidence.
3. Undesirable result occurs if
a. Annual MT of 0.1 feet total subsidence due is exceeded OR
b. Cumulative total subsidence of 0.2 feet is exceeded within 5-year period
c. AND MT exceedance is determined to be correlated with: (1) groundwater pumping
and (2) a MT exceedance of the Chronic Lowering of groundwater levels SMC (e.g.,
groundwater levels have fallen below historical lows)

•

The one dissenting vote was provided by the rural residential well-owner representative who
expressed concern that a relatively small amount of subsidence (2.5 inches over five years)
would trigger an undesirable result.

•

Also, the AC expressed strong support for determining the undesirable result based on a
minimum 50-acre area over which subsidence occurs (6-1 AC support). However, there was also
some support (4-3) for the minimum size of 25 acres. No one supported basing the undesirable
result on subsidence in one pixel (2.5 acres). The one ‘no’ vote for 50 acres (environmental
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representative) expressed concern that this seemed to be a large amount of acreage that would
need to subside at one time for UR to be triggered. What if 40 acres or 30 acres are subsiding?

Sustainable Management Criteria for Seawater Intrusion caused by groundwater pumping
•

The participants unanimously agreed with the staff recommendation, as follows:
1. Seawater intrusion inland of areas of existing brackish groundwater that may affect
beneficial uses of water is considered significant and unreasonable
2. The MT be set as a 250 mg/L chloride “reference” isocontour (Note: The initial location for
this “reference” MT isocontour will need to be reassessed during early stages of GSP
implementation once additional monitoring data and information is available.)
3. Undesirable result determination also incorporate:
a. Three consecutive years of MT exceedances
b. Correlation assessment with groundwater-levels

•

For the Measurable Objective, the AC (6-1) supported that it be set at the same location and
same concentration as MT (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline isocontour). The one vote against
this Measurable Objective was made by the environmental representative, who felt the GSA
should adopt a more aspirational objective (such as 150 mg/l).

Upcoming Advisory Committee activities:

The Advisory Committee meets on September 9, and will begin discussing Sustainable Management
Criteria for degraded water quality.
Advisory Committee members are reaching out to community groups to ask if they would like
introductory presentations about the GSA and local groundwater. Becky Ng will be speaking to the
Active 20-30 Club’s online meeting on August 26.

Staff Recommendation
Information only.

Fiscal Information
No fiscal impact.

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Action Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager
Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Seawater Intrusion

Summary: The Groundwater Sustainability Plan is due January 31, 2022. As part of the GSP,
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) must be developed for six sustainability indicators as defined by
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. This item requests Board input and recommendation
regarding the key elements of a proposed draft SMC for seawater intrusion that is being developed by
staff with input from the Advisory Committee.
Background

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) in high- and medium-priority basins to develop and submit Groundwater Sustainability Plans
(GSPs) to the California Department of Water Resources by January 31, 2022. GSPs are detailed road
maps for how groundwater basins will reach and maintain long term sustainability.

Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview

A central aspect of the GSP is to develop Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) for each of the six
sustainability indicators listed below:
1. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of
supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon.
2. Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage
3. Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion
4. Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant
plumes that impair water supplies
5. Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land
uses
6. Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse
impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water (e.g. water in streams or wetlands).
As discussed at the June 1, 2020 Board meeting, among the requirements of the GSP are the
development of SMCs which include: (1) quantitative minimum thresholds; (2) quantitative measurable
objectives; (3) a qualitative description of significant and unreasonable conditions; and (4) a definition of
what constitutes an undesirable result for the basin. Attachment 1 provides a “cheat sheet” that defines
these terms for the six sustainability indicators.
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The initial draft SMCs for each of these indicators will be presented to the GSA Board for consideration
as they are each developed over the next few months. Once draft SMCs are developed for the six
sustainability indicators, the GSA will evaluate whether any management programs or projects are
necessary to avoid undesirable results as defined by the SMCs for current and future (through 2072)
conditions. It is important to recognize that the GSP and the implementation process is adaptive and
provides opportunities for continued refinement and improvement throughout the process. For
example, if any of the draft SMCs are found to require management programs or projects that are
deemed by the Board to be infeasible (e.g., technical or cost considerations), the draft SMC will be
revised accordingly. For these reasons, the SMCs are considered draft until the completion of the GSP.
In addition, it is anticipated that during GSP implementation, some SMCs will be refined or modified
based on new information.

Process and Proposal for SMC Development for Seawater Intrusion

The general process for SMC development was presented to the Board on June 25, 2020. As part of that
briefing, staff stated that the goal will be to vet technical aspects of the SMC (e.g., technical
methodology, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives) with the AC and also to work with the AC to
develop policy options for determination of basin-wide undesirable results for Board consideration.
Since that time, staff have been working closely with the AC to develop a draft SMC proposal for
seawater intrusion for Board consideration.
The Seawater Intrusion SMC was discussed at the May, June, and August AC meetings. In addition,
written materials presenting technical information and requests for additional input were also sent to
the AC. After much evaluation of existing data/information and discussions among the technical staff
and the AC, it became apparent that there is not sufficient water quality data (in terms of both a
historical record and number of monitoring locations) to establish with confidence various options for
determination of an undesirable result. Instead, staff with AC concurrence, believe that the most
prudent approach at this time is to acknowledge the data shortcoming and to develop an initial SMC
that allows for adaptation, and accounts for these uncertain conditions. The proposed approach will
allow the GSA time to develop a refined SMC during GSP implementation after additional data is
collected and studies are conducted. These activities will provide a more robust understanding of not
only current conditions, but also potential future impacts from climate change (i.e., sea level rise) and
land use practices in the Baylands area of the basin.
Ultimately, it is envisioned that the GSP will couple the seawater intrusion SMC with a plan to continue
refining the SMC during implementation. Staff believe that an adaptive approach as proposed is
consistent with California Department of Water Resources (DWR) guidance.

Additional Considerations

There are several factors to be considered when developing SMC for seawater intrusion, including the
GSA’s ability to determine where and when seawater intrusion is occurring, and its relationship to
groundwater pumping. Some of these considerations are summarized below.
A natural saline water – freshwater interface exists in the southern portion of the groundwater basin.
Available data suggest that a natural interface between fresh groundwater and saline water from the
San Pablo Bay existing in the southern portion of the basin associated with the Baylands area of
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Petaluma Valley. Although there is some evidence of seawater intrusion in the Baylands area,
characterizing the distribution and trends related to this fresh water - seawater interface is limited by
significant data gaps Petaluma Valley currently does not have a monitoring program that regularly maps
the extent of seawater intrusion. Currently, no wells within the Baylands area are sampled for seawater
intrusion.
Existing groundwater users in the brackish areas of the Baylands. It is recognized that there are
groundwater users with wells within the brackish groundwater areas of the Baylands that are located
near San Pablo Bay and exhibit elevated chloride concentrations. Several vineyards in this area use
recycled water for irrigation purposes. Groundwater use in this area has occurred for over a century.
The proposed draft SMC does not account for the wells or uses in this area for the following reasons: (1)
SGMA requires that groundwater conditions be evaluated for compliance with SMCs beginning January
1, 2015, and these wells have been in use (pumping groundwater influenced by brackish conditions) for
decades; (2) they represent a relatively small use of groundwater (few wells and few residences); and (3)
the salinity has not been caused by groundwater pumping as they are located in the natural brackish
area.
Sea level rise impacts. Although the GSA is not responsible for seawater intrusion due to sea level rise,
it is important that the GSA evaluate the potential impacts of sea level rise through numerical modeling
coupled with sea level rise projections to account for these impacts in a refined SMC. It is expected that
monitoring and assessment of sea level rise impacts will be ongoing throughout the implementation of
the GSP.
Land use impacts. Historical changes in land use in the Baylands area of the basin have affected the
distribution of saline and fresh surface water, which, in turn affect the distribution and occurrence of
salinity in underlying groundwater. There are ongoing planning activities associated with wetlands
restoration that could affect the occurrence and distribution of saline groundwater in the future.
Although the GSA has no authority over such activities, the GSA should coordinate with parties involved
in such activities and work with those parties to assess potential impacts of these projects on seawater
intrusion that may affect beneficial uses of groundwater in the subbasin.
Connate Water: Management of high salinity connate waters (older groundwater not associated with
recent seawater) is not covered by this SMC.

Proposed Draft SMC for Seawater Intrusion: An Adaptive Approach

The key components of the proposed initial SMC for seawater intrusion are as follows:
Definition of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
The proposed definition of significant and unreasonable conditions is:
Seawater intrusion inland of areas of existing brackish groundwater due to groundwater pumping is a
significant and unreasonable condition.
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Minimum Threshold (MT)
In general, the MT represents conditions that are to be avoided to ensure sustainable groundwater
conditions. As specified by the DWR SGMA regulations, (SGMA Emergency Regulations § 354.28(c)(3)),
the MT for seawater intrusion must be defined by an isocontour of chloride concentrations in
groundwater. A chloride isocontour is a line drawn on a map that estimates an equal concentration of
chloride based on water quality from wells. For purposes of this SMC, this isocontour is referred to as
the “MT reference isocontour”.
A key factor in defining the MT reference isocontour is to identify the appropriate chloride
concentration. Staff, with concurrence from the AC, propose that 250 milligrams per liter (mg/l) of
chloride be used to establish the MT reference isocontour. This concentration is the secondary drinking
water maximum contaminant level for chloride and is also similar to chloride levels in irrigation water
that can be tolerated by grapes (262 mg/L) without showing adverse effects (Suitability Study of Napa
Sanitation District Recycled Water For Vineyard Irrigation, UC Cooperative Extension, 2006).
Accordingly, the MT reference isocontour represents the acceptable boundary of chloride
concentrations of 250 mg/l in groundwater. In developing the MT reference isocontour, there are two
factors that must be considered: (1) the isocontour must be based on chloride water quality data from
wells known as Representative Monitoring Points (RMPs); and (2) the isocontour must be protective of
beneficial uses. Each of these factors is further described below.
The first factor relates to the adequacy of available water quality data. The more robust the available
water quality dataset, the more confidently the isocontour can be drawn to approximate the extent of
MT concentrations. Ideally, there would be a sufficient number of wells that meet DWR’s requirements
to be considered to be RMPs to provide sufficient spatial coverage, with a corresponding historical
record of chloride concentration data from each of the RMPs that allows an evaluation of trends and
variability. As previously discussed, the existing data is sparse in terms of number of wells (not to
mention wells that meet RMP requirements) and time-series data from these wells.
Regarding the second factor of beneficial uses, the proposed MT reference isocontour will be developed
to be protective of drinking water as a beneficial use, consistent with the use of the secondary drinking
water standard for chloride in the MT reference isocontour. As described above, the secondary drinking
water standard is also considered to be protective of other existing beneficial uses, such as agricultural
irrigation, in the vicinity of the proposed MT reference isocontour.
Measurable Objective (MO)
The MO is the isocontour of chloride concentrations in groundwater that represents an aspirational goal
to maintain or improve optimal protection of groundwater conditions from seawater intrusion. The MO
isocontour can be based on a different chloride concentration and have a different aerial extent than
the MT reference isocontour, or it can be the same. The AC recommends that the MO be the same
location and same concentration as the Minimum Threshold (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline
isocontour).
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Undesirable Results
The draft SMC proposes that an undesirable result occurs when two conditions are met: (1) the
Minimum Threshold is triggered because the monitoring data indicates that the current extent of the
250 mg/l chloride isocontour encroaches inland relative to the MT Reference contour for three
consecutive years; and (2) the MT exceedance is caused by groundwater pumping. The draft SMC
proposes an undesirable result will be evaluated as follows:
•

•

•

•

Chloride water quality data will be collected at least semiannually (to account for potential
seasonal fluctuations) from existing RMPs and other wells that are available for sample
collection.
On an annual basis, these data will be averaged for each well and an isocontour will be drawn to
approximate the current extent of chloride concentrations in groundwater. The location of this
“baseline isocontour” will be compared relative to the location of the MT reference isocontour
to assess whether the baseline isocontour of 250 mg/l of chloride has migrated inland beyond
the MT reference isocontour.
The MT would be triggered if three consecutive years of baseline isocontours show an inland
encroachment beyond the MT reference isocontour in the same area. Although a MT would not
be triggered unless the baseline isocontour encroaches past the MT reference isocontour for
three years, if such an incursion were to occur after one year, the GSA should investigate the
cause for the encroachment of the baseline isocontour. For example, the GSA could consider
resampling Representative Monitoring Points or wells and evaluate whether there are any
significant changes in nearby groundwater levels.
Finally, to determine whether an undesirable result exists, the MT exceedance must be caused
by groundwater pumping. This assessment, which will be detailed in the GSP, will include a
detailed evaluation of water level and chloride data, numerical modeling and other studies.

As previously mentioned, staff and the AC evaluated alternatives to the above-described approach,
however, given the lack of existing data, it was not possible to develop with any confidence additional
viable options at this time.

Advisory Committee Input

At its August meeting, the seven Advisory Committee members present unanimously concurred with the
above-described approach for the definition of significant and unreasonable conditions, determination
of the MT and definition of undesirable results. The Advisory Committee was provided with three
options for a Measurable Objective, and on a 6-1 vote supported setting the MO at the same location
and same concentration as the Minimum Threshold (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline isocontour). The
dissenting vote was from the environmental representative, who favored a more aspirational
measurable objective of 150 mg/l at the same location.

Requested Board Action

Provide feedback to staff on the overall approach to the draft SMC for seawater intrusion, and consider
approval of the recommended option, with the understanding that all of the SMCs will be revisited in
total prior to final adoption.
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Fiscal Information
None.

List of Attachments

1. Sustainable Management Criteria Cheat Sheet

Contact

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov
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Sustainable Management Criteria Terminology: Super Quick Reference Guide
SGMA Term
Sustainability Goal

Layperson Description
A succinct big-picture statement of the GSA’s objectives and desired conditions and how they will be reached. To be finalized at the
end of the GSP process.
Significant and
A qualitative statement that our gut tells us we don’t want to happen. For example: It’s significant and unreasonable for
Unreasonable Effects groundwater levels to drop to the point that wells can no longer produce water.
Sustainability
The six conditions defined by the water code that we don’t want to experience Significant and Unreasonable Effects in the
Indicators
groundwater basin: (1) Chronic lowering of groundwater levels; (2) reduction of groundwater storage (the difference between
recharge and discharge, over time); (3) seawater intrusion; (4) degraded water quality; (5) land subsidence that substantially
interferes with surface land uses; and (6) depletions of interconnected surface water (e.g. water in streams or wetlands).
Representative
Monitoring sites that reliably provide high quality data that characterize representative groundwater conditions in the basin.
Monitoring Sites
Representative monitoring sites are a subset of a basin’s complete monitoring network, where minimum thresholds, measurable
objectives, and interim milestones are set for each applicable Sustainability Indicator and monitored for compliance.
Measurable
Specific, quantifiable goals at each representative monitoring site to maintain or improve groundwater conditions in order to
Objectives
maintain or achieve the sustainability goal for the basin. Measureable Objectives reflect the GSA’s desired groundwater conditions
in the basin and guide the GSA to achieve its sustainability goal within 20 years. Measurable Objectives should include flexibility to
accommodate wet-to-dry year fluctuations, droughts, climate change, and groundwater management activities.
For example for groundwater levels (Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin): Measurable objectives are the 75th percentile of historical
groundwater elevations for the period of record of each monitoring point, which is higher than median or average groundwater
elevations.
Minimum
The numerical line in the sand that we don’t want to cross. For each sustainability indicator, the Minimum Thresholds are the
Thresholds
quantitative, measurable values that reflect what is significant and unreasonable at every measuring site. The numeric value used
to define minimum thresholds at a representative monitoring site in the basin (such as at a well) that if exceeded, may cause
undesirable results.
For example, for groundwater levels (Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin): The minimum threshold is the numeric groundwater elevation
(as measured at representative monitoring sites over a period of time) required to meet the typical overlying water demand in the
shallowest well in the vicinity.
Undesirable Results
This is the worst-case scenario, and is a quantitative combination of the minimum thresholds that define sustainability for each
sustainability indicator. For example (from Salinas, for groundwater levels): Over the course of any one year, no more than 15% of
groundwater elevation minimum thresholds in any single aquifer and no one well shall exceed its minimum threshold for more than
two consecutive years
Interim milestones
Interim milestones are five-year check-ins to measure progress on the groundwater conditions that the GSA hopes to achieve during
the 20-year implementation period. Measurements occur at representative monitoring sites.
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Action Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager
Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Land Subsidence

Summary: The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. As part of the GSP,
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) must be developed for six sustainability indicators as defined by
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. This item requests Board direction regarding the
proposed draft SMC for land subsidence developed by staff with input and concurrence from the
Advisory Committee. The proposed SMC is described below and consists of a technical methodology to
evaluate minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, a description of significant and unreasonable
conditions, and definition of Undesirable Results. The item presents options for Board consideration
regarding how to define an Undesirable Result with a recommendation from the Advisory Committee.

Background

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) in high- and medium-priority basins to develop and submit Groundwater Sustainability Plans
(GSPs) to the California Department of Water Resources by January 31, 2022. GSPs are detailed road
maps for how groundwater basins will reach and maintain long term sustainability.

Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview

See Staff Report 6A (Seawater Intrusion) for a general overview of Sustainable Management Criteria
(SMC).

Process for SMC Development for Land Subsidence

The general process for SMC development was presented to the Board on June 25, 2020. As part of that
briefing, staff stated that the goal will be to vet technical aspects of the SMC (e.g., technical
methodology, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives) with the AC and also to work with the AC to
develop policy options for determination of basin-wide undesirable results for Board consideration.
Since that time, staff have worked closely with the AC to develop a draft SMC proposal for land
subsidence for Board consideration.
The land subsidence SMC was discussed at the May, June, and August AC meetings. In addition, written
materials presenting technical information and requests for additional input were also sent to the AC.
After much evaluation of existing data/information and discussions among the technical staff and the
AC, a draft SMC proposal has been developed for Board consideration, including three options for
defining what constitutes the determination of an undesirable result for land subsidence.
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Key Considerations

There are several key factors to be considered when developing SMC for land subsidence, including the
GSA’s ability to determine when subsidence is permanent – and related to groundwater pumping. Some
of these considerations are summarized below.

GSA Responsibilities Limited to Inelastic Subsidence Caused by Groundwater Pumping: SGMA is
clear that GSAs are responsible for only managing “inelastic” (unrecoverable) subsidence caused by
groundwater pumping. The GSA does not manage short-term “elastic” (recoverable) subsidence, nor
does it manage inelastic subsidence caused by something other than groundwater pumping, such as
tectonic activity.
Existing Subsidence Data do not Indicate Issues Regarding Subsidence: Available subbasin-wide
datasets (while limited to recent time periods) do not indicate the occurrence of inelastic land surface
subsidence due to groundwater pumping within the Subbasin and problems that could occur related to
historical inelastic subsidence (e.g., damage to infrastructure or modified drainage patterns) have not
been reported by subbasin stakeholders. However, future potential inelastic subsidence could be of
concern, if future overpumping resulted in chronic declines of groundwater levels within clay-rich
portions of the subbasin’s aquifer system.
Total Subsidence Metric: The defined metric from the GSP regulations for measuring total subsidence
is the rate of change in ground surface elevation. This can be measured with extensometers, continuous
GPS stations, levelling surveys, or satellite-based Interferometric Synthetic-Aperture Radar (InSAR) data.
Methodology for Measurement of Total Subsidence: To support the implementation of SGMA,
monthly measurements of total subsidence are currently reported by DWR using InSAR data. This data is
free and is planned to continue to be provided into the future. The InSAR data are spatially extensive
(covering the majority of the subbasin), but more limited temporally (with data available monthly going
back to 2015). A limitation of InSAR data is that it measures total subsidence and does not distinguish
whether such subsidence is inelastic and due to groundwater pumping.
Future Considerations: Setting a minimum threshold of anything greater than zero sets as policy that
20 years from now, it is acceptable for the Subbasin to be experiencing irreversible subsidence caused
by groundwater pumping at some measurable rate.

Proposed Draft SMC for Land Subsidence

The key components of the proposed draft SMC for land subsidence are as follows:
Definition of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
Any inelastic subsidence caused by groundwater pumping is a significant and unreasonable condition,
everywhere in the subbasin and regardless of the beneficial uses and users.
Minimum Threshold (MT)
In general, the MT represents conditions that are to be avoided to ensure sustainable groundwater
conditions. GSP Regulations § 354.28 (c)(5) lays out how subsidence MTs shall be defined. It states,
“The minimum threshold for land subsidence shall be the rate and extent of subsidence that
substantially interferes with surface land uses and may lead to undesirable results.”
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While zero inelastic subsidence due to pumping is the desire, in order to account for measurement
error, the proposed annual MT is 0.1 feet per year of total subsidence (elastic and inelastic) measured by
InSAR for each 100 meter by 100 meter (~2.5 acre) grid (or pixel). The InSAR pixels serve as the
Representative Monitoring Points (RMPs). The 0.1 feet per year value accounts for the inherent error in
the InSAR technology. The reported total subsidence value is an average of many individual
measurements within each InSAR pixel. InSAR is proposed for use given the spatial coverage, accuracy,
and no cost to the GSA (state funded program for SGMA). Disadvantages of InSAR are that it measures
total subsidence rather than inelastic subsidence and the data record only extends to 2015.
Measurable Objective (MO)
The MO is the aspirational goal to achieve optimal protection of groundwater conditions. The proposed
MO is the same as the MT given that zero subsidence related to groundwater pumping is the significant
and unreasonable condition. In other words, there is not a more stringent condition for land subsidence
than the MT.
Undesirable Results
Staff and the AC worked to developed options for what conditions should constitute an undesirable
result. (Note: If an undesirable result occurs, the GSA must take steps to either regain or achieve
sustainability, including possible projects and management actions.) All options would require: (1) an
exceedance of the MT (0.1 feet per year of total subsidence); and (2) subsidence must be determined to
be correlated to groundwater level declines due to groundwater pumping. The options considered the
following variables:
•
•

•

Magnitude of subsidence: A cumulative allowable cap of total subsidence measured by InSAR
to account for the risk of cumulative small amounts of annual total subsidence less than 0.1
adding up to a more significant level of subsidence.
Timeframe of subsidence: A consecutive time period during which any total subsidence
measured by InSAR constitutes an undesirable result to also account for the risk of cumulative
small amounts of annual total subsidence less than 0.1 adding up to a more significant level of
subsidence.
Geographic extent of subsidence: The spatial extent and land uses over which total subsidence
is measured by InSAR to reduce the likelihood that a very small area could result in subbasinwide undesirable results.

Based on the above-described factors, the AC during its August meeting considered the following option
for Board consideration:
An undesirable result will occur if: (1) the MT is exceeded (0.1 feet per year of total subsidence), OR (2)
within any five year period cumulative total subsidence exceeds 0.2 feet 1 in any area (even if each year’s
annual subsidence rate is less than the MT), AND subsidence is determined to be correlated with: (a)

The 0.2 feet cumulative total represents an estimated minimum limit for elastic subsidence due to groundwater
pumping from the Santa Rosa Plain (an area with similar clay-rich geologic materials and a historical pattern of
groundwater-level decline and subsequent recovery), while maintaining protections to avoid the potential for
future inelastic subsidence.
1
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groundwater pumping and (b) a MT exceedance of the Chronic Lowering of GWLs SMC (eg, groundwater
levels have fallen below historical lows).
In addition, the Advisory Committee considered options for undesirable result determination based on a
minimum-sized area over which subsidence occurs: 2.5 acres (one InSAR pixel); 25 acres (10 pixels); or
50 acres.
The determination of whether total subsidence measured by InSAR is correlated to groundwater level
declines caused by pumping is an important aspect of the draft SMC. The GSP will detail the
methodology for this assessment. In general, the following lists some of the activities that will be part of
the evaluation:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Review of related land surface elevation data from InSAR and other sources
Review of groundwater elevation measurements and trends in RMPs (established as part of the
declining groundwater level SMC) and other nearby wells being monitored, including an
assessment as to whether groundwater levels are below historical lows
Review of seismic related data and records
Evaluation of time series plots of groundwater-levels and land subsidence from nearby
monitoring wells
Evaluation of known or estimated groundwater pumping patterns within the vicinity of any
observed potential land subsidence
Compilation of pertinent data including continuous global positioning stations and assessment
of any data gaps

Preliminary Assessment of SMC Impacts

Staff prepared the following preliminary assessment of impacts related to the proposed draft SMC,
which was also provided to the Advisory Committee:
1. Future annual GSA staff resources and monitoring infrastructure resources to monitor, evaluate
and report:
• Likely minimal, unless significant MT exceedances occur in future
2. Need for further studies/investigation:
• Likely minimal, unless significant MT exceedances occur in future
3. Potential impacts to existing and future beneficial users:
• Maintaining no long-term irrecoverable subsidence will benefit existing and future
beneficial users
4. Potential impacts to land uses, and property interests:
• Likely minimal, maintaining within known elastic cumulative cap will make any risk of
future subsidence-related damage very unlikely
5. Potential impacts to neighboring basins/adjoining areas:
• None anticipated
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Advisory Committee Recommendation

The Advisory Committee supported, 6-1, the proposed draft SMC. The dissenting Advisory Committee
vote on the overall undesirable result methodology was from the rural residential representative, who
felt that subsidence of 2.5 inches over five years would be relatively minimal.
The Advisory Committee (6-1) recommended that 50 acres should be the minimum sized area for which
subsidence occurs for an undesirable results determination. The dissenting vote on the geographic scale
was from the environmental representative, who felt that an undesirable result should occur if
subsidence was measured in a smaller area (25 acres, for example).

Requested Board Action

Provide feedback to staff on the overall approach to the draft SMC for land subsidence and consider
approval of one of the draft options for undesirable result determination, with the understanding that
all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final adoption.

Fiscal Information
None.

Vote Required

Majority vote required.

List of Attachments
None.

Contact

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, Administrator, and Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager
Administrator and Plan Manager Report

Summary: The purpose of this item is to provide updates on any major developments or milestones

since the last Board Meeting, and any significant upcoming activities. All the items reported are carried
out in coordination with Member Agency staff and with other Sonoma County Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies.

Administrator & Plan Manager

Many activities have been defined by both the Groundwater Sustainability Plan Sustainable
Management Criteria work and the COVID-19 public health emergency, and we are working to address
the challenges of:
•

•
•

Staffing, as outreach staff and Administrator provide extensive support to the County
Emergency Operations Center, and as other staff work from home. Solutions include loaning
equipment to telecommuting staff, expanding the number of VPNS (which allow staff to access
files and desktop), assessing family/childcare needs, and coordinating with consultants on
continuity of operations;
Communications through ongoing, regularly scheduled meetings via email, phone and web
applications; and
Soliciting Advisory Committee and public feedback on complex technical questions regarding
sustainable management criteria through revised meeting and facilitation plans, utilizing new
meeting tools, and revising the website to make GSP information more easily accessible.

Administrator

In addition to the above, July and August activities included:
•
•
•
•
•

Working with consultants to finalize rural outreach campaign agreement;
Worked with outreach staff on Monthly Updates and website updates;
Working with technical staff and facilitator on ongoing Sustainable Management Criteria process
and solicitation of feedback;
Preparing for and facilitation of August Advisory Committee meeting; and
Coordination of July 15 public workshop.
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Upcoming activity highlights:
•
•
•
•

Preparation for September Advisory Committee meeting;
Kick-off off meeting for community engagement campaign;
Continue work on groundwater registration program; and
Assisting technical staff with climate change scenarios meeting.

Plan Manager

July and August activities of technical staff and consultants (GSP team) include:
•

•

•

•

•
•
•

Sustainable Management Criteria: Ongoing development of draft technical methodology
proposals for SMCs based on basin conditions, existing data, examples/precedence from other
basins, and AC input. Work has commenced on all SMCs (except groundwater storage) and is at
various levels of development, with groundwater levels, sweater intrusion and subsidence most
advanced. The groundwater storage SMC is being deferred until the water budget and the
groundwater declines are more developed.
Water Budget: Work continues with staff and consultant Montgomery & Associates on the
development of the water balance to reflect historical and current conditions in addition to
projecting future conditions based on forecasted climate and land use. The numerical model is
a key tool for this assessment and is being refined by the USGS and GSP team.
Development of Monitoring Networks: The team is continuing its work on the Representative
Monitoring Point (RMP) Network. RMPs are a required component of groundwater sustainability
plans in order to ensure basin conditions are adequately monitored for measurable thresholds
and objectives. RMPs must meet certain criteria established by DWR to ensure representative
data is obtained from each of these monitoring points. In addition to the draft RMP network,
staff has been establishing a recommended network of additional points (e.g., wells, stream
gages) to assess groundwater conditions in other areas, including adjacent to the basin (e.g.,
other basins or upper watershed areas).
Four practitioner’s workgroups (each funded by Prop. 68 grant). The workgroups are began
meeting in June. These time-limited groups are comprised of subject matter experts (including
federal, state, and local agencies and NGOs), who are assisting staff on the following technical
issues: future rural residential water demands; future agricultural water demands; surface
water – groundwater interactions and groundwater-dependent ecosystems.
Communications with USGS regarding basin study;
Assisted with and presented at the July 15 community meeting; and
Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Upcoming activity highlights:
•

Implementation of Proposition 68 technical tasks, including planning for permitting and access
arrangements for monitoring well construction and amending Sonoma Water’s existing contract
with the GSA to incorporate the scope and budget for the Proposition 68 grant. The amended
agreement will also include services to be performed by Permit Sonoma for well/database
information upgrades and subconsultants for monitoring well construction and geophysical
surveys;
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Providing ongoing staff support to practitioners workgroups;
Ongoing work on developing technical methodologies for water quality SMC and development
of strawman options for measurable objectives and minimum thresholds;
Ongoing coordination between the GSP team and the USGS to complete the groundwater model
and develop the water budget;
Refinement of the RMP network;
Communications with USGS regarding finalizing basin study;
Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Staff Recommendation
Information only.

Fiscal Information
None.

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-322-8185, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-484-7754, jay.jasperse@scwa.ca.gov
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