
.

Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Agenda 

Date/Time:   November 13, 2019 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
Location: Petaluma Community Center,  320 N McDowell Blvd, Petaluma, CA, 94592 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Water, GSA Administrator 

Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov  Phone: (707) 524-8378 

Time Agenda Item Materials 
4:30 Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 

Andy Rodgers, Committee Chairman 
Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University 

Agenda 

September 
Meeting Summary 

4:35 General Public Comment 
Public comment on matters not on the agenda within the 
Committee’s jurisdiction 

N/A 

4:40 GSA Staff and Advisory Committee Updates 
Administrator, Plan Manager, and other Staff 
Advisory Committee Members 
 GSA Board Meeting Activity
 Prop 68 Grant Funding
 Advisory Committee Survey Update
 Future Meeting Schedule/Topics

Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform Advisory Committee 
discussions. 

Meeting Calendars 
2019 and 2020 

Grant Components 

4:55 Groundwater Water Budget Requirements 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water 
Advisory Committee Members 
 Water budget updates

 Overview of Ongoing Work
 Schedule/Process Updates
 Next Steps for Water Budget Development

Objective: Provide updates on process, schedule, and next steps 

PPT Presentation 
(Handout) 

5:10 Discussion of Groundwater Use for Cannabis Operations 
Robert Pennington, Permit Sonoma 
Christopher Dillis, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 Default Water Use
 Summary of existing and pending cannabis operations,

including groundwater use for each basin
 Summary of permitting trends and anticipated cannabis

cultivation area/groundwater use
 Overview of zero net use areas

PPT Presentations 
(One included and 
one handout) 
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Objective: Update Committee members on continued development of 
Sonoma County cannabis cultivation  

5:50 Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) Updates and Request 
for Input 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water  
Advisory Committee Members 
 SMC updates 

 Summary of Data Needs and AC Input To-date 
 Schedule/Process Updates 
 Next Steps for SMC Development 

 Discussion Items: 
 Review Significant and Unreasonable Effects 
 Review Sustainability Indicators   
 Prioritization of Data Needs  
 Sustainability Goal 

Objective: Prioritize data needs, receive input on “significant and 
unreasonable effects” in the context of sample sustainability goal, 
begin definition of sustainability needs 

PPT Presentation 
(Handout) 
 
SMC Summary of    
Feedback 
 
Data Needs 
Feedback 
 
Sustainability Goal 
Legislation and 
Regulations 
 
Strawman 
Sustainability Goal 

6:30 Meeting Adjourns 
All-GSA Workshop: Groundwater Recharge: December 11, 2019, 4:30 
–7:00 p.m. 
Next GSA Board meeting: December 19 @ 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm 

 

 

Special Accommodations: If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact 
Ann DuBay at (707) 524-8378 or by email at Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov. Notification of at least 48 hours 
prior to the meeting will assist staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide 
accessibility of the meeting.  
 

 
 

 
. 

 

Meeting Documents: Materials are available for review at Sonoma Water, 404 Aviation Blvd, Santa Rosa, 
95403, during normal business hours, and a copy of the agenda packet will be available for public review 
at the meeting. Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will also be available to the public. The 
agenda and agenda packet materials are also available at: http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/

Public Comment: Members of the public may attend meetings of the Petaluma Valley GSA Advisory 
Committee and may comment before Advisory Committee consideration of individual agenda items, or 
during General Public Comment on any matter within the jurisdiction of the Advisory Committee. As 
needed, time limits may be placed on public comments to ensure the Advisory Committee is reasonably 
able to address all agenda items during the course of the meeting.  

For more information, please contact Ann DuBay, Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Draft Meeting Summary 
 
 
Meeting date/time: September 11, 2019 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
Location: Petaluma Community Center, 320 N. McDowell Blvd. Petaluma 
Contact: Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator 
Email: ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524.8378 
 

SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS 
 

Action Item Responsible Party Timeframe 

Send comments to Ann regarding meeting format, 
timing, etc. 

AC members October 15 

Send out survey to AC members regarding meeting 
format, etc. 

Staff October 15 

Submit comments to Marcus on Current and Historic 
Groundwater Conditions figures 

AC members September 30 

 

 
pv/ 

 

 

 

Next meeting: November 13, 2019 |4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m.  
Petaluma Community Center, 320 N. McDowell Blvd. Petaluma 

Website for meeting material posting: http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/

MEETING SUMMARY 

GSA Staff Updates 
Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator, provided the Administrator update: Rich Wilson, facilitator, is 
working in Siskiyou County and has several other contracts that are keeping him on the road. 
Staff worked with the Consensus and Collaboration Program to find a replacement, and are 
happy that Sam McGill will now serve as the facilitator for both Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa 
Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agencies. DuBay and Andy Rodgers, Chairman, spoke with 
several facilitators, and agreed Sam was a good fit for both GSA’s.  
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Updates 
Marcus Trotta, Plan Manager/technical staff, noted that the GSP subsection on current and 
historical conditions is updated with Advisory Committee comments and now awaiting USGS 
data.  
 
The information used in the subsection is from the draft USGS report, and is not likely to change 
from the final USGS report, which should be released by end of year. The model is almost ready 
for staff to review. Montgomery Associates is a sub-consultant that will help with modeling and 
assessing the model for SGMA requirements.  
 
California Department of Water Resources is providing technical support services for 
construction of shallow groundwater well monitors near stream gauges. Contract is almost in 
place with DWR. Currently in process with permits.  
 
Staff is tentatively looking at October 7 for drilling to begin on shallow wells. Once schedule is 
confirmed, there might be a site visit that we can coordinate with the Advisory Committee.  
 
DWR will be opening up a new grant funding opportunity for the GSA. There will be up to 
$1 million for each basin. Funding can be used for planning to help complete the GSP or to 
provide information that will help implement the GSP (recharge projects/ pilot projects). We 
will figure out what is needed in this basin and find a good project for which to apply. It is 
possible that some of the grant funds could be used for planning and community outreach. 
 
Ann DuBay, noted that the proposed flood zone field trip has been postponed. 
Please save December 11 on your calendar for an all-basin Groundwater Recharge workshop. It 
will be held in Santa Rosa but open to all basins and public. A speaker from the state and 
someone doing local recharge will present on the work that is being done. This workshop is 
geared for Advisory Committee members and the Board to ask lots of questions. 
 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach, shared that the Sonoma Valley GSA is holding a community open 
house at El Verano Elementary School on September 23. The event will be bilingual and family 
friendly in support of outreach efforts in identified disadvantaged communities. 
 
Comment: The Climate Commission in Petaluma is forming and would be a good opportunity 
for involvement.  
 
DuBay provided a short update from the previous Board meeting, in which they supported an 
RCD recharge grant request and received a technical presentation on Agricultural Water 
Conservation by Sonoma Resource Conservation District on water-saving innovations and 
practices. 
 
Andy Rodgers, Chair, asked the Advisory Committee for feedback about what works best for 
meetings and what people aren’t happy with. Now that a new facilitator is coming on board we 
have an opportunity to make some changes. How can we make the meetings better? 
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Question: Is it possible to restructure the advisory committee meetings to include more time 
for discussion and breaks to help process information and talk amongst each other? 

Response: We can send out a survey monkey to get feedback.  We can ask for feedback 
on format, time/days/ length between now and next meeting before new facilitator is 
on board. Please send general comments to Ann DuBay and Andy Rodgers. 

 
Comment: What works well is the level of professionalism and technical work - it is huge and 
many compliments to all of your efforts. The information and packets are great. 
 
Leah Walker, Petaluma Environmental Services Manager, said the City of Petaluma was 
selected for IWRM group funding for expanding tertiary program. In the application, they asked 
for a letter of support from the local GSA that supported the application. It was great to show 
how well we work together. 
 
Next meeting: Permit Sonoma and Chris Dillis from North Coast Regional Water Quality Board 
will present cannabis water use and what they are seeing in the basin.  
 
Current and historical groundwater conditions 
Marcus Trotta shared the overall schedule for GSP and noted that we are in the basin setting 
section, and will discuss historical water conditions. Next will be the water budget. Then moving 
into Sustainable Management Criteria. It is important to start this section early, as it’s critical to 
the GSP development. 
 
Question: What is a groundwater dependent ecosystem? Is Petaluma a wetland area? Is that an 
ecosystem? 

Response: Yes, very likely. It is all related, the marsh and wetlands, tidal area. 
 
Question: Is there a size that matters? 

Response: We can send out a link to the Nature Conservancy’s work on groundwater 
dependent ecosystems and the mapping they did, https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/ 
and https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/. 

 
Marcus reviewed the draft table of contents, and the climate conditions- map of distribution of 
rainfall.  
 
Question: Do you use the local weather stations? Or personal use weather stations? 

Response: No, not for this model. Data may or may not have users that calibrate 
instruments, or the information does not go back far enough. Also, individuals don’t 
always report info to https://www.wunderground.com/ 

 
Climate Conditions: Discussed historical groundwater level elevations and how water moves 
throughout basin. No significant changes to seawater groundwater interface. Sparse data set.  
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Long term groundwater level elevation trends: Conditions are generally pretty stable. Although 
some wells show decline near basin boundary -- about 50 feet over 25 years.  
 
Land Surface subsidence: DWR provided data set on satellite measurements: recent land 
surface – free data we can use to help comply. It appears that surface movements correlate 
with seismic activity. 
 
Groundwater quality: Generally adequate. There are some constituents – arsenic, boron, 
chloride – that are higher area near San Pablo Bay. Nitrates are higher near Wilson Grove. 
Mostly deeper wells and nitrates gather in shallow wells.  
 
Discussion/ Questions 
Comment: Great information, impressive material.  
 
Please submit comments to Marcus Trotta by end of month.  
 
Sustainable Management Criteria 
Discussion/ Questions 
Comment: We need to get an understanding of how SGMA defines words. We need to figure 
out what the words mean to us and continue thinking about that. We have to explain meaning 
to others- how can we help staff explain to the community? 

Response: Sustainable Management Criteria are the heart of the GSP, goals and 
objectives, for the basin to determine if the basin is managed and sustainable. 
Depending on how we set the Sustainable Management Criteria, DWR does let the local 
GSA define criteria. DWR reviews regulation. But once the Sustainable Management 
Criteria is set, that is the plan. We have a year to establish Sustainable Management 
Criteria. 

 
Question: What is the onus to the community? 

Response: It depends, in this community it might not be significant like in Central Valley. 
We will be required to identify thresholds. 
Response: DWR is looking for overall engagement. County has very engaged 
communities - we are probably doing more. You must engage disadvantaged 
communities, but in Petaluma Valley there isn’t an identified area of the community 
(but we know that economically disadvantaged people are in the basin). 

 
Question: What capacity do we have to enforce and regulate? Is that what we are getting to? 

Response: The GSA can regulate pumping.  
 
Comment: We have the capacity to regulate not just fluff with fees, but to take action and to 
make something happen. 

Response: It has to be the political will of GSA. You are going to be seeing a lot of water 
market type activities for critically over-drafted areas.  
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Comment: In part in the Central Valley there is a moratorium on drilling wells. The impact on 
our county is that people are drilling wells now but not using them in case they can’t drill later 
down the line.  
 
Comment: It could garner good community will if they know we are taking this seriously and let 
folks know that the State has the authority to come in and stop pumping. 
 
Comment: People are concerned where a meter will go in and how much it will cost. My well -
my water. There is push back from homeowners after they paid the $20k for infrastructure. 
 
Comment: An informational flyer would help inform drillers and customers  
 
Comment: It is important to get the word out and to work with everyone. Everyone who has a 
well has groundwater. Would they really care? Lots of seniors who are land rich and money 
poor? We have to decide who are economically disadvantaged. Who are the impoverished we 
have to reach? Why are they spending so much time working with apartments and renters? 
Who is really impacted by groundwater? 
 
Comment: We can identify when we design the outreach. We should identify those who can 
influence behavior and who have wells. It should be a thoughtful plan. 
 
Comment: We should ask to install meters to help consumers gauge their water use.  
 
Marcus discussed the six indicators defined by DWR- we need to look at all six. There are five 
general steps, and it is an iterative process with engagement along the way from stakeholders.  
Draft examples of significant and unreasonable effects were shared from other basins. 
 
Question: The Undesirable Results - are these dire circumstances? 

Response: Yes, that is a good way to think about it. 
 
Question: Will we have to define Undesirable Results? 

Response: Yes - our model will help with projections for Undesirable Results.  
 
Trotta described Minimum Threshold, which is usually at well or stream gage and Measurable 
Objective, which is designed to give you operational flexibility. Interim Milestones - 5 year 
objectives - set projects to meet objectives. 
 
The metrics are defined by GSP regulations. Representative Monitoring Site: Wells set with 
thresholds and objective. A certain number of wells should be included as monitoring sites, but 
not all wells. Can measure more than one objective at same well location.  
 
Question: Do they put wells in for this purpose or were these existing wells? 
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Response: For first part we may use what is available - then we can find funding for new 
wells.  

 
Comment: We can enlist private landowners, or any new wells can opt in to monitoring 
program. Are we going to require well uses to monitor? How am I being impacted by this by 
using these terms? There is a little bit of fear factor here. 
 
Comment: There are well owners who want to help the GSP.  
 
Comment: It’s best to use monitoring wells and build out that program. But worth pursuing 
private well owners as a bridge to get better data.  
 
Trotta noted that there is an iterative path to develop SMCs. Staff would like input on this in the 
near future, for both the handout for data needs/ information and on sustainability indicators.  
 
Question: At what point can we tie these things together?  

Response: Would like to get a sense on which of the indicators are the bigger lift in this 
basin and prioritize them, and then see how they can be grouped instead of going 
through one-by-one.  

 
SMC Outreach 
Will be presented to you as a more specific plan at the next meeting – would love your input on 
it. 
 
Significant and Unreasonable Effects 
Ann DuBay asked the group what a significant & unreasonable effect is to them, and which 
sustainability indicators were of most concern. 
 
Comment:  Declining groundwater levels- submitted email to Ann DuBay. 
 
Comment: Lower ground water level, - climate change- sent email to Ann DuBay. 
 
Comment:  From city perspective, decrease in storage and groundwater level and water quality 
are the top three important indicators are to us. 
 
Comment: Agree - if we saw significant reduction on ground water level - that would be a 
concern. 
 
Comment: Same, sodium intrusion in the river and growth of new housing in city limits and the 
impact are a concern. Overall, water consumption growth for next 30-40 years.  
 
Comment: Salinity along the river is a concern.  Majority are not using groundwater in that area 
because of saline intrusion.  
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Comment:  For agricultural consumers, water volume and storage capacity and quality. When 
water quality deteriorates, it affects crops. It would be problem. A priority would be to capture 
surface water or something to promote or recycle water.  
 
Comment: There is a need for management zones. There could be up to four in this basin with 
issues like salt water intrusion, water quality, nitrogen shallow wells and on the east side with 
long term vineyard growth. As more vineyard expansion occurs in the Lakeville Highway 
corridor to here, the hillsides will be covered with vines. Water storage is a big issue on that 
side of valley.  
 
Comment: Agree with committee. The water levels paired with storage and water quality 
indicator / saline intrusion is important. We all know it’s connected.  
 
Comment: Synthesis comments and send with presentation to group and get more feedback. 

Response: No one said land subsidence - it’s not a big issue in this basin right now.  
 
ATTENDEES: 
Advisory Committee Members 
Andy Rodgers, Chairman 
Eugene Camozzi, Vice-Chairman 
Drew Buechly 
Heidi Bauer 
Gray Mickelsen 
John Shribbs 
 
GSA & Member Agency Staff 
Ann DuBay 
Andrea Rodriguez 
Marcus Trotta 
Leah Walker 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

 

PVGSA Meeting Schedule  v11.13.19 1/2 

 

 

PVGSA Board Advisory Committee 

2019 

February 28 
Draft budget 
Reserve policy 
Rate/fee study 
Audit 
Storm water Capture & 
Groundwater Recharge 

January 9 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development – Overview of 
Basin Setting: Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and Groundwater 
Conditions 
Rate/fee study 
 

 

April 25 
Adopt FY 19-20 budget 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
 

 
 

 

March 13 
Storm water Capture & Groundwater Recharge 

May 22 
All-GSA Workshop: Climate Change & Groundwater Sustainability 
GSP requirements regarding climate change 
Local implications of climate change on groundwater and surface water  
How this information will be incorporated into GSPs 

May 8 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model – Draft subsection 
Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions – Draft materials 
Sonoma Valley Aquifer Storage and Recovery Informational 
Briefing 

June 27 
Joint Board/Advisory Committee Field trip:  Petaluma Valley wastewater treatment facility & 
recycled water opportunities 
 

 

 

 
 

August 22 
Agricultural & Urban Water 
Conservation advances and 
technologies 

July 10 
Meeting Cancelled 

October 24 
Introduction to Sustainable 
Management Criteria 

September 11 
Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions – Draft Subsection 
Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria 

November 13 
Cannabis and Water Use guest presentation 
Water Budget Introduction 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

 

PVGSA Meeting Schedule  v11.13.19 2/2 

 
 

 

 
 

PVGSA Board Advisory Committee 

2019 

Sustainable Management Criteria 

December 10, 4-6, Santa Rosa 
All-GSA Workshop: Groundwater Recharge 
What is recharge? What do we know about it? How does it relate to SGMA?  
California’s Flood-MAR Initiative 
Local On-Farm Recharge efforts and studies 

December 19 
Update on Basin Setting 

2020 
Early 2020:  Public Workshop on Petaluma Valley GSP and Basin Conditions 
What defines the basin? 
Communities 
Water sources 
Groundwater conditions 
SGMAs Sustainable Management Criteria: What they are, why they matter, how they will be 
developed and how you can help 
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Petaluma Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

 

 

2020 Calendar 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meeting Date Subject 
Advisory Committee January 8 

Board February 27 

Advisory Committee March 11 

Board April 23 

Advisory Committee May 13 

Board June 25 

Advisory Committee July 8  

 

 

Board August 27 

Advisory Committee September 9 

Board October 22  

 Advisory Committee November 4 

Board December 17  
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Project Justification 
 

Project Description (maximum of 6 points possible) 
 
The proposed project has been designed and developed with the goal of preparing a 
scientifically sound and implementation-ready GSP which reflects the values and input of the 
community, including all beneficial uses and users of groundwater.  To achieve this goal, the 
GSA will need to meet the following objectives which have been identified based on work 
completed to date on the initial draft sections of the GSP and input from advisory committee 
and community members: 
 

● Inform and involve rural residential groundwater users, who have been difficult to reach 
and engage in the GSP development process, through a focused outreach program.  This 
will be accomplished through a focused a specific outreach campaign for rural 
residential groundwater users, as described in Task 1 (Category (b) - Stakeholder 
Engagement/Outreach). 

● Incorporate input of key stakeholder groups into the process of developing Sustainable 
Management Criteria (SMCs) to better inform future groundwater use projections and 
issues around surface water depletion. This will be accomplished through the 
formation and engagement of focused working groups, including land use planners, 
agricultural groups, and resource agencies, as described in Task 2 (Category (b) - 
Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach). 

• Improving rural domestic and agricultural groundwater use estimates, which are not 
metered or reported and represent the majority of the total groundwater use in the 
subbasin. This will be accomplished through additional analysis of the County 
Assessor’s database, consultations with groundwater users, and analysis of aerial 
imagery and remote sensing data, as described in Task 3 (Category (c) – GSP 
Development). 

• Develop improved coordination and information sharing protocols between land use 
planners, well permitting agencies and the GSAs for GSP development and 
implementation.  This will be accomplished through the development, enhancement 
and integration of data management systems and reporting protocols between Permit 
Sonoma and the GSAs, as described in Task 4 (Category (c) – GSP Development). 

• Fill high-priority data gaps identified in the draft Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model 
(HCM) and establish key monitoring sites needed for completing and implementing the 
GSP.  This will be accomplished through the construction and monitoring of four 
multilevel deep groundwater monitoring wells within the Subbasin, as described in 
Task 5 (Category (d) – Monitoring/Assessment). 

• Assess the feasibility of using airborne geophysical techniques to map and monitor areas 
of brackish and saline groundwater in the southern portions of the Subbasin.  This will 
be accomplished through the performance of pilot-scale ground-based geophysical 
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transects utilizing methodologies that could be employed with airborne techniques, as 
described in Task 6 (Category (d) – Monitoring/Assessment).  

 
The proposed project tasks have been grouped according to the project categories defined in 
the PSP and are summarized below, along with a discussion of the identified need for each task 
and explanation of how the proposed work is consistent with and does not overlap with work 
from the existing Round 2 Grant Agreement, where applicable.  An explanation of coordination 
efforts within the Subbasin and across adjoining areas and basins is provided after the 
description of each task. 
 
 
Category (a) Grant Administration  
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist of  
 
Need:  
 
Relation to Round 2 Work:  
 
Category (b) Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach  
 
Task 1 – Focused Rural Residential Outreach Program 
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist of developing a Sonoma 
County All-GSA rural residential community engagement campaign, in coordination with the 
Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain GSAs.  
 
Need: Sonoma County has one of the highest number of rural residential (de minimis) well 
owners in the state. These well owners rely on groundwater as their only water source; are 
spread throughout the basins and subbasins; live on parcels that range from less than an acre 
to more than 100 acres in size; and include both full-time residents and vacation homeowners. 
There is no water or irrigation district, single point of contact, or unifying organization that 
represents rural residential well owners. Yet, collectively they represent a significant 
component of total groundwater use. Rural residential users are potentially strong advocates of 
groundwater sustainability if they are educated about the issues and engaged early in 
developing solutions. All three Sonoma County GSAs are challenged by how to reach rural 
residents and in developing messages that will capture their interest and prompt them to 
engage.  
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: While outreach efforts scoped within the Round 2 Grant Agreement 
contemplated a high-level of effort for outreach to rural residential groundwater users, work on 
the GSP to date has indicated that a highly focused outreach campaign will be required in order 
to meaningfully engage this key stakeholder group.  The potential for needing additional 
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outreach was identified as a key assumption in the application package submitted by the GSA 
for the Round 2 GSP Grant, which noted that “Uncertainties exist related to the level of effort 
that will be needed to inform the community and groundwater users and solicit useful input on 
complex technical issues and the new SGMA requirements”.  Although, the specific activities 
described in the Scope of Work were not contemplated in the Round 2 Grant Agreement, they 
will be integrated with ongoing outreach activities such that the proposed work will 
complement and help achieve the overall schedule of completing the GSP by January 2022. 
 
Task 2 – Working Group Coordination for Sustainable Management Criteria 
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist of forming and engaging 
three focused working groups to support the development of SMCs, including land use 
planners, agricultural groups and natural resource agencies. 
 
Need: The three Sonoma County GSAs are challenged by rapidly changing policies and a lack of 
information/expertise in three areas of GSP development, as follows. First, in response to an 
existing housing shortage combined with the destruction of more than 5,000 homes during the 
2017 wildfires, the County of Sonoma and housing advocates have proposed new policies that 
would intensify housing development in the unincorporated county, including many areas 
served primarily by groundwater. It is unclear what these changes will mean to population 
growth and groundwater use. Second, due to changing climate and market conditions, it is 
unclear where and how much irrigated agriculture –and consequently groundwater use -- will 
expand (or shrink).   Third, several streams and other surface water bodies in the three basins 
(including the Laguna de Santa Rosa) are home to endangered, threatened or sensitive species.  
Information and clarity is needed to determine how, where and when these species are 
impacted by groundwater-surface water interaction. 
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: While the Round 2 Grant Agreement included a robust stakeholder 
engagement process for SMC development, the efforts were focused on larger community 
engagement and did not contemplate the need for focused working groups of key stakeholder 
constituencies.  The need for significant stakeholder input for SMC development was identified 
as a key assumption in the application package submitted by the GSA for the Round 2 GSP 
Grant, which noted that “The development of sustainability management criteria, including 
setting the goal, measureable objectives, interim milestones, minimum thresholds and defining 
undesirable results, is new to groundwater management planning and will require significant 
community input, imparting additional uncertainty to the process and the schedule.”  The input 
from these proposed working groups will reduce this uncertainty and facilitate the GSA’s ability 
to meet the original schedule for SMC development by capturing key information and input for 
SMC development, such as reasonable and vetted land and water use projections and surface 
water and ecosystem needs.    
 
Category (c) GSP Development 
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Task 3 – Improved Groundwater Use Estimates  
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist of assessing previous 
water demand estimates for rural groundwater users and evaluating different methods for 
estimating rural groundwater demands.  Methodologies will include evaluation of existing 
reported groundwater uses from public water supply systems located within the Subbasin, use 
of the County’s parcel database, and the use of remote sensing technologies and aerial 
imagery. 
 
Need: Developing improved information and data management protocols for estimating and 
tracking groundwater use within the Subbasin is necessary for completing and implementing 
the GSPs.  As rural domestic and agricultural groundwater uses represent the majority of the 
total groundwater use in the basins/subbasins, improving and refining water use estimates for 
these uses which are not metered or reported has been identified as a primary technical need.   
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: While the Round 2 Grant Agreement identified the need to better 
estimate these rural groundwater uses, information gained through the fee study conducted 
revealed the need for the additional focused activities included in the Scope of Work.  The 
Scope of Work will be completed in concert with ongoing development and refinement of the 
water budget and the proposed activities described in Task 2, below and will not interfere with 
the timeline for completing the GSP by January 2022.    
 
Task 4 – Land Use Planning and Well Permitting Integration/Coordination  
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will improve the collection, 
compilation and management of groundwater information by Permit Sonoma and establish 
protocols and procedures for the sharing of groundwater information between Permit Sonoma 
and the GSAs in Sonoma County through: 

• Modifications to Permit Sonoma’s well permitting process and database; 
• Updates to Permit Sonoma’s existing Groundwater Monitoring Program; 
• Improvements to datasets for parcel-specific water supply and water use attributes and 

development of protocols and tools to support a Groundwater User Registration 
Program (GURP).  

 
Need: The planning department for Sonoma County (Permit Sonoma) is an important partner 
for development and ultimately implementation of GSPs.  Permit Sonoma is responsible for 
land use planning in the unincorporated County, including development of the County general 
plan and area specific plans.  Permit Sonoma is also responsible for issuing building permits and 
well permits.  Information on existing uses and water supply infrastructure is critical to 
development, and eventually implementation, of the GSP.   
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Recommendations from the Sonoma Valley GSA Technical Advisory Committee regarding 
immediate needs in the southern Sonoma Valley were provided to the Sonoma Valley GSA on 
September 23, 2019. These recommendations included a number of proposed modifications to 
Permit Sonoma’s well permitting and well monitoring programs.  These proposed modifications 
were intended to allow Permit Sonoma to collect and provide more information on water 
supply and use, and groundwater conditions in the basin. 
 
The Santa Rosa Plain GSA is in the process of developing a groundwater user registration 
program (GURP) and both the Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley GSA Boards have directed 
staff to engage in the development of the registration program. The registration program will 
gather information including water supply source and estimated groundwater use for each 
parcel within the GSA jurisdiction.  A “snapshot” of parcel specific water supply and use was 
developed and presented in the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Rate Study 
Report (Raftellis, 2019a).   This report, as well as reports prepared for the Petaluma Valley and 
Sonoma Valley GSAs identified a number of data gaps, including groundwater use by 
commercial users (Raftellis, 2019b and Raftellis, 2019c).  The process also highlighted the need 
to develop a robust database of water supply and groundwater use that is updated regularly 
based on changes in land use, information provided from the public, and other available 
information.  Permit Sonoma is the natural host for this database because of their existing role 
in land use planning and permitting.  Permit Sonoma has a database that tracks hundreds of 
attributes specific to each parcel and permit.  This database will need to be expanded upon to 
host parcel specific water supply and use data and data transfer protocols will need to be 
developed in order to facilitate routine and seamless data sharing and reporting with the GSAs. 
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: While the Round 2 Grant Agreement contemplated close 
coordination between County land use and well permitting agencies throughout GSP 
development, initial work on the GSP, findings and recommendations from the fee study 
conducted in the Subbasin and input from the Advisory Committee and community have helped 
define the additional specific activities proposed in the Scope of Work.  Although these specific 
activities were not scoped out in the Round 2 Grant Agreement, the information sharing and 
data integration proposed in the Scope of Work for this task will facilitate the development of 
the GSP and assist in achieving the timeline by making important information on well 
permitting and groundwater use more consistent and readily available to the GSA. 
 
Category (d): Monitoring/Assessment 
 
Task 5 - Monitoring Network Enhancement – Multilevel Groundwater Monitoring Wells  
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist of the construction, 
development and sampling of four multilevel groundwater monitoring wells within the 
Subbasin at areas of identified data gaps with a focus on locations that provide additional 
information on important features, such as fault zones, basin boundaries and/or proximity to 
areas of substantial groundwater pumping.  In addition to filling these key data gaps, the 
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multilevel monitoring wells will enhance the monitoring network in the Subbasin and will serve 
as representative monitoring points for the GSP.  
 
Need:  Significant spatial (horizontal and vertical) data gaps for basin hydrostratigraphy and 
aquifer-specific properties, groundwater-levels, and water quality exist within all three basins.  
Filling these three-dimensional data gaps in the monitoring network for each primary aquifer is 
considered a high priority data need for completion and implementation of a successful GSP.  
Detailed stratigraphic data, depth-dependent water level and water quality data can be 
obtained through the construction of dedicated multi-level monitoring wells in key areas. 
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: The Round 2 Grant Agreement scope included the assessment of 
existing monitoring networks and data gaps related to the HCM, but did not include scope or 
budget for filling identified data gaps or enhancing the monitoring networks.  Development of 
the initial draft sections of the GSP, including the HCM and assessment of existing monitoring 
networks, has revealed specific data gaps considered integral to better understanding and 
monitoring groundwater conditions in key areas.  The schedule presented in Attachment 5 lays 
out the timeline for completing this task such that information and results will be available for 
incorporation into the GSP. 
 
Task 6 – Pilot Study Geophysics  
 
As described in detail within the Scope of Work, this task will consist pilot study ground-based 
geophysical transects to test the feasibility of this technology to map and monitor the 
distribution of brackish or saline groundwater within the specific hydrogeologic and water 
quality conditions in the southern portions of the Subbasin. 
 
Need:  Sea water intrusion is one of the six sustainability indicators that must be addressed 
within the GSPs for Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley due to those basin’s connection with 
San Pablo Bay.  The interface of the sea water/freshwater interface must be mapped as part of 
the GSP and a monitoring network and program will need to be developed to monitor for 
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives during implementation of the GSP.  Substantial 
data gaps currently exist related to the potential presence and distribution of saline 
groundwater indicative of sea water intrusion: 

• Historical and recent studies by the USGS and others have focused primarily on 
water quality sampling from existing groundwater wells, which are relatively sparse 
in the southern portions of these basins. 

• In addition to sea water, other sources of higher salinity groundwater has been 
documented to occur within the aquifer systems of these two basins, including older 
connate groundwater from Tertiary-aged sedimentary formations and geothermal 
fluids associated with fault zones and the Sonoma Volcanics. 

 
Recent studies and investigations in other areas of the State have indicated that the sea water 
and freshwater interface can be successfully mapped at high spatial and three-dimensional 
resolutions using airborne geophysical techniques, including TEM (cite sources), along the coast 
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of the Pacific Ocean.  However, in Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley, areas that are 
considered to be at risk for sea water intrusion are characterized by relatively large areas (30 to 
40 square miles) of tidal marshlands and reclaimed agricultural lands located between San 
Pablo Bay and the primary areas of groundwater use within the more inland portions of those 
basins, where groundwater has been characterized as brackish in places.  It is uncertain 
whether TEM would be able to distinguish between the mixing of fresh, brackish and saline 
water, which is expected to exhibit a more muted and gradual contrast compared with studies 
conducted along the coast of the Pacific Ocean.  Additionally, the aquifer systems in these areas 
are characterized by abundant deposits of clay with relatively thin interspersed deposits of sand 
and gravel aquifers.   
 
Prior to proposing an expensive data collection program in these areas to map and monitor sea 
water intrusion, there is a need to test the feasibility of this technology for the specific 
hydrogeologic and water quality conditions in these areas.  Therefore, pilot studies of ground-
based geophysical transects are recommended.    
 
Relation to Round 2 Work: As required in the GSP Regulations, the Round 2 Grant Agreement 
scope included the mapping of sea water intrusion based on available data.  As described 
above, due to challenges in discerning the different potential sources of higher salinity 
groundwater in the Subbasin, evaluation of additional investigation and monitoring techniques 
are recommended to inform and guide characterization and monitoring protocols that will be 
proposed in the GSP.  The schedule presented in Attachment 5 lays out the timeline for 
completing this task such that information and results will be available for incorporation into 
the GSP. 
 
Coordination Efforts for GSP Development 
 
The development of the GSP will be closely coordinated with neighboring GSAs in Sonoma 
Valley and the Santa Rosa Plain, as well as local agencies with land use responsibilities including 
the City of Sonoma and the County of Sonoma. In addition to closely coordinating on managing 
and monitoring along shared basin boundaries, resources will be leveraged and shared by the 
three GSAs in Sonoma County to maximize efficiencies, including shared templates and 
methodologies for certain GSP components, outreach resources, grant opportunities, and the 
development of data management system tools and technologies.  

The coordination with neighboring GSAs and land use agencies will be facilitated through the 
following: (1) each of the local agencies with land use responsibilities in the Basin are members 
of the GSA and are represented on the GSA Board; (2) several members of the Petaluma Valley 
GSA (County of Sonoma, Sonoma County Water Agency, and Sonoma Resource Conservation 
District) are also members and represented on the Boards of the two neighboring GSAs in 
Sonoma Valley and the Santa Rosa Plain; (3) the Sonoma County Water Agency is providing 
technical, grant management and outreach services to all three GSAs in Sonoma County 
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through service agreements; and (4) administrators from each of three GSAs meet regularly 
with Water Agency staff to coordinate activities. 

Documentation for the coordination includes the shared website set up for the three GSAs 
(sonomacountygroundwater.org), the Water Agency Service Agreements with each GSA, 
meeting agendas from regional coordination meetings of the administrators and Water Agency 
staff. 
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Presentation Overview

• County default water use rates

• Permitting trends and water use

• Areas where County requires zero net use
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Default Water Use Rates

Indoor - from permit applications 

and reference ET rates

Outdoor - from permit applications 

and similar crop types

DWR use rate for “Other Field” = 1.99 ac-ft/year
Flax, hops, grain sorghum, castor beans, miscellaneous fields, sunflowers, 

hybrid sorghum, millet and sugar cane
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Sonoma County Water 

Agency Transmission

Alexander Valley
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Cannabis Water Use 

Relative Total Use
Santa Rosa Plain Watershed 

Groundwater: 45,000 acre feet

RR Water:  22,000 acre feet

Permitted Cannabis: 56 acre feet

Petaluma Valley Watershed 

Groundwater: 18,000 acre feet

RR Water: 8000 acre feet

Permitted Cannabis: 11 acre feet

Sonoma Valley Watershed

Groundwater: 10,500 acre feet

RR Water: 4700 acre feet

Permitted Cannabis: 14 acre feet
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Permitting and Water Use Trends

Total Number of Permits in County
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Critical Habitat Watersheds – Zero Net Use

• Drought Regulated 

Watersheds

• Phase 1 and Core Coho 

Recovery Areas

• High Habitat Value
• Coho

• Steelhead

• NOT in GSA 

Jurisdictions
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Southern Sonoma Valley – Zero Net Use

• Concern about declining

groundwater levels and

saltwater intrusion

• Area of concern is not

well constrained

Sonoma
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Questions and Discussion
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Sustainable Management Criteria 
Advisory Committee Input: Key Data and Information Needs 

to Support SMC Development 
The three Sonoma County GSA Advisory Committees and staff provided the following list of data and 
information needs to support SMC development (in italics). The third page includes 
comments/questions raised by Advisory Committee members regarding SMC development. To date, 
comments were provided by Fred Allebach (Sonoma Valley, Sonoma Water appointee), Bob Anderson 
(Santa Rosa Plain, agricultural representative), Heidi Bauer (Petaluma Valley, City of Petaluma 
appointee), Jim Bundschu (Sonoma Valley, agricultural representative), Caitlin Cornwell (Sonoma 
Valley, environmental representative), Joe Gaffney (Santa Rosa Plain, business community 
representative), Wayne Haydon (Santa Rosa Plain, Sonoma Resource Conservation District appointee), 
Vicki Hill (Sonoma Valley, at-large community interests) and Robert Pennington (Permit Sonoma staff).  
GSA staff (Staff) also added items or clarifications to address some of the comments and additional 
identified needs. 

Needed for All 
• Defined historical climactic cycles (completed) 
• Monitoring network descriptions and evaluation of potential Representative Monitoring Points 

(under development) 
• Potential Management Areas for Advisory Committee consideration 
• Average population growth in the incorporated and unincorporated county (and basins?) (JG) 
• Projected growth based on housing forecasts, UWMP, and general plans. (VH) 
• Defined projected climatic cycles (CC).  Climate futures needed for model scenario projections 

will be selected in consultation with Advisory Committees (Staff) 
• Tracking planned management actions: Groundwater management planning needs to account 

for intended changes to groundwater and surface water, such as actions to restore Kenwood 
Marsh, or changes to certain alluvial fans in order to increase storage, infiltration, and recharge. 
(CC).  Future projected land use changes that affect surface water and groundwater conditions, 
including planned restoration projects and water demands, will be selected in consultation with 
Advisory Committees and focused workgroups (Staff) 

 

Lowering of Groundwater Levels 
• Groundwater-level hydrographs/contour maps (completed) 
• Groundwater-level trend maps (under development) 
• Maps of well depths/screened intervals (e.g., shallowest depth by square mile) 
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• Number of wells within each basin; water table measurements from November monitoring; 
number of wells with decreasing water tables; number of wells with increasing water tables; 
percentages for each category. Number of wells in different depth categories (JB) 

• Water use for as many wells as possible (JB) 
• Geologic Cross-sections with well and screened intervals. (WH) Well logs with coordinated study 

of core samples to develop three-dimensional knowledge of where groundwater is coming from, 
and to help define basin boundaries (JB) 

• Depth to groundwater for shallow unconfined aquifer for each reporting date. (WH) 
 

Reduction of Groundwater Storage 
• Water Budgets from model, including refined groundwater use estimates (under development) 

o Storage depletion by year and by area maps. Data of total basin capacity and total loss 
to date. Rate of loss calculations by area (FA) 

• Groundwater storage change estimates from Water level data (RP) 
• Groundwater-level hydrographs/contour maps for production simulations? (WH)  These will be 

included with model scenario results (Staff) 
 

Seawater Intrusion (Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley only) 
• Water quality distribution and trend maps for Chloride and TDS (completed) 
• Geochemical and stable istotope data assessments  
• Chloride isoconcentration maps 
• Map of estimated or simulated pumping densities in southern Subbasin 
• Maps that differentiate sea water intrusion in surface and deep water aquifer systems. Maps 

that differentiate between saline intrusion and seawater intrusion.  At-risk area maps.  Maps of 
known deep and surface aquifer wells in current areas of seawater intrusion (FA) 

• Sea level rise forecasts for various climate futures (FA)  Sea level rise forecasts needed for model 
scenario projections will be selected in consultation with Advisory Committees (Staff) 

Degraded Water Quality 
• Water quality distribution and trend maps (completed) 
• List of relevant and existing water quality standards and thresholds 
• List of all types of known contaminants. Sanitation district overflows areas and measurements 

of plumes. Maps of all known contaminant and potential plumes (FA).  Water quality 
information will focus on proposed constituents of concern identified in the Draft GSPs.  
Mapping of all known contaminant and potential plumes will consist of mapping known 
contaminant sites from available regulatory databases. (Staff) 

• Geologic Cross-sections with well and screened intervals and water quality data. (WH) 
• Any negative effects from connate water, deep saline water, or buried bedrock springs? (WH) 
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Land Subsidence 
• Historical subsidence graphs and maps (completed) 
• Any data on depth integrated compaction of aquifers or aquitards?  At what depth is 

compaction/subsidence occurring. (WH) 
• Note any rebound from measured subsidence and cause. (WH) 
• Provide alternative explanations for measured subsidence (subsidence caused by groundwater 

withdrawal vs. subsidence and uplift caused by natural groundwater level changes related to 
drought vs. wet weather). (WH) 

 

Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water 
• Streamflow and stream stage datasets and graphs (completed) 

o Provide Rating curves (Flow vs, Stage) (WH) 
o Does this include data from SEC’s additional stream gages (11 total, most of which are in 

the basin)?  (CC) Streamflow data from all available data sources will be included (Staff) 
 

• Interconnected surface water maps (under development) 
o Should depict losing/gaining reaches and if possible, changes in shallow aquifer 

groundwater levels; relationship between precipitation/groundwater level.  This data 
can be obtained from environmental investigations, with detailed groundwater data. 
(WH) 

o Maps should show locations of interconnection, and also the degree of 
interconnectedness. SEC’s maps have shown this for Sonoma Valley. (CC) 

• Trends in stream channel elevations. Rationale: Lowering of stream channels (incision, occurring 
in much of basin) reduces seepage into groundwater. Aggradation of stream channels (above 
Kenwood, and in lower watershed) increases overbank flooding, which increases groundwater 
recharge. (CC) 

• Maps of groundwater-dependent ecosystems (under development) 
• Maps of well densities/depths within one mile of interconnected surface water with locations 

of known surface water rights/diversions. 
• Maps of simulated pumping from shallow model layers with interconnected surface water 

o Volume of water extracted from these wells, estimated from land use. (CC)  The 
simulated pumping from the computer models is primarily derived from land use 
estimates (Staff) 

• Maps showing losing reaches and where depletions of interconnected surface water may be in 
addition to natural losing reaches. (FA) 

• Any data on effects to wildlife and plant life related to disconnected streams (FA) 
• List of GDE threatened or endangered species, and species of special concern within the basins 

(RP): 
o Spatial data sets of historic and existing habitat areas for each species: 
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 Habitat or species presence seasonally (Example: To my knowledge, coho are not 
present in most low gradient streams within the SRP basin during summer and 
early fall due to elevate temperature and low dissolved oxygen. In what reaches 
are coho present during the dry season when streams are sensitive to 
groundwater conditions?) 

o Habitat requirements of each GDE dependent species seasonally 
o Some source information (would be useful to collaborate with CDFW, NMFS, USFWS, 

etc.) 
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Advisory Committee Comments and Questions 
Regarding SMC Development 

 

The following comments and questions were not specific to current data needs, but speak to the larger 
GSP development or raise provocative questions for thought. 

Fred Allebach: 
 Decide is basin has existing undesirable results – by what measure? 
 How to say if past conditions were ‘average’ or significant and undesirable? By what criteria? 
 Need a Statement of minimum adequacy of monitoring per SMC item. 
 The AC should consider the following potential management areas: Baylands, depletion areas, 

Carneros area where Huichica formation limits wells and quality, saline area. 
 To get back to 2015 levels by 2042? This trumps ‘locally defined’ minimum thresholds? 
 Consider beneficial uses and user: Cause, criteria, potential effects on land use, property 

owners. Will min threshold bar be set lower because of effects on land use and property 
owners? 

 Make a matrix for each indicator, to approach each in a systematic way. 
 Full set/adequate set of 2015-level sustainability indicators for each potential management 

area, in an easy-to-read graphic. 
 We should model for the effects of sea level rise for various climate scenarios in the basin, and 

model for land use in possible Baylands management area. 
 Links to SV Groundwater Management Plan data and statements regarding loss of storage 

Bob Anderson: 
• Regarding surface water (this area raises the most questions):  

o The model produces a number of acre feet leaving the basin - there appears to be an 
assumption that anything less than some target number ends up being viewed as loss 
and attributed to leakage due to declining groundwater levels.  Yet, that same "loss" of 
surface water may be because the city has installed infiltration galleries (the runoff goes 
into the ground, not the stormwater system) or a rural landowner uses mulch or RCDs 
install rock/root wads in streams to slow and sink water that is in the creeks, and it 
doesn't end up being surface water leaving the basin.   

o Also I question the need to map well densities "within one mile of interconnected 
surface water."  At that distance, that map will end up looking pretty much like the 
entire basin.  At the last Advisory Committee meeting during the discussion on the plans 
to install new monitoring wells, the response to "how far" was 40 to 50 feet.  That 
distance was said to be appropriate for the State.  Be interesting to see if a grid that's 
5,280 feet from a stream would register any tickle. 

• As to reduction of groundwater storage - looks like what's being proposed is either more 
promising than the scenarios that were laid out during the power point (updated use estimates 
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to be made down the road as 2.0) or suggestive of work getting to a water budget that will end 
being "from models" though that relies on past work/estimates which all agree are not 
reflective of actual usage. 

• Overall I found this one pager to be a bit of a head scratcher when I reviewed it ahead of the 
Advisory Committee meeting - lays out the State's six categories and as we assume, we will 
have to check all of the State's boxes - however, the detail and depth that will end up being 
required is and remains an open question.  Will likely be more of a continuum and involve an 
iterative process, collecting more/less detail depending on what contributes most to identifying 
actual problems and delivering doable solutions.  It's the kind of document that would benefit 
more from a conversation and exchange than soliciting written feedback. 

Heidi Bauer: 
 I would like to know quantitatively how declines in groundwater levels would impact 

contaminant concentrations. Likely concentrations would increase but is there any 
science/studies that point to how much of an increase would occur? It’s of course based on the 
individual basin parameters so probably not an easy answer and may be that it’s negligible but 
still would be good to know that.  

Jim Bundschu 
 Map/document the potential areas of recycled water use. 
 Create accurate boundaries of any sub-basins. 
 Map/document storm water storage potential. Can DWR help here? 
 Study the role of municipal water districts in achieving sustainability. 

Caitlin Cornwall 
 Would a reevaluation of seepage monitoring locations be helpful here to make sure our 

monitoring stations are providing the most relevant information?  
 Rainfall data beyond the current network, in order to understand differences between 

subbasins/management areas and to reality-check climate projections.  
 Improved streamflow data (not just stage) from the new OneRain stations, and better gaging in 

key tributaries such as Carriger could also be useful. 
 Wet/dry mapping of major tributaries would increase resolution of these maps. Protocol is 

simple, tested in Russian River. 
 

Joe Gaffney 
 Discuss the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) from th California Department of 

Finance, as distributed by ABAG. 
 Include a short discussion of the history of lawsuits that have resulted from cities and the 

county in not meeting their RHNA. 
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Wayne Haydon 
 Rationale for Representative Monitoring Points and New monitoring well 

location/depth/aquifer monitored should be reviewed by AC. 

Vicki Hill 
• We need to factor in the ordinance that allows Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) on single family 

properties, thus increasing the density and associated water use. 
• In addition to needing information on wells that have gone dry, do we have any information on 

wells in danger of going dry? Are there models or projections regarding this issue? That 
information would be helpful to assess trends. 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Feedback:  Key Sustainability Indicators and Significant & Unreasonable Effects 

At its September meeting, the Advisory Committee provided feedback to staff on (1) one or more sustainability indictors that are key to their 
stakeholder groups and (2) what they would NOT want to see happen in the basin (significant and unreasonable effects) regarding those 
indicators. (NOTE:  Martha Murphy and Lindsey Strain provided written statements.) 

Name Stakeholder Group 
Represented 

Key Sustainability 
Indicator(s) 

Significant and Unreasonable Effect 

Drew Buechley Agricultural Groundwater levels 
Groundwater storage 
Water quality 

Heidi Bauer City of Petaluma 
appointee 

Groundwater levels 
Groundwater storage 

Eugene Camozzi North Bay Water 
District appointee 

Clayton Engstrom Rural Residential 
Gary Mickelsen Sonoma County 

appointee 
Seawater intrusion 

Martha Murphy Sonoma Water 
appointee 

Groundwater levels 

Rebecca Ng At-large 
community 

Andy Rodgers Business 
Community 
Interests 

Groundwater levels 
Groundwater storage 
Water quality 
Seawater intrusion 

Summary of Initial Feedback 
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John Shribbs Environmental 
Interests 

Groundwater levels 
Seawater intrusion 
Groundwater storage 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Lindsey Strain Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District 
appointee 

Groundwater levels 

Water quality 

It would be unreasonable for new wells drilled to exceed 5% of 
the number of current wells in the basin. 
Recharge area degradation of 10% of more due to 
development would be unreasonable. 
Water usage on dairies increased by more than 2% per year.  
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Sustainability Goal 
SGMA Statute and Regulations References 

 

SGMA Statute 
UNCODIFIED FINDINGS 
(a) The Legislature finds and declares as follows: 
(1) The people of the state have a primary interest in the protection, management, and 
reasonable beneficial use of the water resources of the state, both surface and underground, 
and that the integrated management of the state’s water resources is essential to meeting its 
water management goals. 
 
CHAPTER 2. Definitions 
10721. DEFINITIONS 
(u) “Sustainability goal” means the existence and implementation of one or more groundwater 
sustainability plans that achieve sustainable groundwater management by identifying and 
causing the implementation of measures targeted to ensure that the applicable basin is 
operated within its sustainable yield. 
 
CHAPTER 5. Powers and Authorities 
10725. Authority Pursuant to This Part Supplementary to Existing Powers 
(b) A groundwater sustainability agency has and may use the powers in this chapter to provide 
the maximum degree of local control and flexibility consistent with the sustainability goals of 
this part. 
 
CHAPTER 6. Groundwater Sustainability Plans  
10727. REQUIREMENT TO DEVELOP GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN FOR MEDIUM- AND 
HIGH-PRIORITY BASINS; FORM OF PLAN  
(a) A groundwater sustainability plan shall be developed and implemented for each medium- or 
high-priority basin by a groundwater sustainability agency to meet the sustainability goal 
established pursuant to this part. The groundwater sustainability plan may incorporate, extend, 
or be based on a plan adopted pursuant to Part 2.75 (commencing with Section 10750).  
 
10727.2. REQUIRED PLAN ELEMENTS  
A groundwater sustainability plan shall include all of the following: 
(b) (1) Measurable objectives, as well as interim milestones in increments of five years, to 
achieve the sustainability goal in the basin within 20 years of the implementation of the plan.  
(2) A description of how the plan helps meet each objective and how each objective is intended 
to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin for long-term beneficial uses of groundwater. 
(3) (A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), at the request of the groundwater sustainability agency, 
the department may grant an extension of up to 5 years beyond the 20-year sustainability 
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timeframe upon a showing of good cause. The department may grant a second extension of up 
to five years upon a showing of good cause if the groundwater sustainability agency has begun 
implementation of the work plan described in clause (iii) of subparagraph (B).  
(B) The department may grant an extension pursuant to this paragraph if the groundwater 
sustainability agency does all of the following:  
(i) Demonstrates a need for an extension.  
(ii) Has made progress toward meeting the sustainability goal as demonstrated by its progress 
at achieving the milestones identified in its groundwater sustainability plan. 
(iii) Adopts a feasible work plan for meeting the sustainability goal during the extension period. 
 
10728.2. PERIODIC REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT 
A groundwater sustainability agency shall periodically evaluate its groundwater sustainability 
plan, assess changing conditions in the basin that may warrant modification of the plan or 
management objectives, and may adjust components in the plan. An evaluation of the plan 
shall focus on determining whether the actions under the plan are meeting the plan’s 
management objectives and whether those objectives are meeting the sustainability goal in the 
basin. 
 
10732.2. STATE ENTITY COOPERATION  
If a groundwater sustainability agency finds that a state entity is not working cooperatively 
regarding implementation of a groundwater sustainability plan, the groundwater sustainability 
agency may file notice with the board regarding its finding. The board shall notice proceedings 
to investigate the finding of the groundwater sustainability agency. If the board determines that 
the failure of the state entity to work cooperatively regarding implementation of a groundwater 
sustainability plan compromises the ability of the groundwater sustainability agency to 
implement the plan in a manner that will likely achieve the sustainability goal, the board may 
direct the state entity to cooperate in the implementation of the groundwater sustainability 
plan unless the state entity indicates its authority for not complying with a groundwater 
sustainability plan in the same manner as subdivision (f) of Section 10735.8. 
 
CHAPTER 10. State Evaluation and Assessment  
10733. DEPARTMENT REVIEW OF PLANS  
(a) The department shall periodically review the groundwater sustainability plans developed by 
groundwater sustainability agencies pursuant to this part to evaluate whether a plan conforms 
with Sections 10727.2 and 10727.4 and is likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin 
covered by the groundwater sustainability plan.  
(b) If a groundwater sustainability agency develops multiple groundwater sustainability plans 
for a basin, the department shall evaluate whether the plans conform with Sections 10727.2, 
10727.4, and 10727.6 and are together likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin 
covered by the groundwater sustainability plans.  
(c) The department shall evaluate whether a groundwater sustainability plan adversely affects 
the ability of an adjacent basin to implement their groundwater sustainability plan or impedes 
achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. 
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10733.8. DEPARTMENT REVIEW OF PLANS AT LEAST EVERY FIVE YEARS  
At least every five years after initial submission of a plan pursuant to Section 10733.4, the 
department shall review any available groundwater sustainability plan or alternative submitted 
in accordance with Section 10733.6, and the implementation of the corresponding 
groundwater sustainability program for consistency with this part, including achieving the 
sustainability goal. The department shall issue an assessment for each basin for which a plan or 
alternative has been submitted in accordance with this chapter, with an emphasis on assessing 
progress in achieving the sustainability goal within the basin. The assessment may include 
recommended corrective actions to address any deficiencies identified by the department. 
 
CHAPTER 11. State Intervention 
10735.2. DESIGNATION OF PROBATIONARY BASINS BY STATE WATER BOARD  
(a) The board, after notice and a public hearing, may designate a high- or medium-priority basin 
as a probationary basin, if the board finds one or more of the following applies to the basin: 
 
(3) The basin is subject to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 10720.7 and after January 
31, 2020, the department, in consultation with the board, determines that a groundwater 
sustainability plan is inadequate or that the groundwater sustainability program is not being 
implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the sustainability goal. 
 
(5) The basin is subject to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 10720.7, and either of the 
following have occurred:  
(A) After January 31, 2022, both of the following have occurred:  
(i) The department, in consultation with the board, determines that a groundwater 
sustainability plan is inadequate or that the groundwater sustainability plan is not being 
implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the sustainability goal.  
(ii) The board determines that the basin is in a condition of long-term overdraft.  
(B) After January 31, 2025, both of the following have occurred:  
(i) The department, in consultation with the board, determines that a groundwater 
sustainability plan is inadequate or that the groundwater sustainability plan is not being 
implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the sustainability goal.  
(ii) The board determines that the basin is in a condition where groundwater extractions result 
in significant depletions of interconnected surface waters. 
 
(d) If the board finds that litigation challenging the formation of a groundwater sustainability 
agency prevented its formation before July 1, 2017, pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) 
or prevented a groundwater sustainability program from being implemented in a manner likely 
to achieve the sustainability goal pursuant to paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of subdivision (a), the 
board shall not designate a basin as a probationary basin for a period of time equal to the delay 
caused by the litigation.  
(e) The board shall exclude from probationary status any portion of a basin for which a 
groundwater sustainability agency demonstrates compliance with the sustainability goal. 
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10735.8. INTERIM PLANS 
(e) The board shall include in its interim plan a groundwater sustainability plan, or any element 
of a plan, that the board finds complies with the sustainability goal for that portion of the basin 
or would help meet the sustainability goal for the basin. Where, in the judgment of the board, 
an adjudication action can be relied on as part of the interim plan, either throughout the basin 
or in an area within the basin, the board may rely on, or incorporate elements of, that 
adjudication into the interim plan adopted by the board. 
 
GSP Emergency Regulations 
CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS 
TITLE 23. WATERS 
DIVISION 2. DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
CHAPTER 1.5. GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT 
SUBCHAPTER 2. GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLANS 
 
ARTICLE 1. Introductory Provisions 
§ 350.4. General Principles 
Consistent with the State’s interest in groundwater sustainability through local 
management, the following general principles shall guide the Department in the 
implementation of these regulations. 
(a) Groundwater conditions must be adequately defined and monitored to demonstrate that 
a Plan is achieving the sustainability goal for the basin, and the Department will evaluate 
the level of detail provided considering the basin setting. 
 
(f) A Plan will be evaluated, and its implementation assessed, consistent with the objective 
that a basin be sustainably managed within 20 years of Plan implementation without 
adversely affecting the ability of an adjacent basin to implement its Plan or achieve and 
maintain its sustainability goal over the planning and implementation horizon. 
 
(s) “Measurable objectives” refer to specific, quantifiable goals for the maintenance or 
improvement of specified groundwater conditions that have been included in an adopted 
Plan to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin. 
 
ARTICLE 5. Plan Contents 
SUBARTICLE 3. Sustainable Management Criteria 
§ 354.24 Sustainability goal 
Each Agency shall establish in its Plan a sustainability goal for the basin that culminates 
in the absence of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline. 
The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from 
the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures that 
will be implemented to ensure that the basin will be operated within its sustainable yield, 
and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20 years of 
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Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and 
implementation horizon. 
 
§ 354.30. Measurable Objectives 
(a) Each Agency shall establish measurable objectives, including interim milestones in 
increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of 
Plan implementation and to continue to sustainably manage the groundwater basin over 
the planning and implementation horizon. 
 
(e) Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the 
basin within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones 
for each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable 
objective, in increments of five years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to 
maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation 
horizon. 
 
SUBARTICLE 4. Monitoring Networks 
§ 354.34. Monitoring Network 
(f) The Agency shall determine the density of monitoring sites and frequency of 
measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends based 
upon the following factors: 
(1) Amount of current and projected groundwater use. 
(2) Aquifer characteristics, including confined or unconfined aquifer conditions, or other 
physical characteristics that affect groundwater flow. 
(3) Impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater and land uses and property 
interests affected by groundwater production, and adjacent basins that could affect the 
ability of that basin to meet the sustainability goal. 
(4) Whether the Agency has adequate long-term existing monitoring results or other 
technical information to demonstrate an understanding of aquifer response. 
 
§ 354.38. Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network 
(a) Each Agency shall review the monitoring network and include an evaluation in the Plan 
and each five-year assessment, including a determination of uncertainty and whether there 
are data gaps that could affect the ability of the Plan to achieve the sustainability goal for 
the basin. 
 
SUBARTICLE 5. Projects and Management Actions 
§ 354.42. Introduction to Projects and Management Actions 
This Subarticle describes the criteria for projects and management actions to be included in 
a Plan to meet the sustainability goal for the basin in a manner that can be maintained 
over the planning and implementation horizon. 
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§ 354.44. Projects and Management Actions 
(a) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions the 
Agency has determined will achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, including projects 
and management actions to respond to changing conditions in the basin. 
 
ARTICLE 6. Department Evaluation and Assessment 
§ 355.4. Criteria for Plan Evaluation 
The basin shall be sustainably managed within 20 years of the applicable statutory 
deadline consistent with the objectives of the Act. The Department shall evaluate an 
adopted Plan for compliance with this requirement as follows: 
 
(b) The Department shall evaluate a Plan that satisfies the requirements of Subsection (a) 
to determine whether the Plan, either individually or in coordination with other Plans, 
complies with the Act and substantially complies with the requirements of this Subchapter. 
Substantial compliance means that the supporting information is sufficiently detailed and 
the analyses sufficiently thorough and reasonable, in the judgment of the Department, to 
evaluate the Plan, and the Department determines that any discrepancy would not 
materially affect the ability of the Agency to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, or 
the ability of the Department to evaluate the likelihood of the Plan to attain that goal. 
When evaluating whether a Plan is likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, 
the Department shall consider the following: 
(1) Whether the assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the 
sustainability goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, 
and interim milestones are reasonable and supported by the best available information 
and best available science. 
 
(7) Whether the Plan will adversely affect the ability of an adjacent basin to implement 
its Plan or impede achievement of its sustainability goal. 
 
§ 355.6. Periodic Review of Plan by Department 
(a) The Department shall periodically review an approved Plan to ensure the Plan, as 
implemented, remains consistent with the Act and in substantial compliance with this 
Subchapter, and is being implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the 
sustainability goal for the basin. 
 
(c) The Department shall consider the following in determining whether a Plan and its 
implementation remain consistent with the Act: 
(1) Whether the exceedances of any minimum thresholds or failure to meet any interim 
milestones are likely to affect the ability of the Agency to achieve the sustainability goal 
for the basin 
 
(e) The Department may request from the Agency any information the Department deems 
necessary to evaluate the progress toward achieving the sustainability goal and the 
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potential for adverse effects on adjacent basins. 
 
§ 355.8. Department Review of Annual Reports 
The Department shall review annual reports as follows: 
(c) The Department shall review information contained in the annual report to determine 
whether the Plan is being implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the 
sustainability goal for the basin, pursuant to Section 355.6. 
 
ARTICLE 7. Annual Reports and Periodic Evaluations by the Agency 
§ 356.4. Periodic Evaluation by Agency 
Each Agency shall evaluate its Plan at least every five years and whenever the Plan is 
amended, and provide a written assessment to the Department. The assessment shall 
describe whether the Plan implementation, including implementation of projects and 
management actions, are meeting the sustainability goal in the basin, and shall include the 
following: 
(a) A description of current groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability 
indicator relative to measurable objectives, interim milestones and minimum thresholds. 
(b) A description of the implementation of any projects or management actions, and the 
effect on groundwater conditions resulting from those projects or management actions. 
(c) Elements of the Plan, including the basin setting, management areas, or the 
identification of undesirable results and the setting of minimum thresholds and measurable 
objectives, shall be reconsidered and revisions proposed, if necessary. 
(d) An evaluation of the basin setting in light of significant new information or changes in 
water use, and an explanation of any significant changes. If the Agency’s evaluation shows 
that the basin is experiencing overdraft conditions, the Agency shall include an assessment 
of measures to mitigate that overdraft. 
(e) A description of the monitoring network within the basin, including whether data gaps 
exist, or any areas within the basin are represented by data that does not satisfy the 
requirements of Sections 352.4 and 354.34(c). The description shall include the following: 
(1) An assessment of monitoring network function with an analysis of data collected to 
date, identification of data gaps, and the actions necessary to improve the monitoring 
network, consistent with the requirements of Section 354.38. 
(2) If the Agency identifies data gaps, the Plan shall describe a program for the 
acquisition of additional data sources, including an estimate of the timing of that 
acquisition, and for incorporation of newly obtained information into the Plan. 
(3) The Plan shall prioritize the installation of new data collection facilities and analysis 
of new data based on the needs of the basin. 
(f) A description of significant new information that has been made available since Plan 
adoption or amendment, or the last five-year assessment. The description shall also include 
whether new information warrants changes to any aspect of the Plan, including the 
evaluation of the basin setting, measurable objectives, minimum thresholds, or the criteria 
defining undesirable results. 
(g) A description of relevant actions taken by the Agency, including a summary of 
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regulations or ordinances related to the Plan. 
(h) Information describing any enforcement or legal actions taken by the Agency in 
furtherance of the sustainability goal for the basin. 
(i) A description of completed or proposed Plan amendments. 
(j) Where appropriate, a summary of coordination that occurred between multiple Agencies 
in a single basin, Agencies in hydrologically connected basins, and land use agencies. 
(k) Other information the Agency deems appropriate, along with any information required 
by the Department to conduct a periodic review as required by Water Code Section 10733. 
 
ARTICLE 8. Interagency Agreements 
§ 357.2. Interbasin Agreements 
Two or more Agencies may enter into an agreement to establish compatible sustainability 
goals and understanding regarding fundamental elements of the Plans of each Agency as 
they relate to sustainable groundwater management. Interbasin agreements may be 
included in the Plan to support a finding that implementation of the Plan will not adversely 
affect an adjacent basin’s ability to implement its Plan or impede the ability to achieve its 
sustainability goal. Interbasin agreements should facilitate the exchange of technical 
information between Agencies and include a process to resolve disputes concerning the 
interpretation of that information. Interbasin agreements may include any information the 
participating Agencies deem appropriate, such as the following: 
(a) General information: 
(1) Identity of each basin participating in and covered by the terms of the agreement. 
(2) A list of the Agencies or other public agencies or other entities with groundwater 
management responsibilities in each basin. 
(3) A list of the Plans, Alternatives, or adjudicated areas in each basin. 
(b) Technical information: 
(1) An estimate of groundwater flow across basin boundaries, including consistent and 
coordinated data, methods and assumptions. 
(2) An estimate of stream-aquifer interactions at boundaries. 
(3) A common understanding of the geology and hydrology of the basins and the 
hydraulic connectivity as it applies to the Agency’s determination of groundwater flow 
across basin boundaries and description of the different assumptions utilized by 
different Plans and how the Agencies reconciled those differences. 
(4) Sustainable management criteria and a monitoring network that would confirm that 
no adverse impacts result from the implementation of the Plans of any party to the 
agreement. If minimum thresholds or measurable objectives differ substantially 
between basins, the agreement should specify how the Agencies will reconcile those 
differences and manage the basins to avoid undesirable results. The Agreement should 
identify the differences that the parties consider significant and include a plan and 
schedule to reduce uncertainties to collectively resolve those uncertainties and 
differences. 
(c) A description of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that 
are parties to the agreement. 
(d) Interbasin agreements submitted to the Department shall be posted on the 
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Department’s website. 
 
§ 357.4. Coordination Agreements 
(a) Agencies intending to develop and implement multiple Plans pursuant to Water Code 
Section 10727(b)(3) shall enter into a coordination agreement to ensure that the Plans are 
developed and implemented utilizing the same data and methodologies, and that elements 
of the Plans necessary to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin are based upon 
consistent interpretations of the basin setting. 
 
SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE - DRAFT 11/2017 
California Department of Water Resources - Sustainable Groundwater Management Program 
 
This BMP characterizes the relationship between the different sustainable management criteria 
– the sustainability goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, and measurable objectives – 
and describes best management practices for developing these criteria as part of a 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). 
 
GSP Regulations collect together several requirements of a GSP under the heading of 
“Sustainable Management Criteria” in Subarticle 3 of Article 5. Sustainable management criteria 
include:  

• Sustainability goal  
• Undesirable Results  
• Minimum Thresholds  
• Measurable Objectives  

 
SGMA REQUIREMENT TO QUANTIFY SUSTAINABILITY 
As described in SGMA, sustainable conditions within a basin are achieved when GSAs meet 
their sustainability goal and demonstrate the basin is being operated within its sustainable 
yield. Sustainable yield can only be reached if the basin is not experiencing undesirable results. 
 
Minimum Thresholds 
Minimum thresholds should be set at levels that do not impede adjacent basins from meeting 
their minimum thresholds or sustainability goals. 
(3) How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in 
adjacent basins or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.  
 
UNDESIRABLE RESULTS 
Undesirable results will be used by the Department to determine whether the sustainability 
goal has been achieved within the basin. 
 
Experiencing Undesirable Results 
Failing to eliminate undesirable results within 20 years, or failing to implement a GSP to achieve 
the sustainability goal established for a basin, will result in the Department deeming the GSP 
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inadequate and could result in State Water Resources Control Board intervention. Failing to 
meet interim milestones could indicate that the GSA is unlikely to achieve the sustainability 
goal in the basin. 
 
MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES 
Measurable objectives are quantitative goals that reflect the basin’s desired groundwater 
conditions and allow the GSA to achieve the sustainability goal within 20 years. 
 
In addition to the measurable objective, interim milestones must be defined in five-year 
increments16 at each representative monitoring site using the same metrics as the measurable 
objective, as illustrated in Figure 14. These interim milestones are used by GSAs and the 
Department to track progress toward meeting the basin’s sustainability goal. Interim 
milestones must be coordinated with projects and management actions proposed by the GSA 
to achieve the sustainability goal. 
 
The Department will periodically (at least every five years) review GSPs to determine, among 
other items, whether failure to meet interim milestones is likely to affect the ability of the 
GSA(s) in a basin to achieve the sustainability goal. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY GOAL  
GSAs must develop a sustainability goal that is applicable to the entire basin. If multiple GSPs 
are developed for a single basin, then the sustainability goal must be presented in the 
basinwide coordination agreement.  
 
The sustainability goal should succinctly state the GSA’s objectives and desired conditions of the 
groundwater basin, how the basin will get to that desired condition, and why the measures 
planned will lead to success.  
 
Unlike the other sustainable management criteria, the sustainability goal is not quantitative. 
Rather, it is supported by the locally-defined minimum thresholds and undesirable results. 
Demonstration of the absence of undesirable results supports a determination that basin is 
operating within its sustainable yield and, thus, that the sustainability goal has been achieved.  
 
GSA’s should consider the following when developing their sustainability goal:  

• Goal description. The goal description should qualitatively state the GSA’s objective or 
mission statement for the basin. The goal description should summarize the overall 
purpose for sustainably managing groundwater resources and reflect local economic, 
social, and environmental values within the basin.  

• Discussion of measures. The sustainability goal should succinctly summarize the 
measures that will be implemented. This description of measures should be consistent 
with, but may be less detailed than, the description of projects and management actions 
proposed in the GSP. Examples of measures a GSA could implement include demand 
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reduction and development of groundwater recharge projects. The goal should affirm 
that these measures will lead to operation of the basin within its sustainable yield.  

• Explanation of how the goal will be achieved in 20 years. The sustainability goal should
describe how implementation of the measures will result in sustainability. For example,
if the measures include demand reduction and implementation of groundwater
recharge projects, then the goal would explain how those measures will lead to
sustainability (e.g., they will raise groundwater levels above some threshold values and
eliminate or reduce future land subsidence).

Note that most of the sustainability goal can only be finalized after minimum thresholds and 
undesirable results have been defined, projects and management actions have been identified, 
and the projected impact of those projects and management actions on groundwater 
conditions have been evaluated. Therefore, completion of the sustainability goal will likely be 
one of the final components of GSP development. 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
First Draft Groundwater Sustainability Goal 

 
 
Proposed First Draft PV GSA Groundwater Sustainability Plan Sustainability Goal: 
Sustainably manage, protect and enhance groundwater resources through a diverse portfolio of 
projects and management actions that ensure clean and plentiful groundwater for beneficial uses 
and users in an environmentally sound, economical, and equitable manner for generations to 
come. 
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