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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

 February 10, 2021 | Summary 

Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator 
Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov  Phone: (707) 524-8378 

Next Meeting: March 10, 2021 - 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. - via Zoom  
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, opened the meeting at 4:02 p.m. and Heidi Bauer, Chair, welcomed Peter Kiel, 
new Advisory Committee member, who in turn, introduced himself. The meeting participants then 
introduced themselves to Mr. Kiel. 

Public Comment 
None. 

Agenda and 2021 Meeting Schedule Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Objective: Review 2021 schedule modifications as needed; confirm January 11 meeting summary. 

Ann DuBay presented the 2021 meeting schedule, mentioning it would be a busy period ahead with 
homework between this and the March meeting. 

No changes were requested to the January 11, 2021 meeting summary; it will be posted as presented. 

GSP Section 1 Document Review Summary 
Objective: Review feedback received to date on Section 1 GSP. Solicit AC input on review process. 

Ann DuBay gave an overview of comments received from some of the Advisory Committee members. Most 
comments were positive. Advisory Committee members in other basins have requested a roadmap of the 
document in the introduction. No one loves the comment form, it will be changed but not in time for Section 
2 review. DuBay said it was critical to make comments on the upcoming sections when they become 
available for review rather than waiting to comment when the Plan is near completion. Please 
review/provide comments to staff. 

Questions/Comments 
Drew Buechley (chat) – It would be easier to have a platform for commenting on each page versus 
collating each page. I'll look for the tech I am thinking of that allows you to place stickies on each page. 

mailto:Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov
http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/
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Water Budget Update 
Objective: Provide overview of water budget and next steps  

Marcus Trotta kicked off the Water Budget topic. We have been relying on a U.S. Geological Survey in 
Petaluma Valley which is close to being published. As part of the multi-year project, the USGS has 
developed a groundwater flow model for the basin which we are using to develop our water budgets for 
the GSP. Staff has been working hard on getting it ready for the GSP. The historical and current water 
portions are complete. Staff is now starting work on 50-year projected water budget, incorporating 
some of the water demand and climate assumptions we reviewed at our last meeting. 

Andy Rich, Technical Staff, followed with a summary of our current water budget. 

Questions/Comments 
Eugene Camozzi – Since the last meeting, I spoke with Tad Bedegrew and DWR. We went over the 
acreage. Bedegrew sent me a revised list for 2016, have you received it from him? 

Andy Rich – Yes, and to the best of our ability we have incorporated the new numbers into the 
model. 
Camozzi – Then why are the numbers still off? The irrigated grain was down to 125 acres. One 
can’t tell the difference between wastewater irrigation and irrigation. The pasture was down to 
137 acres on the revised list. Everything else was taken off. 
Rich – If you refer to the black/white table, we are a little high on the grains. We can’t just take 
their new numbers as we need geographically specific information on where things are irrigated 
or non-irrigated. Overall, we are overshooting grains a little bit but compared to the 2012 data 
set, we are not overshooting. We are undershooting irrigated pastures. 
Camozzi – Could I go over the numbers with you at some time? 
Lisa Porta – The model is smart that it includes recycled water and groundwater irrigation, we 
aren’t distinguishing it in the table. Regarding the slight discrepancies, we are within ‘the noise’ 
of the acreage; the model is not at the parcel level, it is cells. 
Sam Magilll – We will make sure to get a meeting set up to address the discrepancies. 

Buechley – It seems like it would be relevant to know the percentage of groundwater versus surface 
water versus recycled water. We should apply some percentages to know where the water is coming 
from. We have roughly 4,000 acres of vineyards in the Petaluma Gap. Most of that is getting frost 
protection or irrigation from surface water. It is a crop type that demands lots of water and when it 
needs it, it is difficult to pull from the ground. Re cannabis – looking at long term data, California is 
projecting huge tax revenue from cannabis. There are roughly 50 acres of cannabis total in the county 
now. Approximately 200- 500 acres would like to be permitted. If you look at the perception of water 
use for cannabis, we should have some sort of written summary on why it is being dismissed. It is a hot 
button for some of the public and vineyard communities. 

Trotta – Re cannabis, we have reached out to Permit Sonoma to get additional data and have 
received updated numbers from the county through 2019. They are working on getting us 
updated water use estimates for all three basins through 2020. 
Rich – We do account for recycled water and surface water diversions in the model. Here we are 
only showing the update of irrigation status. 
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Buechley (chat) – Are these irrigated by groundwater or just irrigated? It is a major driver for vineyard 
folks. It is only relevant to the model if it is groundwater irrigated. 

John Shribbs (chat) - Does this include creamery, brewing, poultry processing, vineyards, wineries? 
Rich – Vineyards are estimated by the Farm Process package. There are likely some types of 
water use that we aren’t capturing. 
Shribbs (chat) – Did you match known wells to non-irrigated pasture?  

Trotta (chat) – The data sets that Andy Rich is showing are those that are based on the land use 
mapping. Any pumping reported by wineries, breweries, and other commercial users to the City of 
Petaluma or State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water (for public water supply 
systems) is also included in the model under Municipal and Industrial (M&I) pumping. 

Buechley (chat) – I did not see vineyards listed. 

Buechley (chat) – The only people I am aware of that irrigate pastures at any scale are the ones working 
with recycled water, at scale - that is. Vineyards are mostly surface water. 

Rich – That is generally reflective of the input we incorporated into the model. 

Andy Rodgers (chat) – On the outflows slide, it shows an outflow component to the Wilson Grove. What 
is this based on as I thought Wilson Grove flow was generally considered inflow to Petaluma Valley? 

Rich (chat) – Overall, Wilson grove is a net inflow boundary. 

Rodgers – What are the next steps on this? 
Trotta – Andy Rich and his team are taking the water use assumptions we presented at the 
Advisory Committee meeting in January and incorporating those into the model along with the 
climate future into our 50-year water budget. Then we will plan to report out on that in March 
at our next Advisory Committee meeting. It will serve as a future baseline. 

SMC for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels 
Objective: Provide update on draft SMC for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels, including AC 
feedback received to date. 

Marcus Trotta presented the proposed approach for setting preliminary Minimum Thresholds and 
Measurable Objectives for chronic lowering of groundwater levels and described next steps. He 
mentioned some initial ideas for Undesirable Results options, the goal being to provide options for the 
GSA Board to consider. He asked for input from the Advisory Committee on the methodology. Trotta 
said he would incorporate the input received today and bring back a proposal to the March meeting. If 
you have any additional input after today’s meeting, provide it to staff by Friday, February 19. 

Questions/Comments 
Clayton Engstrom – It is terrific you found more than 440 wells. Now you have many more than that. If it 
is going to be a percentage of our monitoring wells, we only have 14 monitoring wells. So, you are going 
to be looking at four wells (25% of the wells) showing signs of degradation? 
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Trotta – If you were to base your Undesirable Results on Minimum Thresholds exceedances 
occurring in 25% of your well, it would be four of the 16 in the basin. The Representative 
Monitoring Points are meant to be representative of basin conditions throughout an area. 
Engstrom – Then I think 25% is a good number. I would hope they aren’t next to each other. We 
can’t be judging if it is a drought year, so if it is normal rainfall and there still is a decline, maybe 
that is a cause for concern. 

Bauer (chat) – How about 25% for two years in a row in not a drought year? 

Becky Ng (chat) – I agree with Heidi Bauer’s suggestion. 

Rodgers – Is there any anticipation there will be additional value in the USGS study? 
Trotta – We have gotten copies of the draft report and are utilizing whatever information we 
can in the draft Plan so far. 

Lindsey Strain (chat) – I think going for the alternative option, to allow for some wiggle room for 
improvement would be better. We wouldn't have to go into immediate remediation and could instead 
investigate different project needs. 

Strain (chat) – Option #1 but add in a "during average rainfall years" or "except during two consecutive 
years of lowered rainfall levels" to be able to account for fluctuations during wet or dry years. 

Bauer (chat) – Can you remind us why we are omitting shallow water wells (<40')? 
Trotta – In looking through our well data base, most of the wells showing up in there, there a lot 
of issues with DWR’s database, it seems there still are some monitoring wells in there. Some 
well logs go back to the 40’s/50’s, many of the wells are no longer in use.  

Bauer (chat) – I am curious as to what the other basins are doing? 
Trotta – The other two basins are leaning in similar ways. Lots of people like having a 
consecutive year component, and have similar ideas accounting for water year types. They are 
trending in a similar direction overall with respect to methodology. 
Porta – Other basins throughout the state: Generally similar considerations as here. Some of the 
very over-drafted basins will let their water level drop and assuming that whatever the levels 
are in 2042, that is what they will manage to. 

Strain (chat) – Maybe we could add in a "drought" consideration: If a decline occurs that is 
uncharacteristic during a drought, a Minimum Threshold could be triggered as well? Example: non 
drought year, well is stagnant.  1st drought year, drops 10%, then next year with same rainfall as the 1st 
drought year, drops another 25%. 

Porta – Good consideration. It is OK to add some language in the Undesirable Result text about a 
drought condition. 

Rodgers (chat) – I like the hybrid option and Advisory Committee suggestions to have multiple factors to 
account for extreme weather. Given this SMC is likely a proxy for other SMC, it’s important we reflect 
the complexity of potential causes. 
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Shribbs (chat) – Besides drought, are we anticipating saltwater intrusion from rising seas? The San 
Francisco Estuary Institute model says the whole marsh will turn into a mudflat with lots more saltwater 
entering. Is there a combination of longer drought, and seawater? The combination might be influencing 
some of the wells in the southern part of the basin. 

Trotta – Sea level rise will be put into our 50-year projected water budget to provide some ideas 
as to how that might impact groundwater levels along the margins. The model doesn’t simulate 
water quality. This is something we will better understand and characterize with our seawater 
SMC. 

If you have any additional input, provide it to staff by email by Friday, February 19. 

SMC for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water Update 
Objective: Provide update on draft SMC for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water, including AC and 
practitioner work group feedback received to date. 

Marcus Trotta said there is a practitioner workgroup helping develop this SMC. They most recently met 
on January 26. At the last meeting, they revisited the Significant and Unreasonable statement, received 
recommendations on Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objective methodology, discussed options 
for Undesirable Results, developed a list of initial data gaps and future recommended activities for the 
implementation plan. We are hoping to have our final meeting next week to review our draft Minimum 
Thresholds and Measurable Objectives, and more fully develop the recommendations on Undesirable 
Results and data gaps. We hope to present the findings at the March Advisory Committee meeting and 
then go for Board approval on March 25. Trotta then presented the revised strawman Significant and 
Unreasonable statement: 

“Significant and unreasonable depletion of surface water from interconnected streams occurs when 
surface water depletion, caused by groundwater pumping within the Basin/Subbasin, exceeds historical 
depletion or adversely impacts the viability of groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) or other 
beneficial users of surface water.” 

Trotta described the potential methodology for determining Interconnected Surface Water SMC and 
then presented the Undesirable Result statement before outlining next steps.  

Questions/Comments 
Shribbs (chat) – Does model look only at how groundwater pumping affects surface water rather than 
opposite? Surface water is streams, creeks, lakes, ag ponds, etc.? 

Peter Kiel (chat) – What groundwater dependent ecosystems are there in this basin? I question whether 
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) mapped groundwater dependent ecosystems here are groundwater-
dependent, as opposed to primarily surface water dependents. 

Trotta – For groundwater dependent eco-system mapping we also had a workgroup. We 
identified two different groups – aquatic species and riparian vegetation; I can send you a link to 
the presentation. We also used Sonoma County vegetation mapping in those areas dependent 
on shallow groundwater. 
Kiel (chat) – Thanks for clarifying. I would appreciate that information at your convenience. 
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Rodgers (chat) - Does the DWR rep on the workgroup offer insights to how they are interpreting 
'compliance' with this SMC based on reviewing critical basin GSP's that were submitted last year? 

Trotta – What we have heard from our DWR representative at that meeting is that we are doing 
great work on our analysis and are on a good pathway; he has been very helpful. He 
acknowledged we need to set Sustainable Management Criteria for these criteria if we have 
interconnected surface water. We can adapt later, if we detail how we are going to do it, in the 
Plan. 

Camozzi – Who is our DWR representative? 
Trotta – Tad Bedegrew. He attends these meetings when he can, and he has a backup. For the 
Surface Water Depletion SMC, Andrew Renshaw is participating in the Surface Water Depletion 
workshop. 

DuBay (chat) – We should have the work group meeting summaries and presentations online next week. 
We can send a link to you. 

Shribbs (chat) – I am still trying to understand what this means in real terms. How does groundwater 
pumping affect surface waters versus the other way around? Translating this into location where we 
have fish or vegetation that might be impacted by groundwater, I would like clarification as to what this 
means. Water flow from the dam would have 95% more influence than groundwater. 

Trotta – We are in the process of mapping out where interconnected surface water exists in the 
basin. Those are the areas where there is potential for groundwater pumping to affect those 
streams and habitats. In Santa Rosa Plain, we used the model to identify what segments of 
streams are most vulnerable to groundwater pumping so we can prioritize those areas. The 
initial mapping that has been done can provide some clues, but we have more work to do. 
Shribbs – Here in Petaluma we have a tidal slough that goes past downtown where the outlet 
mall is. With tidal slough, what is affected? Where in the Petaluma Valley would you have 
surface water affected by groundwater pumping? A lot of marshland could be most affected by 
a combination of groundwater and tidal waters where it blends. I can’t see where groundwater 
will be affected in Petaluma. 
Trotta – We will take that into consideration. The tidal areas are being looked at as potential 
groundwater dependent ecosystems as well; that will help address your comment. 
Magill – Mapping is still underway and will be shared with you. 

Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee – AC to ask questions if needed. 

Marcus Trotta gave an update on permitted cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County. 

Questions/Comments 
Buechley (chat) - The estimates I have seen are from three to 10-acre feet per year, per acre. I haven’t 
heard anything back from Permit Sonoma. From a few published things, it looks like there are about 50 
acres currently. On the low side, Napa is using about three and on the high side, I have even seen ten. 
Our county is looking to go with a low range, about one-acre feet/year. It is a little confusing that there 
is such a big range. 4,000 acres is correct for Petaluma Gap. Most people don’t use groundwater in 
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Petaluma Gap. I don’t have any statistics on the vineyard side but the two are closely correlated, more 
closely than they should be when it comes to groundwater. Groundwater is much easier to source and 
get a permit. It takes several years to permit surface water. I can circulate the Napa report. I sourced a 
few numbers, there is a great deal of controversy with that big a range. 

Trotta – We can put you in contact with Robert Pennington at Permit Sonoma, we have been 
working with him. I think he is the one who came up with the two-acre feet. 

Shribbs (chat) – Petaluma Gap is listing 4,000 acres of vineyard and Carneros has over 9,000 acres, and 
both are growing so future vines will have lots more impact.  

Strain (chat) - Maybe Drew Buechley can share the articles, so it’s not generalizations. 
Buechley (chat) – https://www.winebusiness.com/content/file/9111_Report_082019.pdf 

Peter Kiel – I confirm some of the things Drew Buechley said. The amount of water use for cannabis is 
highly variable and depends on site and cultivation properties. I have worked on a few properties that 
use as little as two-acre feet, some use much more. It is incredibly difficult to get through the state 
process. The county just released a draft ordinance not yet for public review. The basic county approach 
is to make it harder to cultivate in the hills closer to streams. Moving forward, I think you will see a 
handful of corporate grows when the county allows it, and less of the smaller private grows. It is difficult 
to get good statistics on where this is heading. 

Rich (chat) – Adding to Peter Kiel’s point, the numbers Marcus Trotta presented are for county 
permitted grows. but do not indicate if those have received their state permits. So, actual 
numbers are likely smaller than those he presented. 

Marcus Trotta gave a preview of Reduction of the Groundwater Storage SMC. Staff has developed a 
handout that will be provided following this meeting by email and hopes to have a more detailed 
proposal for our next Advisory Committee meeting. Trotta also provided next steps for Projects/Actions 
and shared the idea of grouping conceptual Projects/Actions. 

Andrea Rodriguez – The Rural Residential Outreach survey closed on January 15 and we had a 15% 
response rate. We are currently setting up a meeting with SCI, the consulting firm, and our board liaison 
in the next few weeks to get the results and data from the survey. That will lead us into our next steps, 
which are the analysis of the survey and focus groups. We'll be bringing information to the Board on 
February 25. 

Review Meeting Action Items and Discuss March Meeting Agenda 
Sam Magill mentioned the next Advisory Committee meeting will be Wednesday, March 10 at 4:30 p.m. 
via Zoom. 

Action items: 
 We will follow up with an email including links to the Representative Monitoring Point

documents and general assignments for material you received today.
 Look for an email next week with a link to Section 2 of the GSP, for review and comments.
 The next Board meeting is March 25 at 4:00 p.m.

https://www.winebusiness.com/content/file/9111_Report_082019.pdf
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Ann DuBay and Heidi Bauer thanked everyone for their participation and feedback. The meeting 
adjourned at 6:29 p.m. 

Attendees 
Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom 
Drew Buechley 
Eugene Camozzi 
Gary Mickelson – joined later 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Lindsey Strain 
Peter Kiel 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng – joined 4:15 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse – joined later 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Lisa Porta, Montgomery & Associates, Technical Consultant 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recording meeting notes) 

Facilitator 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

Members of Public 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 
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