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Petaluma  Valley  Groundwater  Sustainability  Agency 
Board Meeting Minutes 

February  25,  2021  | 4:00 p.m. 
Location: Zoom 

http://www.petalumavalleygroundwater.org  

Agenda  
1. Call to  Order  and  Roll Call 
Chairman David Rabbitt  called the meeting to  order  at 4:02  p.m.  and  roll call  was conducted  by  Ann  
DuBay,  Administrator. Chairman David Rabbitt,  Director  Susan Gorin, Director Bruce Abelli-Amen, 
Director Carolyn  Wasem,  and  Director Mike Healy  were present.  Also  in  attendance  were: Jay  
Jasperse,  Plan  Manager;  Marcus  Trotta,  Technical staff;  Andrea Rodriguez,  Outreach  staff;  Simone  
Peters  (recording meeting  minutes); Brett  Bradford  and  Andrea Lifto,  Pisenti  &  Brinker;  Jerry  
Bradshaw,  Arcelia Herrera, and  Valerie  Flores,  SCI;  Heidi Bauer,  Advisory  Committee  Chair;  Kent 
Carothers  and  Chelsea Thompson,  City  of  Petaluma.  

2. Consent  Calendar 
a. Approve  Meeting  Minutes of  January 28, 2021 
b. Approve Year-to-Date  Financial Report 
c. Approve  Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions 

No  public  comment.  

Director  Wasem  moved  to  approve  the  Consent  Calendar  as presented,  Director  Gorin  seconded.  
Motion  passed  unanimously  5-0-0.  

Roll call Vote:  
Director Gorin  –  aye   
Director  Bruce Abelli-Amen  - aye  
Director  Wasem  –  aye  
Director  Healy  –  aye  
Director Rabbitt  –  aye  

3. Directors/Subcommittee Report 
a. Rural Community  Engagement 

Director Wasem  –  We spoke with the consultants a few weeks ago.  The  survey  had  a  good  response  
rate.  Survey  findings  –  groundwater  is not the  highest  priority  for  rural residential  people,  they  are  
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more  concerned  about  affordability  and  growth.  There seems  to be some  mistrust  for government.  
The consultant  will be  starting  focus  groups  represented  by  various  interest groups.   

No  public  comment.  

4. Advisory  Committee Report 
Heidi Bauer,  Advisory  Committee  Chair  said  she  had  three  things  to  report:  1)  Sonoma  Water 
appointed  a new representative  to  the Advisory  Committee,  Peter Kiel,  water law  attorney  and  rural 
well  owner,  who   replaces  Martha  Murphy;  2)  The  AC  members  provided  feedback  to  Department  of 
Water Resources  on  irrigated  pasture  and  grain  estimates  –  DWR  did  some  research  and  
significantly  revised  their  estimates  for irrigated  pasture;  and  3)  During  our last  meeting,  the 
Advisory  Committee  reviewed  SMC  Chronic  Depletion  of Groundwater  Levels  and  provided  feedback  
on  the  proposed  approaches  for  Minimum  Thresholds  and  Measurable  Objectives.  A  written  report  
is  included  the  meeting packet.  

No  public  comment.  

5. Action  Items 
a. Fiscal Year 2019-20  Audit: Receive and accept audit 

Ann  DuBay  introduced  Brett  Bradford,  Pisenti &  Brinker,  who  in  turn  introduced  Andrea Lifto  also  
from  Pisenti &  Brinker.  

Andrea Lifto  confirmed  that  the  audit  has  been  completed.  She  provided  an  overview  of  the  audit  
noting that  in  their  opinion,  the  financial statements  are  materially  accurate,  and  there  are  no  
significant  deficiencies  in  internal controls.  Pisenti  & Brinker does not propose any adjustments to  
the  financial statements.  

Board Questions/Comments  
Director Rabbitt  –  Thank  you  for  the  work. It's a  positive  testament of the good  work done by  staff  
to  make sure that we come out with  a  clean  audit.  

No  public  comment.  

Director  Gorin  moved  to  accept the audit as written,  Director  Healy  seconded.  Motion  passed  
unanimously  5-0-0.  

Roll call Vote:  
Director Gorin  –  aye   
Director  Bruce Abelli-Amen  - aye  
Director  Wasem  –  aye  
Director  Healy  –  aye  
Director Rabbitt  –  aye  
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6. Information  items 
a. Rural Community Engagement  Program  Update:  Receive  update  from  consultants  on 

recent survey, and next steps 

With  funding  from  the  California Drought,  Water,  Parks,  Climate,  Coastal Protection  and  Outdoor  
Access  for  All  Act  of  2018  (Proposition  68),  the  agency kicked-off a  rural community  engagement 
program.  The  goal of the  project  –  which  is  underway  in  all  three  Sonoma  County  Groundwater  
Sustainability  Agencies  –  is  educating and  engaging rural  residents  on  issues  related  to  SGMA,  the  
GSP,  groundwater  concerns  and  potential  funding sources.  Major  contract  tasks  include  research  
(survey  and  focus  groups);  development  and  implementation  of  an  engagement  campaign;  and  
funding  analysis.  

Andrea  Rodriguez,  Outreach  staff,  reminded  the  Board  that  the  survey,  which  was  launched  in  
December,  officially  closed  on  January  15.  She  introduced  Arcelia  Herrera who  confirmed  the Board  
members  would  see  the  survey  results  today.  Herrera  added  that  focus  groups  will follow  in  March,  
followed  by  a community  engagement  program. She  introduced  Jerry  Bradshaw  from  SCI  Consulting 
Group  who  provided  an  overview  of the  project.  He  explained  that  the  first  major step  (survey  
mailed  to  652 well owners/parcels,  159  surveys  returned,  representing a  24% response rate) is  
complete.  The  overall return  rate  for all three  basins  is  22%.  Mr.  Bradshaw  presented  the  findings.  
The  six  big issues  of  community  issues  cited  are  listed  below  in  order:  

1) Transportation 
2) Housing affordability 
3) Climate  change  and  environmental sustainability 
4) Community  safety 
5) Water  quality  and  availability 
6) Wildland  Fire 

Valerie  Flores  highlighted  some  of  the  comments (a total of 95) received from the survey recipients,  
many  of which  were  negative.  Regarding  survey  content,  many  respondents  felt they needed  more 
education  to give better feedback.  

Summary/Conclusions  –  Generally  an  excellent  response  rate.  Margin  of error is  2.2%  overall  (for all  
three  basins  combined).  Groundwater  is  not  a major  issue  (5th  or 6th  rank)  which  is  quite  consistent  
across  the  basins.  Petaluma Valley  respondents  cited  too  much  government  as  a  higher  concern  
than  in  the other two basins.  Overall,  there  is  generally  good  support  for issues; negative  arguments  
have  lowest  support;  and  very  high  volunteerism  (15%).  Challenges  include  raising  visibility  of  
groundwater,  and  low  support  for  the concept  of  fees.  Next steps include five focus  groups:  three  
(one  in  each  basin);  one  for  ag/commercial well owners  across  the  basins;  and  one  for  a specialty  
group  –  possibility  Spanish  speaking,  or large  residential lots,  etc.  –  across  the  basins. SCI expects  the 
focus  groups  to  wrap  up  in  late  April  and  they  will then present outcomes to the  Board.  

Board Questions/Comments  
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Director Healy  –  When  you  move  to  focus  groups,  I  would  ask  that  some  known  well  owners  within  
the city limits be contacted and asked if they'd be interested in  participating.  Two  that  come  to  mind  
are  the  Petaluma District  Union  School  District  and  Lacehouse  Linens.  

Director Abelli-Amen  –  One comment on the survey itself.  People  I  have  heard  from  were  confused  
by  the  first  question  asking  about  different  issues  in  the  county  (transportation,  wildfire,  etc.).  They  
are  wondering  why  a groundwater agency  is  asking  this.  Maybe  you  could  explain  a little  more  about  
why  you  are  asking the  question.  

Jerry  Bradshaw  –  We  were  curious  to  see  if  it  was  in  the  big  three  or  if it  was  just  an  ‘also  ran’.  
So, we  did  get  the  information  we  were  hoping to, and  it  helps  us  understand  some  of  the  
bigger challenge  we  have.  

Director Rabbitt  –  Does  the composition  of  the  focus  groups  reflect  the  classifications  in  the  district?  
Bradshaw  –  By  the  classifications  you  mean  domestic  versus  ag?  
Director Rabbitt  –  Yes.  
Bradshaw  –  We are going to take ag as its own slice, they are about 20% of the wells  out there; 
we  may  do  a  focus  group  strictly  on  that.  

No  public  comment.  

b. Groundwater  Sustainability Plan Update: Receive  progress  update  on  Groundwater 
Sustainability  Plan,  including  Water  Budget,  Projects  and  Management  Actions, 
Sustainable  Management  Criteria for Chronic  Depletion  of  Groundwater  Levels  and  for 
Interconnected  Surface  Water,  and  provide  feedback 

The  Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  (GSP)  is  due  January  31,  2022.  As  part  of  the  GSP,  Sustainable  
Management  Criteria  (SMC)  must  be  developed  for six  sustainability  indicators  as  defined  by  the  
Sustainable  Groundwater  Management  Act.  This  item  provides  an  overview  of the  baseline  water 
budget;  a review  of Sustainable  Management  Criteria for Chronic  Depletion  of Groundwater  Levels;  
and  an  introduction  to  Sustainable  Management  Criteria for Interconnected  Surface  Water.  The  
information  will provide  a basis  for  decision-making at the March  25  Board  meeting.  

Jay  Jasperse  kicked  off the  presentation  providing  an  overview  of the  Groundwater Sustainability  
Plan  schedule.  He noted  one minor change;  staff  were  originally  going  to  provide  the  three  
remaining  Sustainable  Management  Criteria to  the  Board  in  March.  They  are  now  looking  at  moving  
the Depletion  of Interconnected Surface Water SMC to the  confirmed  April 22  Board  meeting  for  
consideration.  Today’s  information  updates  will  cover  the  Water  Budget,  Groundwater  Levels,  and  
the Depletion  of Interconnected Surface Water.  

Marcus  Trotta,  Technical staff,  provided  information  on  the  surface  water –  groundwater  flow  
model,  known  as  an  Integrated  Groundwater Flow  Model.  It  is  the  primary  tool we have, to estimate 
the  water  budget  in  the  Petaluma  Valley  Basin. Trotta  gave an  overview of the historical  water 
budget as well as  the projected  50-year water budget  before  indicating next  steps.  

Board Questions/Comments  
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Director Wasem  –  Is there going to be flexibility  within  the  Groundwater Sustainability  Plan  that 
would  allow  agriculture  to  use a  refined the water budget model, because I think it probably does  
need  to  be  refined  in  terms of  what  vineyards  are  using. Dr.  Bolton  is  working  on  a detailed  water 
budget  for  vineyards  and  I  think  that's  going to  be  informative  and  probably  come  up  with  a  much 
better  number  of  what's  really  being used.   

Jasperse  –  This  model will  continually  be  refined  as  we  move  through  implementation. There 
were  early  discussions  with  Dr.  Bolton  about  doing  an  additional site-specific  study  or  an  
agricultural operation,  to  help  inform  the  input  into  our regional model.  
Director Wasem  –  We  had  a  meeting  with  the  Farm  Bureau  today. Ag does not get credit for  
passive  recharge. Has there been any conversations about that? Ag areas are sponges;  urban  
areas  are  not.  I  work  with  many  people who have that concern.  
Jasperse  –  That  has  been  brought  up  in  the  past  and  is  a considerable  concern  by  many.  The  GSP  
is  not  where credit gets considered, that  will  be  in  the  fee study  and  by  policy  decisions  by  this  
and  the  other  Boards.  We  will have  a much  better  tool with  a model calibrated  to  give  
information  to  the  Board  to  help  make  those  kinds  of  decisions.  

Director Healy  –  Two  things  struck  me  about  the  slides  1)  The  estimate that only  about 5% of  
outflows  from  groundwater  have  any  human  influence,  and  the  other 95%  are  natural effects. Are  
we going to be looking at strategies  that  affect  the  95%  or  are  we  going  to  focus  on  the  5%?  
2) On  the  annual  storage  change, it  looks  like  there  are  huge  variations  year to  year  with  no 
discernable  trendline.  How  significant  are  the  changes  year-to-year? 

Trotta –  Changes  are  large  year-to-year depending  on  if you  are  in  a  wet  year or a  dry  year.  With  
regards  to  your  first  question,  future  activities  would  be  more  focused  on  human  rather  than  
natural changes  to  water budget,  as  SGMA  is  focused  on  impacts  from  groundwater  pumping.  

Director Rabbitt  –  That  was  the  same  thing that  came  to  my  mind  looking at  that  5%,  and  then  
thinking how  this  rolls  out  down  the  line,  in  terms  of  programs  and  fees  and  how  we  charge  on  such  
a small  portion  of the  overall system.  

Marcus  Trotta followed  with  an  update  on  Chronic  Lowering  of  Groundwater  Levels.  Today’s  
objective  is  to  review  and  discuss  the  approach/methodology  for  setting  preliminary  Minimum  
Thresholds  and  Measurable  Objectives.  The  approach  for setting  the  SMC  for groundwater levels  in  
this  basin  is  to  strive  for no  net  decrease  in  groundwater levels  in  comparison  with  historical  
conditions,  while  accounting  for future  droughts  and  climate  variability,  and  protecting  all beneficial  
users  from  any  potential impacts  of  declining  groundwater.  Jay  Jasperse  provided  initial ideas  for 
Undesirable  Results  options  and  covered  next  steps.  

Questions/Comments  
Director Wasem  –  I  understood  Marcus  Trotta  say  that that when  you're looking  at acceptable 
declines, you're  going  to  be  looking  at  a four-year  drought.  But  when  you  are  looking  at  undesirable  
Minimum  Thresholds,  you're  looking  at  two  years.  Am  I  confusing this?  

Jasperse  –  When  I  said  two  years,  this  is  just  an  initial idea.  It  could be two consecutive years, it 
could  be  three,  it  could  be  five, it  could  be  one.  This is just meant to  make the point that this  has  
been  discussed  with  the Advisory  Committee and  is  providing us  some  options so  we  can  play  
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with  exceedances  in  terms  of percentage  of  wells  or  with  the  number  of  years.  

Director Healy  –  I  am  having  a hard  time  with  the  idea  of Undesirable  Results  being  driven  primarily  
by  natural  processes  and  the  variations  in  water level  caused  by  natural process  variations  just  
dwarfs  human  activity  here  so, I am  curious  to  see  how  this  plays  out  going forward,  thank  you.  

Director Abelli-Amen  –  How  many  of the  monitoring  wells  are  pumping  wells  used  for  water 
supply? Isn't there an inherent problem  to  use  a monitoring/pumping  well  during a  drought  
situation  where  they're  probably  going to  be  pumping it  more  than  usual? How  would  you  separate 
out  the  pumping effects  from  ambient groundwater levels?  

Trotta –  In the network in  Petaluma Valley,  majority  of monitoring  wells  are  private  pumping 
wells. Our long-term  goal is  to  replace  some  of the  wells  –  we  have  plans  to  drill  four  new  deep  
well  for  which  we  have  funding. In the interim,  before  monitoring  a  well,  we  typically  coordinate  
with the landowner to  make sure the well hasn’t been used in the last day  or so and the water  
sample  is  static;  there  are  procedures  we  will include  for that.  
Director Abelli-Amen  –  This  is  already  very  complicated  and  trying to  tease  out  pumping 
patterns and how it affects trends  is  another hard  thing to  control.  

Jay  Jasperse  gave  an  overview  of Depletion  of Interconnected Surface Water  SMC  explaining  it  is 
technically  and  regulatorily  very  complicated.  Jasperse  said  there  is  a  practitioner workgroup  of 
many  experts  working on  this.  Our  modeling has  mapped  out  where  the  Groundwater  Dependent  
Ecosystems  are.  In  Petaluma  we  have  not  yet  completed  our  mapping of  interconnected  surface 
water. Staff is  working  with  the  Advisory  Committee  and  will bring  the  full SMC  to  the  Board  for 
consideration  at  the  April meeting.  The  bottom  line  is  that  it  requires  a lot  of work.  Basins  are  
struggling with this SMC statewide. Marcus Trotta added that  staff has  been  working  hard  on  this  
SMC  to  come  up  with  a  methodology  that  uses  our  model  combined  with  historical data  we have 
collected  in  this  basin.  

Questions/Comments  
Director Wasem  –  I have been looking at this with  National Marine  Fisheries  Services  talking  about  
stream  flow  and  groundwater  interaction, and  the  California Environmental  Data Exchange  Network  
(CEDEN)  maps  on the State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  site  identifying  subterranean  flows. Are  
you  looking  at  those  at  all?  

Jasperse  –  The  CEDEN  are  for  the  Russian  River.  
Director  Wasem  –  They are on  the website  for the  State  Water  Board.  And  they  do  have  one  for  
the  Petaluma Valley  and  San  Pablo  Bay.  
Jasperse  –  I  wasn’t  aware  they were in the Petaluma  Basin.  

No  public  comment.  

c. Draft Fiscal year 2021-22 Budget:  Provide  feedback 

The JPA for  the Agency (Section  10.06) requires the Board adopt, by a date no later than sixty (60)  
days  before  the  end  of  each  Fiscal Year,  a budget  for  the  Agency  for  the  ensuing Fiscal  Year.  
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The  upcoming year  is  the  final  year  the  budget  will  be  supported  by  the  agencies.  The  JPA  requires  
the Board  to  adopt  a budget  annually  60  days  before  the  end  of the  current  fiscal year  begins.  Ann  
DuBay  gave  an  overview  of  the  proposed  fiscal year  draft  budget  for 2021-22.  The upcoming  fiscal  
year  budget  is anticipated to be the final  year the GSA  will be supported by Member agencies.  Year  
to  year,  draft revenues are expected to be about  2%  less  than  the  current  fiscal year  (less  grant  
revenues). Expenditures are expected to increase (possible Groundwater  User Registration  Program,  
Rate/fee  study,  and  increased  legal fees  for GSP  review  and  rate  study).  We  will  maintain  member  
agency  contributions  as  they  were  proposed  in  2018.  The  staff report is in the packet.  

Board Questions/Comments  
Director Healy  –  How can  we do a  meaningful fee study before knowing the revenues we need  to  
raise?  

DuBay  –  I  am  thinking of  the  fee  study  in  phases.  The  GSP  requires  an  implementation  plan,  
which  will be  done  in  the  May/June  timeframe.  We  won’t  have  a picture  of what  it  is  going  to  
look  like  in  big  projects/actions, but  we  would  have  a  baseline  budget.  

Ann  DuBay  said  if  she  didn’t  hear  any  objections,  she  would  refine  the  numbers  and  bring the 
budget  for  approval  to  the  March  Board  meeting.  It  requires  unanimous  agreement,  so  we  need  all 
Board  members  to  attend.  

No  public  comment.  

7. Legal Counsel,  Plan  Manager  and  Administrator  Report 
Ann  DuBay  said  that  we  most  likely  will require  a meeting  on  April 22.  Simone  Peters  will send  out  
an Outlook meeting request.   

DuBay  also  mentioned  that  staff had  met  with  SAVE  representatives,  plus  Sonoma County  Farm  
Bureau  and  Sonoma  County  Winegrowers  (as  Director Wasem  reported  earlier in  the  meeting).  

Lastly,  DuBay  said  that  a  Request  for  Quote  (RFQ)  is  being  drafted  for  a new  fee  study  consultant.  

Plan  Manager and  Administrative  reports  are  in  the  packet.   

No  public  comment.  

8. Public  comment  on  matters  not  listed  on  the agenda but  within  the subject 
matter  jurisdiction  of  the Board. 

9. Adjournment 
Director  Rabbitt  thanked everyone for attending. He said  the  next  Board  meeting  would  be  on  
March  25,  and  adjourned  the meeting  at  5:54  p.m.  
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