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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board Meeting 

Minutes 

October 22, 2020 | 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 4:01 p.m. and roll call was conducted by Ann
DuBay. Chairman David Rabbitt, Vice-Chairman Bruce Abelli-Amen, Director Susan Gorin, Director
Carolyn Wasem, and Director Mike Healy were present. Also, in attendance were Ann DuBay,
Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta, Technical staff; Pete Parkinson, Technical
Consultant; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff; Kent Carothers, City of Petaluma; Chelsea Thompson,
City of Petaluma; Holly Roberson, GSA Counsel; Stacie Ann Silva, Member of Public; and Simone
Peters, Administrative staff, recording meeting minutes.

2. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of August 27, 2020
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions

No public comment. 

One spelling correction to the minutes was requested for page 5. It reads “Director Healy said 
people are relying on ‘wealth’”, it should read “wells”. With that one correction, Director Abelli-
Amen moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, seconded by Director Healy. The 
motion passed unanimously 5-0-0. 

Roll Call Vote 
Director Abelli-Amen -aye 
Director Gorin -aye 
Director Healy -aye 
Chair Rabbitt -aye 
Director Wasem -aye 

3. Directors/Subcommittee Report
None. 
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4. Advisory Committee Report
Ann DuBay mentioned that Andy Rodgers stepped down from his role of Advisory Committee 
Chairman and has been replaced by Heidi Bauer, representing the City of Petaluma. Also, Advisory 
Committee member Martha Murphy who represents Sonoma Water, is resigning because of 
scheduling conflicts. Sonoma Water will be reaching out for a new AC member. 

No public comment. 

5. Information items
a. Groundwater Model and 50-Year Projections: Receive update on Practitioners Work

Groups, and climate projections to be used in groundwater model and water budget.

Jay Jasperse kicked off the subject with an overview of the key activities related to the GSP and 
Sustainable Management Criteria preparation. 

Pete Parkinson, Technical Consultant, former Director of what is now Permit Sonoma, is providing 
consulting services on this topic to all three GSAs. He gave an update on rural residential projections 
(does not include municipalities or public water companies) covering a 50-year GSP planning period. The 
objective is to develop a high/low range of projections for the planning horizon of the GSP. As no one is 
doing projections beyond 2040 we are using the Sonoma County Traffic Model which combines TAZ 
(traffic analysis zones) and projections from Plan Bay Area 2040, to develop two scenarios: General Plan 
Buildout and Plan Bay Area 2040. For Plan Bay Area, we project growth in rural residential areas will be 
very low – about 0.5% annually. The growth under General Plan buildout is forecast to be even lower. 
Next steps include extrapolating 2040 projections to 2072 and accounting for increased Accessory 
Dwelling Unit development. We are also modeling growth projections in the watershed area outside of 
the basin as they are important areas in terms of recharge to the basin. 

Board Questions/Comments 
Director Healy – I hear the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) county housing 
requirements for the unincorporated area is expected to be very high. 

Parkison - Those numbers in terms of allocating throughout the county aren’t going to be ready 
in time for this model. The numbers are astronomical, it is going to be a struggle for the county 
to allocate them; the majority of growth will be in the urban areas. Unless the cities expand 
boundaries, I don’t anticipate much development in the rural areas. Lastly, the iterative process 
of the GSP requires the an update in five years, and the ABAG numbers will be finalized and you 
will know where the sites are so you will be able to assign the growth with more data and 
knowledge behind it. 
Director Healy – I agree there is a huge amount of uncertainty. My biggest concern for this 
agency is that the Plan we adopt be bullet proof. We need to have a document that can pass 
muster. 

Director Abelli-Amen – The Census Bureau is predicting a big decline? What is that based on? 
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Parkinson – The birthrate is declining, and the population is ageing; net migration is expected to 
be about even. It is hard to imagine the population in Sonoma County declining substantially. 
Chair Rabbitt – Unfortunately, the 2017 fires pushed us below the 500,000 mark; detrimental to 
the county for receiving money from the Cares Act. On the ABAG Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) numbers, the county’s share is going up 919% -- we approved the draft 
methodology last week. In talking to Jane Riley, she believes we could significantly lower a 
portion for the unincorporated county by fixing the errors in the Urban simulation model, 
primarily with the City of Santa Rosa in areas that are going to be incorporated with Roseland 
and some other areas. Do you know what percentage of the unincorporated areas are served by 
water? I don’t know if it would be within the sphere of influence areas. 
Parkinson – You are talking about properties within the sphere of influence that are already 
served by City water?  I don’t know. I think it is reasonable to assume that urban scale 
development will be served by municipal water. I am glad you mentioned your conversation 
with Jane Riley, it adds an element of uncertainty. There are problems with the model that 
generated those numbers in the first place, it adds a very significant element of uncertainty. 

Chair Rabbitt – We did ask for a continuance to correct the cycles. I notice you have Plan Bay Area 
2040; it is almost time for 2050, is that timing? 

Parkinson – It will probably be next summer to have the SCTA model updated. 

Director Gorin – The airport specific plan may have quite a bit of growth. The Springs plan is not 
going to have a lot of growth, it is served by the Valley of the Moon Water District, which is a 
mixture of groundwater and piped water. We have a few other larger projects potentially coming in 
with the Developmental Center and Hannah Boys Center, but I think that will mostly be a mixture of 
municipal water and groundwater. 

Chair Rabbitt to Jasperse – The mixture of groundwater and agency water – those projections 
will be accounted for in the 50-year GSP? 
Jasperse – Correct. 

Marcus Trotta covered agricultural water demand projections and reported out the practitioner 
work group 50-year projections that are integral to the projected water budget and future model 
scenarios. 

Director Wasem – It is hard to rely on groundwater at any level, unless there is lots of recycled 
water in that area. Has it been factored in? 

Trotta – We have taken into account where crops have been planted historically. It was brought 
up by the work group. If you look at areas for expansion, Petaluma Valley has more available 
acreage than the other two basins but there are limitations. 

Director Wasem – What will drive the development in the area is the price of water. It would be 
good to get some costs from the City of Petaluma recycling facility. 

Director Healy – The main constraint of delivering water is where the purple pipe is. If there is 
going to be expansion in the future, it’s going to be driven by where the purple pipe gets 
extended to. 
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Director Wasem – I understand the purple pipe; it is easy to factor these numbers into what the 
water would cost. Will there be an availability issue in the future? 
Director Healy – I don’t think so but,there will be a timing issue. Our policy for existing 
customers is they need a storage pond. They can take as much water as they want in the winter 
months. I don’t anticipate much of a problem in the shoulder months either, summer months 
are more of a challenge. It is a solvable problem in my view. 

Chair Rabbitt – The moderate growth – is it relative to the amount of lands in each respective crop? 
Trotta – Yes, we will be looking at each crop individually. 
Chair Rabbitt – Of the respondents, any idea of the working lands it represented? 
Trotta – I don’t know what it translates into in acreage. 
Chair Rabbitt – If you are a family farmer with five acres with modest growth it will be very 
different than for someone with 200, 300 or 400+ acres. 
Trotta – It looks like we got a good mix of larger and smaller farms. We could get you the list if 
you are interested. 
Chair Rabbitt – Cannabis/hemp – compared to water usage to other crops, is it going to skew 
things going forward? Can these be added as we go forward? The SGMA process is iterative 
enough for this? 
Trotta – Yes, we will have some actual measured reported data when we get to the 5-year 
update. 

Jay Jasperse covered climate change. Climate models agree on the following for our region: 
increased temperatures, and increased precipitation variability (i.e., increased droughts and floods). 
Staff has discussed with the Advisory Committee, two emission scenarios used by DWR: RCP 4.5 and 
8.5. RCP 4.5 is considered more optimistic in terms of mitigating future greenhouse gas emission; 
RCP is considered more pessimistic. For SGMA it is necessary to use one climate change scenario to 
allow comparability between various potential projects and actions. Staff preference leans toward 
RCP 8.5 as it includes significant drought to “stress” the system, which could provide for better 
contingency planning. Ideally, staff would like to have the same RCP scenario for all three basins. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Wasem - Jackson Family Wines is developing a robust climate change program related to 
farming and winery. As we develop a farm plan that we hope will be included in the GSP; we are also 
looking at winery impacts. I would love for Marcus Trotta and Jay Jasperse to get together with 
some of the Jackson Family Wines sustainability team to discuss. 

Jasperse – Absolutely, and it doesn’t have to be related to SGMA. 

Director Abelli-Amen – It seems a coin toss, it looks like the RCP 8.5 wasn’t convincing with our 
Advisory Committee. As we are looking for consistency, do you know results from the other GSAs? 

Jasperse – They were quite mixed. 
Director Abell-Amen – Could you add them all up? 
Jasperse – The concern of the 4.5 is that it pushes into looking at a drought condition right away; 
we would prefer a little leeway in timing. 
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Director Abelli-Amen – So you have seen the output from both the models? 
Jasperse – We were able to do it for Sonoma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain but not Petaluma 
Valley as the model wasn’t available to do that. They were quite consistent. The models are 
looking at duration and magnitude of duration, not exact timing. We are going to be updating 
this in five years anyway; we will have time to get more information and possibly another 
emission scenario available to us in the future.  
Director Abelli-Amen – Scientific validity – I think we should choose RCP 8.5 because it is a 
worst-case scenario in the long-term. Choosing an outcome because we don’t like the other 
scenario is not a good idea for choosing RCP 8.5. 
Jasperse – I would say it isn’t a scientific decision. The 8.5 can give us significant drought and we 
have a significant stress test. It allows for time to develop the Plan. Choosing RCP 4.5 would put 
immediate stress test on projects and management actions. 

Chair Rabbitt – I understand the perspective of an extreme event and when it occurs. Would we be 
looked at askew if we changed from RCP 8.5 to 4.5 in five years? 

Jasperse – Given the nature of climate science, we will have different models with different 
emission scenarios. My opinion, I suggest you look at RCP 6.5 in five years in terms of emissions 
scenarios. I think that is what scientists are considering. 
Jasperse – Ann DuBay provided the vote tally from the three Advisory Committees: 12 for RCP 
4.5, 13 for 8.5; and 7 for Either. 
Director Abelli-Amen – With that information, I am comfortable with RCP 8.5. 
Chair Rabbitt – Can you deduce from the pace of projects, that we would be looking at more 
draconian measures overall going forward? 
Jasperse – Both stress tests show significant droughts but RCP 8.5 forecasts droughts about 20 
years later. We will have to look at management actions that could entail more surface water 
from the Russian River during droughts and more recharge in the wet years. 

Director Gorin – This is so complicated. I appreciate your conservative approach. I agree with the 
approach of using the same RCP for all basins. I suppose you are assuming emissions for an average 
year? 

Jasperse – Yes, I believe so. 

Director Gorin – I prefer RCP 4.5 but if staff prefers 8.5, I will go with it. 

Director Wasem – The wine industry is reeling from so many things over the last five years. If we go 
with 8.5, what happens when we have years of tremendous challenges? We don’t need any more 
constraints to stay in business. I don’t know the difference of what the constraints or demands are 
going to be with businesses if you adopt the 4.5 or the 8.5. I would like to understand this better. 

Jasperse – It is a little frustrating how SGMA deals with this. We need to pick a model and model 
scenario. All models are wrong in terms of timing. Maybe RCP 4.5, by 2072, is a little better than 
RCP 8.5 in terms of groundwater storage. Over the next 20 years or so, it is more severe than 
the 8.5. If we go with 4.5, will have to account for that in the 50-year forecast much sooner. 
There is a lot of uncertainty with the timing of climate changes. RCP 8.5 is a little more 
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conservative so we will be able to design our SMC for a bigger stress test. At the same time, we 
will be able to refine and be more informed and plan for more in five years. The important thing 
is to plan for annual variability. On the balance, currently, RCP 8.5 is our recommendation. 
Director Wasem – This is subject to adaptive management so even if you went with 4.5 right 
now, you could change five years from now? 
Jasperse – Yes, except because it is calling for some drastic things upfront, we may have to put 
some projects in place sooner, maybe within the five years. 

Director Wasem – When we started the GSA, the initial conversation was that the impacts in 
Petaluma Valley aren’t the same as in Sonoma Valley or Santa Rosa Plain. So, why is it important to 
adopt the same RCP? 

Jasperse – For technical consistency and response efficiencies. As well as the cost of 
implementation for the Plan too. 
Director Wasem – I don’t want to put ourselves in a position where we model something and 
constraints are such that we aren’t able to spend the money on doing the things we need to do, 
rather we are precluding activities from happening. I am concerned with new regulations that 
we make sure the money is being wisely spent and working with the right assumptions. 

Director Healy – I agree with Director Gorin, no strong feeling for either RCP. I am prepared to go 
with staff recommendation, especially if other GSAs do the same. 

Director Abelli-Amen – If climate change results in lower precipitation levels and lowered 
groundwater declines that aren’t related to groundwater use, is that something the GSA needs to 
address or prevent or is that factored separately? 

Jasperse – We need to show we can maintain sustainability until 2042 and show sustainability 
through 2072 as defined by our SMC. How we design our SMC needs to show we can do it. 
There is a relationship and it impacts how we will define our SMC, especially Undesirable 
Results. 

Chair Rabbitt – I appreciate staff’s work and agree with Director Wasem. I hear you say that 4.5 
overall through 2072 might be better in the long run but for the first 25 years might be more severe. 
I am trying to gage what it really means. I am not convinced one way or another. I understand the 
early stress test but don’t know about the long run. I like the fact we can adapt in five years when 
we hopefully will have additional data. 

Director Wasem – I would support RCP 4.5 with the understanding there is an adaptive 
management process in place for the vineyard/ag community. 

Chair Rabbitt – Living up to the Advisory Committee, it seems to be a quite an even split – 3 for 8.5 
and 2 for 4.5. 

Jasperse – We will take that to move forward, thank you. 

No public comment. 
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b. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Degraded Water Quality: Receive update on
Sustainable Management Criteria for Degraded Water Quality

Jay Jasperse provided an update on progress to date. He gave an overview of the key points to 
develop Sustainable Management Criteria for Water Quality. He emphasized the focus of SGMA is to 
manage water quantity without harming water quality, therefore the level of groundwater quality 
management and coordination is established as a “do no harm” approach. Jasperse covered how 
Water Quality fits into the GSP and the development of Sustainable Management Criteria for 
Significant and Unreasonable Conditions statement, Minimum Thresholds, Measurable Objectives, 
and Undesirable Results. The Board was presented with staff’s proposed approach for Minimum 
Thresholds of Constituents of Concern. 

Marcus Trotta provided the initial Advisory Committee feedback received for Water Quality 
Concepts. He provided the Significant and Unreasonable Conditions proposed statement, Minimum 
Thresholds options (zero, 1 or 2 additional exceedances), and options for defining Undesirable 
Results, all under consideration by Advisory Committee. Next steps include discussing further with 
the Advisory Committee in November and then bringing the complete recommended SMC for 
consideration to the Board in December. 

Director Abelli-Amen – What if you doubled the concentration of TDS or Arsenic in a well that was 
already above the MCL, would it not qualify for an Undesirable Result?  

Trotta – Correct, it would not. There are other water quality monitoring efforts in the basin that 
the GSA would be tracking. 

Director Wasem – I look forward to hearing what the Advisory Committee comes up with. 

Director Rabbitt – I appreciate all the work. 

No public comment. 

6. Action Items
a. Proposed Policy for Decisions between Board Meetings – Consider and possibly adopt a

policy that would allow for policy decisions to be made between Board meetings

Ann DuBay explained the need for a policy allowing decisions between Board meetings. The 
following policy platform is proposed to provide GSA staff with clear guidance allowing 
time-sensitive decisions to be made and actions to occur, and delegate power to staff in accordance 
with tiers of standards, such as: 

• When time permits, bring all policy items to the full Board.
• When urgency requires action between meetings, with respect to 1) support grant

applications or 2) take action on groundwater-related legislation, staff should attempt
to contact the Chair and Vice-Chair to confer on matters and seek approval, which
approval must be consistent with Board’s adopted policy platform.
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• If staff determine a matter requires urgent action and the Chair and Vice-Chair cannot
be reached in a timely manner, staff may make policy decisions that are consistent with
the Board’s adopted policy platform, so long as the adopted policy platform expressly
addresses the issue in question, and those decisions are communicated to the Board at
the next meeting and the Board is asked to ratify the continuing implementation of
those decisions.

• This policy does not apply to decisions involving the expenditure of funds in excess of
the GSA Administrator’s authority.

No public comment. 

Director Healy moved to approve the policy platform as presented with the added text in 
italics/bold in bullet 2, Director Abelli-Amen seconded. Motion passed unanimously 4-0-1 (Director 
Gorin absent).  

b. Rural Community Outreach Liaison – Consider authorizing the Chair to appoint a liaison
to the rural community outreach project

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 GSAs – is 
educating and engaging rural residents on issues related to SGMA, the GSP, groundwater concerns 
and potential funding sources. At its July meeting, the Board approved a contract with the SCI 
Consulting Group. Because the GSA Boards meet every other month, and decisions on timing, 
schedule and survey questions will need to be made relatively rapidly, staff and the consultant 
recommend that each Board appoint a liaison to provide guidance and feedback. 

No public comment. 

Director Healy moved to approve the appointment of a Board liaison as presented, Director Abelli-
Amen seconded. Motion passed unanimously 4-0-1 (Director Gorin absent).  

c. Reappointment of Advisory Committee members – Reappoint interest-based Advisory
Committee members

In 2017, the Board conducted a robust application and selection process to fill the six interest-based 
seats: Agricultural interests, business community interests, environmental interests, rural residential 
interests and two at-large community interests. 
The three-year term of Board-appointed Advisory Committee members ends this fall. The Board has 
the option of reappointing current members or re-opening the application process to solicit new 
members. Following consultation with the Chair, staff recommends that the Board consider 
reappointment of the current Advisory Committee members who are interested in serving another 
term for the following reasons: 
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• There is a significant learning curve for new Advisory Committee members, as they learn
about the basin, SGMA, the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and become familiar
with other stakeholders;

• The draft GSP is in a critical phase of development, and the Advisory Committee
members are providing significant feedback on technical and policy issues; and

• All the current interest-based members have provided valuable feedback and
contributions and are engaged with the stakeholders they represent.

All appointees have expressed interest in filling a new two-year term. 

No public comment. 

Director Healy moved to approve the re-appointment of the six Board-appointed interest-based 
Advisory committee seats, as presented, Director Abelli-Amen seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously 4-0-1 (Director Gorin absent).  

Roll Call Vote for 6a – 6c. 
Director Abelli-Amen – aye 
Director Gorin – absent 
Director Healy – aye 
Chair Rabbitt – aye 
Director Wasem – aye 

7. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
Ann DuBay said Holly Roberson, Legal Counsel, deferred her presentation until the December 
meeting. The Plan Manager and Administrator written reports are in the packet. 

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

None. 

9. Adjournment
Director Rabbitt thanked staff for all their work. The meeting adjourned at 6:08 p.m.

Petaluma Valley GSA Board Meeting – October 22, 2020 
9


	1_Agenda_12-17-20
	Agenda
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	2. Consent Calendar
	a. Approve Minutes of October 22, 2020
	b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
	c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions

	3. Directors/Subcommittee Report
	4. Advisory Committee Report
	5. Action Items
	6. Information items
	7. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
	8. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board
	9. Adjournment

	2_10.22.20_PV Board Draft Meeting Minutes_CLEAN
	Agenda
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	2. Consent Calendar
	a. Approve Minutes of August 27, 2020
	b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
	c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions

	3. Directors/Subcommittee Report
	4. Advisory Committee Report
	5. Information items
	6. Action Items
	7. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
	8. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board
	9. Adjournment

	3_2B&C_StffRpt_20201217
	Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Consent Item
	Background
	Staff Recommendation
	List of Attachments
	Contact


	3.5 2B AttachA_PV GSA_BudgetYTDand MemberAgencyContributions
	76401 Budget Detail

	4 2C AttachA_PV GSA_BudgetYTDand MemberAgencyContributions
	Member Agency Contributions

	5 4_AdvisoryCommRpt_20201217
	Information Item
	Background
	Sustainable Management Criteria for Degraded Water Quality
	Upcoming Advisory Committee activities:

	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Contact


	6 5A_STFFPRT_PV_WQ_DRAFT FINAL_v2 (1)
	Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Action Item
	Background
	Process and Proposal for SMC Development for Degraded Water Quality
	Step One: Define level of groundwater quality management and coordination:
	Step Two: Determine type of metric to use
	Step Three: Determine and identify beneficial users
	Step Four:  Determine constituents of concern for beneficial users
	Step Five: Determine the limits, concentrations for each COC and beneficial users
	Step Six: Identify existing water quality monitoring programs for setting SMCs
	Step Seven:  Develop the SMC

	Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
	Minimum Threshold (MT)
	Measurable Objective (MO)
	Undesirable Results
	Requested Board Action
	Provide comments on and consider approval of draft SMC for Water Quality
	Fiscal Information
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	7 5A_ATTACHMENT_1 One-Pager Sustainable Management Criteria Terminology_FINAL_reviewed
	Sustainable Management Criteria Terminology: Super Quick Reference Guide

	8 5A_Attachment 2_PV AC Water Quality SMC Example Scenarios_20201015
	9 5A_Attachment3_GSP WQ section
	10 5B_2021 calendar_Stffrpt
	Action Item
	Background
	Type of vote required
	Fiscal Information
	Staff Recommendation
	List of Attachments
	Contact

	11 5B_Attachment_2021 Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Meetings -- Formatted
	Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	2021 Meeting Schedule
	Board meets at 4:00 p.m., Petaluma Community Center or via Zoom
	Advisory Committee meets at 4:30 p.m., Petaluma Community Center or via Zoom
	Red dates indicate additional meetings, as needed.


	12 6A_STFFPRT_PV_GSP
	Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Information Item
	Background
	Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview
	Current Status of Sustainable Management Criteria
	Current Status of Groundwater Sustainability Plan
	Requested Board Action
	Information only.
	Fiscal Information
	Contact



	13 6B_RURAL COMM ENGAGEMENT_StffRpt
	Information Item
	Background
	Project Timeline
	Possible Issues
	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Contact


	14 6C_Legal Report (2)
	Information Item
	Summary: Legal counsel Holly Roberson, with Kronick Moskowitz Tiedemann and Girard, will provide a brief overview of a recent California Supreme Court decision regarding the California Environmental Quality Act and groundwater well permits.
	Background
	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Attachments
	Contact


	15 6C_Legal PresentationAttach
	Protecting Our Water and Environmental Resources v. County of Stanislaus
	Background: When is CEQA Required? 
	Issues
	Facts of POWER v. County of Stanislaus (“POWER v. Stanislaus”) 
	Facts of POWER v. Stanislaus (Continued)
	Holding and Updated Rule
	POWER v. Stanislaus Clarified the Two-Part Functional Test re: when CEQA applies
	Do your ordinances include fatal language? 
	Consequences for GSAs and Permit Sonoma
	Broader Implications and Considerations for SGMA and GSP Development 
	Sonoma County Case favorably cited by California Supreme Court 
	Sierra Club v. Sonoma County, continued 
	Parting thoughts from the CA Supreme Court
	Benefits of clear guidance on ministerial vs discretionary projects
	Thank You!

	16 7_AdminRpt
	Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Information Item
	Administrator & Plan Manager
	Administrator
	Plan Manager
	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Contact





