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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/Time:   June 10, 2020 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
Location: https://csus.zoom.us/j/94856641716 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator 

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

Next Meeting: July 8, 2020, 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Zoom 
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Action Items 
ACTION WHO DEADLINE 
Staff will send a follow up email requesting feedback 
about: 
 land subsidence and seawater intrusion options

discussed at the meeting
 feedback on project and management action

paper included in the packet
 questions for the community meeting breakout

sessions.

Advisory 
Committee 

June 25 

Overall Feedback on SMCs: 
Subsidence 

• Concerns still exist on the ability to attribute subsidence directly to groundwater usage
(i.e., example of soil compaction/buildings settling as much as a foot from end to end).

• Several participants supported the idea of combining options (particularly Option 2 and
Option 3).

• When asked whether AC members felt they had enough information to support the
options, majority of respondents (4 of 7) felt they did not have enough information.

Seawater Intrusion 

• Option 3 was the clear preference from survey respondents. Eight of ten poll
participants supported Option 3.

• No one pushed back on the 250 mg/L threshold.

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill welcomed the group at 4:30 p.m. and provided the virtual meeting protocol. He 
conducted roll call and asked if there were any public comments. 
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Public Comment 
None. 

Agenda Review, 2020 Meeting Schedule Review, and March Meeting Summary Review 
Sam Magill reviewed the agenda – the primary discussions at this meeting about Sustainable 
Management Criteria proposals, followed by updates. Sam Magill said staff would be looking 
for input from the Advisory Committee on the SMC proposals. 

Ann DuBay walked through the 2020 meeting schedule. She mentioned the Advisory 
Committee will continue discussions of the SMC covered today at their upcoming July 8 
meeting. She asked that the Advisory Committee mark their calendar for July 15, which is set 
for the virtual Community Workshop. 

Review Sustainable Management Criteria Proposals 
Objective: Review and discuss SMC proposals and discuss additional considerations and next steps. 

Before giving his update, Marcus Trotta showed a Draft Table of Contents for Section 4 of the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. If anyone has input on it, send it to Mr. Trotta by email. 

Groundwater Levels 
Marcus Trotta gave a review and status update on groundwater levels which was primarily 
informational; he reminded the Advisory Committee member of key points and considerations 
and highlighted outstanding questions and issues. 

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
John Shribbs – Are there plans to get information (in a friendly way) from existing wells on 
historical averages? 

Trotta – We are currently working with our available data sets on groundwater levels. 
There has been some outreach to current well owners, and possible additional well 
owners, to conduct voluntary groundwater level monitoring. The work we are doing 
related to the SMC is primarily focused on examining our existing historical averages 
well data sets that we originally considered but, we are looking to see if there is 
additional data nearby. 
Shribbs – My sister had to re-do her well on a ten-acre ranch in San Louis Obispo area. 
Their 130 feet well went dry and they had to go down to about 450 feet (about 
$50,000). Will the decline in current wells be triggers for action if there are homeowners 
already out there starting to lose their water? Will they be used as an indicator? 
Trotta – I think by incorporating the data set we have on well construction into how we 
are setting the SMC, we would be building in protections for the shallower wells. If 
those groundwater levels drop below depths we determined should be protected by 
Minimum Thresholds and how we defined Undesirable Results, there would need to be 
some triggers or actions. 
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Shribbs – Besides the projection models and monitoring wells, I want to make sure we 
don’t miss a situation where shallow well owners start running out of water and our 
process doesn’t capture that knowledge, and they lose out. Once a well goes dry it is 
hard to bring it back. We should not only use our data but real-time information from 
wells. 

Land Subsidence from Groundwater Extraction 
Marcus Trotta gave a review and update on the strawman proposal of land subsidence. He 
reminded the group of key points and considerations and highlighted remaining questions and 
issues. Trotta gave three options for establishing Undesirable Results with the goal of coming 
up with options for Board consideration and approval. 

• Option 1. If annual minimum threshold exceeded or five continuous years of subsidence
in any area even if each year’s annual subsidence rate is less than the minimum
threshold (as discussed at May 13, AC meeting).

• Option 2. If annual minimum threshold exceeded or five continuous years of subsidence
with cumulative amount exceeding 0.2 feet total in any area even if each year’s annual
subsidence rate is less than the minimum threshold (new).

• Option 3. If annual minimum threshold exceeded or five continuous years of subsidence
occurring over 25 contiguous acres of developed land or infrastructure facilities even if
each year’s annual subsidence rate is less than the minimum threshold (new).

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Lindsey Strain – Can you list other causes of subsidence besides groundwater pumping? 

Trotta – Some other potential causes of subsidence are seismic and historical draining of 
the marshlands in the Baylands’ area. 

Clayton Engstrom – I have a problem with .1 feet, it is very little. I think subsidence needs to be 
measured over a larger area such as 25 acres. A plow could probably move the earth that much 
in 2.5 acres. I am concerned about setting a threshold and exceeding it, then what? I am not so 
worried about the standard but rather about the next step in this progression. To have a hair 
trigger is probably not a good thing. 

Trotta – The .1 threshold was one of the reasons that we developed Option 2 to put that 
.2 threshold of the known estimated elastic subsidence threshold, would not trigger 
Undesirable Results under Option 2. As I mentioned earlier, these options could also be 
combined. Once we establish the SMC, we need to have an implementation plan and 
potential projects and actions to address Undesirable Results in the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan. We included a process of how we are going to develop some of the 
potential projects and plans in today’s meeting packet. 
Ann DuBay – Potentially combining options with a higher cap over a larger area could 
address some of those concerns. 
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Heidi Bauer – How are we going to measure this – take measurements at certain points? How 
are we proposing this is done? 

Trotta – We are proposing using the InSAR satellite base that covers most of the basin. 
This data set is made available by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). 
Bauer – How many points do we have per 25 acres? I am concerned it is too fine an 
amount. 
Trotta – Each point that has a measurement associated with it is 100 meters x 100 
meters – so about 2.5 acres. 

 
Sam Magill asked for general feedback on the options. Is there a preference for defining 
Undesirable Results? Are there concerns with any of the three options presented for defining 
Undesirable Results? Are there additional modifications or other options for defining 
Undesirable Results that should be considered? 
 
Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Martha Murphy – One thing about Option 3, 25 acres. I think you need to build something into 
it. Let’s say part of it is subsiding, and part of it is not; we are looking at five years cumulative. Is 
it under some development or not? It could be partially under development, or just one 
person’s house. How do we decide what the limits are of that? 

Trotta – One potential add-on for the 25 contiguous acres could be that the full 25 
contiguous acres doesn’t have to be developed but just a portion of it is. 
Murphy – That would make more sense to me. It probably wouldn’t happen a lot, but 
we would need to build the consideration into it. 

 
Shribbs – With subsidence sitting at .2 feet, are we presetting that as a random number or is 
there any past evidence we move up and down a little bit more or less? 

Trotta – The .2 feet was based on conditions observed in the Santa Rosa Plain over a 
couple decades before municipal pumping was reduced and imported water was utilized 
more. The .2 feet subsidence is what was observed there.  It isn’t data from the 
Petaluma basin but from a basin with similar geologic conditions. 

 
Andy Rodgers – All three options utilize the satellite which has sophisticated benefits, do we 
know how much it costs the GSA to access and process that data over time compared to 
something less sophisticated? 

Trotta – We haven’t specifically costed it out. The relative level of effort of measuring 
the annual amount of subsidence will be rather straight forward.  Additional costs could 
be incurred if the Minimum Thresholds that we set, are exceeded. The bigger effort 
would be in making the determination if the subsidence is due to groundwater 
pumping. 
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Eugene Camozzi – How do you distinguish between seismic activity and non-seismic subsidence 
specifically from groundwater pumping, especially given the number of earthquakes in the 
area? 

Trotta – We will need to rely on available groundwater level data analyses of where 
groundwater pumping is occurring in the basin. There is also data continually analyzed 
by geologists focused on seismic impacts in the area. It will be one of the issues to 
address going forward with this method. 
 

Drew Buechly – How and who will determine the linkage to groundwater usage? 
Trotta – Likely the technical staff of the GSA going forward using available data collected 
in the implementation phase of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. We would want to 
describe that in the actual plan, and it would probably be good to get DWR’s input as 
well. 

  
Sam Magill asked if the Advisory Committee had enough information to make their 
determination and support any of the options. Any comments? 
 
Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Gary Mickelson – I agree with Clayton Engstrom. We need more information on where we are 
going, size of lots, scale, etc., a quarter to half inch isn’t much change over time. 
 
Murphy – Some have suggested combining Option 2 and Option 3. I think we need to work a bit 
more on all the options before I can agree on any one option. 
 
Seawater Intrusion 
Objective: Review and discuss Seawater SMC strawman proposal and confirm next steps. 
 
Marcus Trotta gave an update on the strawman proposal for seawater intrusion. He reminded 
the group of key points and considerations and highlighted remaining questions and issues. 
Trotta then gave three options for establishing Undesirable Results for Board consideration. 
  

• Option 1.  An undesirable result occurs based on any exceedance of the minimum 
threshold* chloride isocontour, or any exceedance of the minimum threshold chloride 
concentrations at a representative monitoring point (as discussed at May 13 AC 
meeting).  

 

• Option 2.  An undesirable result occurs based on an exceedance of the minimum 
threshold* chloride isocontour into or toward areas that contain existing beneficial uses 
of groundwater, or any exceedance of the minimum threshold chloride concentrations 
at a representative monitoring point in these areas.  

 

• Option 3.  An undesirable result occurs based on any exceedance of the minimum 
threshold* chloride isocontour for three consecutive years, or any exceedance of the 
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minimum threshold chloride concentrations at a representative monitoring point for 
three consecutive years. 

*The proposed minimum threshold is 250 mg/L.

Sam Magill asked for questions and thoughts about the presented options. 

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Engstrom – How tolerant are crops to the levels of chloride? It seems the issue is a non-issue 
based on the data you shared. At 250mg chloride a liter, vineyards could handle quite well. I 
don’t think we should have any trigger unless it is in excess of 250mg/liter. Maybe if it is a 
naturally occurring situation at that level or more, maybe it just needs to be a data point we 
follow and not trigger an Undesirable Result, because we don’t know how it gets there. 

Trotta – The point of making sure we are tracking these things going forward and being 
adaptable is key. I would like to point out that they did start seeing impacts on vineyard 
irrigation with excess of 250mg/liter chloride in Carneros.  

Mickelson – What would the potential restoration efforts be if the threshold was exceeded? 
What mitigation measures would there be for that?  

Trotta – That is something we would look at in projects and management actions. Likely, 
a first step would be better studying the area, and if there are actions that need to 
happen, we would build it into a contingency plan in the Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan. It is important to keep in mind that seawater intrusion, once it occurs, can take a 
long time to mitigate from aquifer systems. 

Bauer – When we were drawing the basin boundaries, we removed the area of southeast 
Petaluma, the area most prone to seawater intrusion. How much at risk is that area from 
seawater intrusion, where we have beneficial uses?  

Trotta – Some of the areas at risk are closer to where the brackish water exists and 
shallow wells at the northern end of Petaluma near the river.  

Shribbs – Are the red dots on the map close to city wells? 
Trotta – I don’t have the data here; I can send you the information. 

Sam Magill then asked the group how comfortable they are with the options. 

Option 1. Yes = 2, No = 6 
Option 2. Yes = 4, No = 6 
Option 3. Yes = 8, No = 2 
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Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee – AC to ask questions if 
needed.  
 
DuBay – The Board hasn’t met since the last Advisory Committee meeting so there isn’t 
anything to report. At the next meeting, the Board will hear the same information the Advisory 
Committee has been discussing but at a much higher and less technical level. The Facilitator 
contract renewal will be on the agenda as a business item. 
 
Ms. DuBay said there had been three training sessions for public outreach meetings the 
previous week. Staff went through the PowerPoint slides and technology involved in doing 
Zoom meetings. Ms. DuBay is looking forward to the Advisory Committee contacting their 
stakeholder groups on the list sent out in March, to see if the stakeholder groups are interested 
in someone from the GSA speaking with them. Let staff know – are the stakeholders interested, 
if they are, what is the date you will be speaking with them, and how can staff assist? 
 
Ms. DuBay said they had received five proposals for the Rural Community Engagement project. 
There was a paper screening a few weeks ago and an interview with panels the previous Friday. 
One consulting team was unanimously selected and references are currently being checked. 
DuBay is hopeful the project will kick off in August. 
 
There is a Community meeting planned for Wednesday, July 15. It will be a virtual meeting and 
content will be high level and is not intended to get into technical details. It will cover the first 
three chapters of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan and discuss Sustainability Management 
Criteria. The meeting will include virtual breakout groups. Staff is looking for good meaningful 
questions from the Advisory Committee for the breakout groups. 
 
On projects and management actions, Marcus Trotta said they have started developing a 
process and framing decisions and steps for how they are going to select and consider projects 
and management actions as part of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. It will be an important 
component and could be a bigger cost of the GSP depending what is selected. He said they 
need to get through the Sustainable Management Criteria and have their computer model 
ready with future projections to test actions and weigh technical and financial feasibility of the 
projects. There is a three-page document in the packet along with a PowerPoint presentation 
that describes details for consideration. There are questions at the end of the PowerPoint. If 
the Advisory Committee members have input, provide it by email to Mr. Trotta.  
 
Mr. Trotta said that the Proposition 68 $1 million grant agreement has been executed with 
DWR and are in the process of doing planning work related to that. Mitch Buttress has been 
working on scoping out locations for the deep monitoring wells. Practitioner Workgroups are 
being formed and meetings are being scheduled for this summer for rural residential and 
agricultural future water demand projections and groundwater eco system mapping.  
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Monitoring Network – Staff are currently working on monitoring network descriptions in the 
basins, not just Representative Monitoring Point networks but the total monitoring network 
throughout the basin that would be part of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. They are 
working on a written description along with maps and figures and hope to have that to the 
Advisory Committee within a month or two. 

Sam Magill asked what questions the Advisory Committee have for the general public around 
the strawman proposal and SMC in general. Are there suggestions for the type of questions on 
the SMCs? 

There were no further comments or questions so Mr. Magill said staff would follow up with a 
list of questions for additional SMC input by email. The next meeting is July 8. In the meantime, 
send any additional thoughts and feedback to Sam Magill about the meeting. 

Attendees 

Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom 
Drew Buechly 
Gary Mickelson 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Lindsey Strain 
Martha Murphy 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng 
Eugene Camozzi 

Staff / Presenters / Facilitator 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Mitch Buttress, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recorder of meeting notes) 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

Other Attendees 
Bruce Abelli-Amen, GSA Board member 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 
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