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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting – Agenda 

June 10, 2020 | 4:30 pm – 6:30 pm 

To join the meeting remotely, click on the link below or enter the URL directly 
into your browser: https://csus.zoom.us/j/94856641716 

Participant code/meeting ID: 94856641716# 

If you are unable to join online, you can dial in using the information below: 
Phone number (toll free): 1-669-900-6833 

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

Time Agenda Item Materials 
4:30 Welcome and Call to Order – Roll Call and Introductions 

Andy Rodgers, Advisory Committee Chairman 
Sam Magill Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

N/A 

4:35 General Public Comments 
This time is reserved for the public to address the Committee 
about matters NOT on the agenda and within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee. 

N/A 

4:40 Agenda Review & 2020 Meeting Schedule Review 
Andy Rodgers, Advisory Committee Chairman  
Sam Magill, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

Agenda; 2020 
Meeting 
Schedule 

4:45 Review Sustainable Management Criteria Proposals 
 Groundwater Levels

o Review and clarifications
o Additional considerations

 Land Subsidence from Groundwater Extraction
o Review and clarifications
o Additional considerations

 Seawater Intrusion (time permitting)
o Review and clarifications
o Additional considerations

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff  
Objective: Review and discuss SMC proposals and discuss 
additional considerations and next steps 

Presentation 
Slides (separate 
from packet) 

https://csus.zoom.us/j/94856641716
mailto:Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov
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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: Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will also be available to the 
public. The agenda and agenda packet materials are available at: 
http://petalumavalleygroundwater.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 meeting.  

For more information, please contact Ann DuBay, Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov. 

5:45 Updates 
Ann DuBay, Administrator 
 Board Meeting Summary

Andrea, Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
 Public Outreach Progress Update

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
 Projects and Management Actions
 Grants Update
 Practitioner Workgroups
 Monitoring Network

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

Projects and 
Management 
Actions 
Overview; 
Projects and 
Management 
Actions 
presentation 
(packet) 

6:25 Review Meeting Action Items and Discuss May Meeting 
Agenda 

6:30 Meeting Adjourns – Next Meeting Date July 13, 2020 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

Board Advisory Committee 
2020 

February 27 
Sustainable Management 

Criteria Update: 
Schedule and Approach 

January 8 
Sustainability Goal Recap 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Lowering of Groundwater Levels 

Initial Discussion 
Public Outreach education and information dissemination progress 

April 23 
Budget; monitoring contract 

March 11 
Water Budget/Model Status Update 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Lowering Groundwater Levels 

(continued) 
Public Outreach education and information dissemination progress 

June 25 
Sustainable Management 

Criteria Update: Initial 
Considerations for 
Groundwater levels, 
Land Subsidence and 
Seawater Intrusion 

Representative Monitoring 
Network initial proposal 

Historical and Current 
Water Budget 

May 13 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Land Subsidence and Seawater 

Intrusion Initial Discussion 
Potential Projects and Actions: Initial Discussion 
Public Outreach education and information dissemination progress 

NEW MEETING! 
June 10 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Updates on Groundwater levels 

update, Land Subsidence and Seawater Intrusion 
Potential Projects and Actions: Introduction 
Public Outreach education and information dissemination progress 

August 27 
Sustainable Management 

Criteria Update 
Projects and Actions 

Introduction 

July 8 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Land Subsidence and Seawater 

Intrusion (additional discussion as needed) 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Degraded Water Quality Initial 

Discussion 
Continued discussion of Potential Projects and Actions 

October 22 
Sustainable Management 

Criteria Update 

September 9 
Current and Historical Water Budget 
Scenario Modeling: Climate Future and Projected Future Water 

Demands 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Degraded Water Quality 

(continued) 
Surface Water/Groundwater Interaction and Groundwater 

Dependent Ecosystems Informational Presentation  

PVGSA Meeting Schedule v06.03.20 1/2 
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

PVGSA Meeting Schedule v06.03.20 2/2 

Board Advisory Committee 
2020 

December 17 
Sustainable Management 

Criteria Update 
Scenario Modeling 

 November 4 
Scenario Modeling: Projects and Actions 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Surface Water Depletion and 

Reduction of Storage Initial Discussion 

2020 All-GSA Events / Community Workshops 

July 15 
Virtual Community Workshop on Petaluma Valley GSP and Basin Conditions 

• What defines the basin?
• Communities
• Water sources
• Groundwater conditions
• Introduction to SGMAs Sustainable Management Criteria: What they are, why they matter,

how they are being developed and how you can help

 Fall/Winter 
Workshop on Petaluma Valley Sustainable Management Criteria 

• Draft Sustainable Management Criteria
• Draft projects and management actions
• Community feedback
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PV AC Draft Meeting Summary 05.13.20 1 

Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

DRAFT Meeting Summary 

Date/Time:   May 13, 2020 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
Location: https://csus.zoom.us/j/814849152 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator 

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

Next Meeting: June 10, 2020, 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Zoom 
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Action Items 
ACTION WHO DEADLINE 
Review AC feedback and consider 
adjustments to SMC Subsidence 

Staff June 10 

Review state guidance/local crop needs 
on chloride, and consider adjustments to 
SMC Seawater Intrusion 

Staff June 10 

Send AC members the link to the 
Petaluma Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Staff June 10 

Overall Feedback on SMCs: 
Subsidence 

• A large majority (5:2) of participants were comfortable with the approach.
• Some participants did note that the timeframes may need to be adjusted; some

confusion exists over five year period of analysis.
• Some participants raised concerns over setting strict subsidence criteria which might not

be directly attributable to groundwater pumping. Staff explained that the subsidence
must be directly tied to groundwater use to trigger the SMC, however.

Seawater Intrusion 

• A significant majority (6:2) of participants were comfortable with the approach.
• Participants were generally supportive of using existing salinity requirements for the

SMC (i.e., Regional Board Basin Plan, existing MCL of 250mg/L, etc.). It was suggested
that the Significant and Unreasonable statement could be amended to refer to
beneficial uses, if appropriate.
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Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill welcomed the group at 4:30 p.m. and provided the virtual meeting protocol. Magill 
conducted roll call and then asked if there were any public comments. 

Public Comment 
None. 

Agenda Review, 2020 Meeting Schedule Review, and March Meeting Summary Review 
Andy Rodgers reviewed the agenda and 2020 Meeting Schedule. He pointed out there is an 
additional Advisory Committee meeting scheduled for Wednesday, June 10 and the next 
Petaluma Valley GSA Board meeting is Thursday, June 25. 

Updates 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, said the Petaluma Valley Board met in April, it was their first virtual 
meeting and it was brief -- there were no information items included in the agenda. The Board 
reviewed and approved the budget for the upcoming fiscal year and reviewed and authorized 
the Sonoma RCD contract extension for monitoring wells. A Request for Proposals for 
community engagement campaign, funded through Prop 68, was issued April 20 and has a 
deadline of May 22 for receiving proposals. A paper screening of the  proposals will be followed 
by interviews. The Board Chair are appointing people to serve on  the screening committees. 

Marcus Trotta mentioned that some work has started with the Prop 68 grant including deep 
monitoring wells and the development of practitioner working groups focused on rural 
residential water demand, future agricultural demand, groundwater/surface water interactions, 
and groundwater dependent ecosystems. Practitioner work groups will develop 
recommendations over the summer for consideration by the Advisory Committee and 
ultimately the Board.  

Sustainable Management Criteria: Land Subsidence 
Objective: Review and discuss Subsidence SMC strawman proposal and confirm next steps. 

Marcus Trotta delivered a presentation on the proposal for the Subsidence SMC. He called 
attention to the fact that the GSAs are only responsible for managing inelastic or unrecoverable 
subsidence caused by groundwater pumping. Available data indicates historical inelastic 
subsidence has not occurred in the subbasin. 

DWR’s GSP Regulations define metrics for measuring subsidence as the rate of change in 
ground surface elevation. There are several techniques that can be used to measure total 
subsidence such as GPS stations, InSAR data, levelling surveys, etc.  

The suggested approaches to significant and unreasonable condition, minimum threshold and 
measurable objective and undesirable result are included in the chart below. 
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Sustainability 
Indicator 

Significant & 
Unreasonable 
Condition 

Minimum 
Threshold 

Undesirable 
Result 

Measurable 
Objective 

Land 
Subsidence 

Any inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping is a 
significant and 
unreasonable 
condition, 
everywhere in the 
subbasin and 
regardless of the 
beneficial uses and 
users. 

Zero inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping. 

Any exceedance of 
a minimum 
threshold or five 
continuous years of 
subsidence due to 
lowered 
groundwater 
levels, even if each 
year’s subsidence 
rate is less than the 
annual minimum 
threshold. 

Zero inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping. 

 
Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Engstrom – What are the effects of earthquakes on groundwater level? Can they be measured 
differently than groundwater pumping?  

Trotta –There is data available from the GPS stations that can help determine if 
subsidence is associated with earthquakes or not. The stations determine horizontal and 
vertical movement, which may help us differentiate between subsidence caused by 
earthquake rather than groundwater pumping.  
Engstrom – It raises more questions. There are many reasons why there is subsidence 
and our margin of error is so small. It may be too strict criteria if you can’t distinguish 
between earthquakes or other reasons for ground subsidence. 
Trotta - In order to be an Undesirable Result, subsidence would have to be related to 
groundwater pumping and that is where having the groundwater level network in 
addition to the subsidence network will be important. 

 
Buechly – Is the only measurement an annual average? What about a cumulative catch? You 
would not want .1 feet for 10 years. 

Trotta – DWR looks at a rate per year, if you wanted to have some sort of cumulative 
total subsidence, you would have to translate back into an average rate per year. There 
is also some uncertainty if DWR allows for any amount of long-term subsidence because 
it can add up over the years to something that is significant. 
Lisa Porta – The Undesirable Result is cumulative in the sense that in this proposal we 
don’t want five continuous years of subsidence even if in one year it is less than .1 feet 
per year. If in one year you have a .1 and the next year is nothing, then it is fine but if it 
keeps increasing then it might be a problem. 
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Bauer – I am wondering about the continuous requirement. What if we lowered levels every 
four years then it bounced up again, then down, then up? What about writing in something 
about that in case we need it.  

Porta –If it bounces back up it is elastic.  You are thinking about if it decreases and 
stops?  
Bauer - Yes, but it could be four years of a low number and then the fifth year is net 
zero. The net reduction could be more than the net increase. 
Porta –It is something that can be discussed and could also be considered during the 
five year updates of the GSP. 

Shribbs – What is the error on zero? 
Porta – Zero subsidence would be within the margin of error of the measurement 
device. If in one year you have .1 feet of error in this data set, that would equal no 
subsidence, but if it accumulates over time, the Undesirable Result comes into play. It 
accounts for the error. 
Shribbs – Is the error .1 of a foot? So, if the movement is more than one inch up or 
down it is net zero. If it is 2 inches that would be an elastic non-zero? Are two inches 
really that important in this basin? The Central Valley considers movement up and down 
in feet over the years. 
Porta – Think of it as cumulative. It was looked at over a period of 20 years in the 
Central Valley. 
Shribbs – I am worried about the language. There should be numbers on the boxes, not 
only “zero”. 
Porta – OK, so clarification is being requested for this. 

Sam Magill asked if the Advisory Committee members were comfortable with the first question 
“Do you have concerns about the approach for setting the proposed subsidence SMC”, and for 
general feedback on the sustainability indicator and text in the chart. 

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Bauer – Maybe we could have no net reduction over five years? Our area isn’t too prone to 
subsidence, but I was thinking of a safety net. 

Strain – I am OK with the criteria. 

Buechly – The language is loose in some areas, tight in others and the math might be misleading 
as well. If it is .1 over a period of ten years, there should be some longer period of 
measurement catch. Maybe too tight on an annual basis – 3-5 inches could trigger in the 
opposite direction. If it isn’t something we can affect, why talk about it?  

Trotta – We are looking at a long-term cap possibly to supplement an annual rate. 
Porta– DWR will accept something that makes sense for the basin and understands how 
it is rationalized.  
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Murphy – Should the time period be longer than five years? We just got through a five-year 
drought and it won’t be the last. 

Marcus – If we are seeing some subsidence less than .1, it is continuous, the five years is 
set to take this into account to avoid transitioning to inelastic subsidence. We can talk 
about the timeframe. For it to trigger an Undesirable Result, it would need to be 
attributed to groundwater pumping. 

Bauer – Although I would rather not see longer than five years of reductions that exceed the 
Minimum Threshold, not without triggering some sort of assessment anyway. 

Rodgers – These plans will be updated, it is not set in stone for 40 years, we are looking for an 
approach that is doable and acceptable to DWR. If we find five years isn’t appropriate, it can be 
changed in the future. I am comfortable with information on the slide. 

Trotta – Every five years we will provide GSP updates to DWR -- that will be our 
opportunity to revise the methodologies we are using. 

Shribbs – How many stations do we need to get an average measurement error of 1 inch? What 
is the cost per station to measure it? 

Trotta – We would be using InSAR data, and there wouldn’t be any cost to use that data 
set and the error is incorporated into it. 

Sam Magill then asked for questions and or thoughts about the second question “Is there 
anything further you feel should be considered in the proposed subsidence SMC?” 
There was no input from the group and Marcus Trotta said the input received was helpful and 
staff would go back and look at options that could be included in the proposal. 

Sustainable Management Criteria: Seawater Intrusion 
Objective: Review and discuss Seawater SMC strawman proposal and confirm next steps. 

Marcus Trotta provided a Strawman in the packet and walked through his slide presentation. 
DWR’s GSP Regulations defined the metric for measuring subsidence is the chloride 
concentration isocontour. He suggested using the isocontour, and supplementing the chloride 
isocontour by defining chloride concentrations at representative monitoring points. 

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Shribbs – Rockin H Ranch near the river, there are more vineyards going in. If they are all using 
well water, is there different criteria for drinking water and crop water? For people closer to 
the river, can we use their wells for measuring with the monitoring network?  Is it cheaper to 
use them? 

Trotta – We could consider using existing wells that are volunteered for monitoring 
provided they are appropriately constructed; it would save costs. 250mg/L drinking 
water is probably a bit more restrictive than crop water, but we can look at it a little 
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more to confirm it. For sea level rise, we would be incorporating that into future 
projections. 
Shribbs – If a few wells start showing changes over time and they go over 250mg/L, 
what is our response going to be? What action are we talking about? 
Trotta – Another section of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan looks at projects and 
actions in this basin to achieve the SMC. Even if it doesn’t look like we are meeting all 
the thresholds and objectives right now, we might want some contingency projects and 
actions. 
Schribbs – Let’s reverse the thinking, I would rather restore it to an eco-system of 
wetlands and get the farmers off the land! It is a political way of thinking! Putting a well 
near saltwater is a known risk.  

 
Andy Rodgers – If the Sonoma Valley AC has considered this item, I am curious where they 
ended up regarding 150mg/L? And have other completed Groundwater Sustainability Plans 
used the 250mg/L Minimum Threshold level? 

Trotta – The Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee is generally supportive of the 
methodology overall; they had some concerns with the Measurable Objective of 
150mg/L. 
Porta – This is an example of what was used in the Mid County Subbasin of Santa Cruz 
County. Here we are initially proposing to have the same line in the sand, 250mg/L for 
Minimum Thresholds and 150mg/ for the Measurable Objective. Salinas did something 
different. Instead of one line, we could have two lines, and the Measurable Objective 
would be closer to where the wells are pumping.  

 
Public Comment/Question 
Bruce Abelli-Amen – If there is intrusion in an area without impact, is that an unreasonable 
condition? I don’t think so, I think you need to affect the beneficial uses to have an adverse 
effect. Consider adding a phrase to the significant and unreasonable condition statement: any 
seawater intrusion must have an impact on an identified beneficial use to trigger the SMC.  
 
Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Mickelson – Marcus Trotta made a comment that there isn’t much data on the salt intrusion so 
far but the fresh water from marine and sewer treatment influx of water into the river is going 
to have a significant change on the salt intrusion. Is that part of the study going forward? 

Trotta – It is certainly possible; this SMC is solely focused on saltwater in the 
groundwater system. The tidal influence portion of the river is a potential conduit for 
saltwater intrusion in the basin. The years when there is more fresh water going into the 
system would help mitigate that.  
Mickelson – That is why I was wondering if it was part of the plan, establishing 
something to do with the rain going into the river, it certainly affects intrusion. 
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Sustainability 
Indicator 

Significant & 
Unreasonable 
Condition 

Minimum Threshold Undesirable Result Measurable 
Objective 

Sea Water 
Intrusion 

Any Seawater 
intrusion inland of 
areas of existing 
brackish 
groundwater is a 
significant and 
unreasonable 
condition.   

Establish the 
minimum threshold 
as a 250 mg/L 
isocontour at, or 
inland from, the 
existing 250 mg/L 
isocontour.  

Any exceedance of 
the minimum 
threshold chloride 
isocontour, or any 
exceedance of the 
minimum 
threshold chloride 
concentrations at a 
representative 
monitoring point. 

Establish the 
measurable 
objective as a 150 
mg/L isocontour at 
the same location 
as the minimum 
threshold 
isocontour. 

Engstrom – You are saying there is saltwater intrusion as far as the extremities of the Petaluma 
River? 

Trotta – Some of the findings of the USGS study show higher chloride levels in some 
wells close to the river near the City of Petaluma. It is uncertain if it is related to 
seawater intrusion. 
Engstrom – What I find fearful about any kind of standard, is that we don’t really know 
what is there and what is acceptable. It is possible that 250mg/L is acceptable to 
watering crops – is that what they are watering crops with now? Setting criteria without 
knowing existing conditions is difficult. I am reluctant to use another area’s basin 
standard when we don’t know what is going on in our basin now. These numbers are 
arbitrary, and I am not comfortable with them. 
Porta – You could look at it in the opposite way. It is what you would like to see in the 
basin so if you know what the beneficial uses are and what water quality is thought of as 
adequate for crop watering, then you could put an initial line in the sand. During 
monitoring and implementation, you could refine the line at the five-year update. This 
one is more about what is acceptable. 

Sam Magill asked for a general sense of the text as appears in the chart below. 

Buechly – I have a similar concern to Clayton Engstrom of working with an arbitrary number. It 
seems like we would want to start with a baseline that is relevant to the region. 

Sam Magill – During the Santa Rosa Plain meeting the other day when we were discussing the 
water quality SMC, a lot of Advisory Committee members brought up being in alignment with 
the Regional Board standards. Is there anything that can be applied for salinity here? 

Porta– We can look at the crop tolerances. The Central Coast Basin plans have 
developed numbers for that so we can look at it. 
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Engstrom – We don’t know what the current conditions are there. If we are trying to establish a 
baseline, we may already be exceeding the threshold that we are trying to establish. If we have 
a proper understanding of current conditions, then we could probably better determine the 
proper threshold to not make it worse than it is. I feel uncomfortable about setting a standard 
for something I don’t know the current conditions. 

Trotta – We will take your input and do some additional work with the data that is 
available and incorporate data that the USGS has compiled. Then we can present 
different scenarios, so it is easier for you to react in terms of concentrations and 
location of proposed contours.  I think that would probably help address some concerns. 

 
Bauer – If we don’t have specific guidance, we will use the 250mg/L. 
 
Murphy – I agree with Heidi Bauer. 
 
Rodgers – Identifying an existing threshold from another agency like the Water Board would 
give a level of comfort as it isn’t an arbitrary area but based on something that exists and has 
been adopted. I also don’t want to forget what Bruce Abelli-Amen suggested, that we look at 
beneficial use areas; if there are opportunities to have variable standards for some areas, it 
would be good to know. 
 
Shribbs – Is there any data available from test labs? 

Trotta – Earlier I showed maps with concentrations on them from groundwater samples, 
those were data that came from labs. 

 
Introduction to Projects and Actions 
Marcus Trotta said we would be spending more time on projects and actions at the next 
meeting. He mentioned an important component of the GSP is going to be identifying potential 
projects and management actions. It will be important that we have guidance from the 
Advisory Committee and Board on project concepts and management actions that make sense 
for this basin. We will develop those in the fall, as part of our GSP when we have our computer 
model ready and look at current and historic water budgets and develop the future water 
budget. We also want to simulate potential projects and actions provided they are needed to 
get the basin to sustainability in the SGMA timeframes. 
 
At the next meeting we will be providing information about SGMA requirements to get initial 
input on topics including recycled water, stormwater recharge project, reductions in pumping, 
aquifer storage and recovery, and conservation programs. We will work with the Advisory 
Committee and the Board on projects and actions to be included early on or as a contingency. 
We will also need to look at the feasibility level of projects and actions to some degree before 
we finalize the plans. These will inform our Sustainable Management Criteria what kinds of 
projects and actions are feasible. It is important to get the process moving. 
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Shribbs – People are talking about new water rules in Petaluma, but I haven’t seen anything. 
Has anyone seen anything? There seems to be some concern in the community. 
 Trotta – Not that I am aware. 

Shribbs – I believe there might be some new rules from the City of Petaluma about 
filling up pools. 
Chelsea Thompson – Filling a pool is never going to be illegal, maybe restrictions will be 
implemented during a drought, but we are not in a drought situation right now. The 
State is coming out with water conservation legislation that will apply to the City. 
Shribbs – The City website is lacking about filling pools. 
Thompson – I can share the water conservation website with you if that would that be 
helpful. I will email you. 
 

Shribbs – Did staff look at the Petaluma Hazard Mitigation Plan under review by the City? Of 
primary concern were Earthquake #1 and flooding #2, other things are showing up as moderate 
concerns for now and the future. It looks like some groundwater information has been 
included. 

Trotta – I have not yet; we have a list of plans that need to be considered in our 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. It sounds like something we should include; we’ll look 
at that. 

 Ann DuBay – I can send a link for the Petaluma hazard mitigation plan. 
 
Review Meeting Action Items / Discuss June Meeting Agenda 
Ann DuBay – Marcus Trotta and technical staff would like to get feedback on subsidence and 
seawater intrusion, please send your input to them within two weeks. They will look at your 
comments and see if any adjustments can be made to address your concerns. They will also be 
relooking at potential water quality standards regarding the chloride level. DuBay mentioned 
there is an additional Advisory Committee meeting scheduled for June 10 at 4:30pm and 
reminded the meeting attendees to mark their calendar for the July 15, 5pm Petaluma Valley 
Community workshop which will probably be a virtual meeting. 
 
Attendees 
 

Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom 
Drew Buechly 
Gary Mickelson 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Lindsey Strain 
Martha Murphy 
  

13



PV AC Draft Meeting Summary 05.13.20 10 

Rebecca (Becky) Ng 
Eugene Camozzi 

Staff / Presenters / Facilitator 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Lisa Porta, Montgomery Associates 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
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 
Chelsea Thompson 
Tim Parker 
Scott Rymes 
Nathaniel Frost 
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Planning for Projects and  Management Actions  –  Overview  
Sonoma County GSAs/GSPs  

DRAFT  
Introduction  
This  staff report  provides an  overview of  the process  of  developing and vetting projects and  
management actions for Sonoma County  groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs). This includes  
describing the development and review process, and necessary  resources.  
 
The Sustainable  Groundwater  Management Act (SGMA)  requires GSPs to  include  descriptions of projects  
and  possible  management actions that the groundwater sustainability agency (GSA)  has determined will 
help  achieve the sustainability goal  and measurable  objective  as needed,  as  well as to respond to  
changing conditions in the  basin over the fifty-year planning horizon.  Additionally, the GSP has to  
include: (1)  what measurable objective will  benefit from  a specific  project or management  action,  (2) 
criteria and circumstances that would trigger implementation and future termination, and  (3)  the 
process by  which the GSA  will determine a project  or management action is necessary to execute.  
Projects and  management  actions  can be utilized to  meet  interim milestones,  address minimum  
threshold exceedances  and undesirable results  that have  occurred or are imminent.   
 
The number  and types  of projects and  management actions  necessary  to achieve the sustainability goal 
will  depend upon  the basin conditions,  development of sustainable management  criteria (SMCs), and  
water  budget information.  When and if to implement  specific projects and  management actions is  
ultimately the  decision of the  GSA.   
 
In addition to any projects  and management actions,  a number of administrative and operational 
activities to be managed by the GSA  will need to be included  in  the implementation plan for the GSP.   
These activities are expected to include  but not  be  limited to:  
 
• Conducting the business  of the GSA, including regularly scheduled periodic  meetings, decision-

making actions related to  minimum thresholds and  measurable objectives as necessary, 
implementing policies and  procedures,  and  ensuring adequate funding and finance for GSP actions 
and activities 

• Preparing and submitting annual data reports to  DWR  summarizing progress on  the GSP 
• Implementing and maintaining the basin monitoring and groundwater user registration programs 
• Conducting studies and installing additional monitoring  equipment  to fill identified data gaps 
• Maintaining the data  management system including adding and conducting quality 

assurance/quality control on data as it is collected and performing software and hardware 
maintenance and updates  as needed 

• Maintaining and periodically updating  the model with newly collected  data appropriate  
• Preparing a five-year progress and GSP update, making appropriate  changes to  the plan to maintain 

the course for groundwater sustainability in the basin 
• Directing management actions as necessary  and appropriate to  meet  the GSP sustainability goal 
• Providing oversight of and in some  cases, implementing capital projects in the basin 

Projects-Management Actions 1 v05-29-2020 
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Project and Management Actions   
Conceptual projects  and management actions  will be  developed and incorporated  as needed and as  
appropriate  into  the  GSPs  to assist with  meeting sustainability goals  and measurable objectives  and  
avoiding undesirable results.  
 
Capital projects  are anticipated to  focus primarily on  stormwater capture and detention/recharge,  
aquifer storage and recovery (groundwater banking), increasing recycled water use and increasing  
(voluntary)  conservation/water use efficiency programs. Conceptual  projects  will  be screened using the  
following c riteria:  
 

• Project is technically and legally feasible. 
• Sufficient information is  available for evaluation and  modeling  to demonstrate that the project

will help avoid  minimum thresholds and  enhance achievement  of  measurable objectives. 
• Project increases sustainable yield, or reduces groundwater demand. 
• Project implementation is  planned within 20  years. 
• Project meets  Subarticle 5  Projects  and  Management Actions  GSP Emergency  Regulations 

Section  354.44 criteria  (attached). 
• The  GSA  or  other  agency/organization is a proponent for the project. 
• Funding for the project is identified. 

 
In addition to  ongoing and  enhanced monitoring as required by SGMA,  possible management actions to  
be considered for the basins may include but not be limited to:  
 

• Mandatory conservation  measures 
• Groundwater  demand management 
• Mandatory metering of non-de minimis wells 
• Zero net groundwater use requirement for future development in depletion areas 

 
Prior to implementing a project  or management  action, the GSA  will conduct a review to  ensure  
compliance with  the California Environmental Quality Act.  

Process for Development of Conceptual Projects and Management Actions  
The evaluation of potential project concepts and  management actions  will begin  once (1) the water  
budget has been developed to provide forecasts  of groundwater conditions  over the  50-year planning  
horizon; and (2) draft SMCs have been  identified. Once these milestones have been achieved, there will  
be sufficient information to assess whether future groundwater conditions  may require projects or  
management actions to avoid minimum thresholds and achieve  measurable  objectives. The model will 
be used to help  evaluate  the viability  of project concepts and/or management  actions towards  meeting  
the draft SMCs. If projects  and/or management actions are determined by the  GSA Board to not be  
feasible, the draft SMCs will be reevaluated to  ensure  that compliance can be achieved.   
 
The process will involve  preparing technical documents on potential conceptual  project and  
management actions for each basin. These documents will  be generated and reviewed internally by the  
GSP Technical Team and  member agency staff, including review  of technical materials to be provided  
prior to each AC  meeting.  Opportunities  for AC  members to provide  initial input  will be provided  
through both email format  and during meetings, with  the understanding that  any  proposed  projects will 
be implemented by the GSA, GSA member agencies, and/or  other public agencies. Additionally, GSA  

Projects-Management Actions 2 v05-29-2020 
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Boards will be briefed and provided the opportunity to provide input and decide which project concepts 
and management actions will be included in each GSP. Moving forward with this effort in advance 
should help provide direction prior to having to assemble projects and management actions into 
scenarios for subsequent modeling runs as needed. CEQA analysis of projects, including public review, 
will be conducted subsequent to adoption of the GSP when detailed project planning and design occurs. 

The following chart provides the conceptual timeframe and relational nature between the SMCs, 
simulation and development of conceptual projects and management actions. 

Projects-Management Actions 3 v05-29-2020 
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GSP Conceptual Projects and 
Management Actions 
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GSP Requirements for 
Projects and Management Actions 
• Assess, select and describe project concepts and management actions 

that: 
• Address undesirable results 
• Aid in achieving measurable objectives and sustainable yield 

• Also evaluate potential unintended consequences of projects and 
management actions: 
• Potential impacts can be evaluated through the modeling of scenarios 
• Monitor potential undesirable result indicators to ensure that projects and 

management actions do not cause other problems 

• GSP exempt from CEQA – 
• Projects will require CEQA compliance, etc. 
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Why Discuss Potential Projects Concepts and 
Management Actions Now? 

• Consideration of potential project concepts and management actions adds helpful 
context to ongoing discussion of technical issues and achieving sustainability 
• Project concepts and management actions may potentially differ in geographic 

location of implementation & benefits, costs/funders & beneficiaries, and triggers 
• These will be complex discussions good to start now and not get rushed later 
• Groundwater flow model will simulate potential benefits and impacts of project 

concepts and management actions for future demand and response scenarios 
• Projects will be largely developed at the conceptual level in the GSP and detailed 

design, CEQA, permitting, and financing will be undertaken at GSP implementation 
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General Process 
Projects Concepts & Management Actions 
Used to Achieve Sustainability as Needed 

Identify and assemble
Project Concepts and

Management Actions into
grouped activities and

scenarios 

Measurable Evaluate and model 
grouped Project

Concepts
Management

Actions 

Objectives Achieved 

Measurable Objectives 
Not Achieved Evaluate based on: 

•Ability to meet Sustainability Goal
•Impacts to users
•Cost viability

Set Interim 
Milestones/ finalize

SMCs B
C 

Recommended 
Projects and

Management Actions 

B 

B 

B 
C 

Re-evaluate and 
refine SMCs, 
Projects and
Management

Actions as 
needed 

B 

Advisory Committee and Technical
Team Action 
Technical Team Action 

SVGSA Board Input Board Decision B 

SVGSA Board and Community Input 
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Drivers for Projects and Management Actions 
• Need to achieve sustainability goal and not exceed minimum thresholds
• Approach/meet measurable objectives and interim milestones
• Preliminary considerations could include declining groundwater levels that

appear to have the potential to:
• Prevent beneficial users from meeting their normal demand
• Reduce groundwater contributions to streamflow causing lowered flows

impacting flora/fauna that rely on it
• Cause terrestrial groundwater dependent ecosystems to be impacted
• Induce subsidence in areas of extraction
• Initiate seawater intrusion in the southern basin (PV and SV only)
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Example  Conceptual  Projects and 
Management  Actions 
• Groundwater recharge w ith  potable d rinking  water:  Aquifer  Storage  and  Recovery 

(ASR) Project  to  recharge  deep  aquifer
• Stormwater capture/use o r recharge o f c aptured  water:  Surface Water Infiltration 

Project to  recharge  shallow aquifer
• Replace g roundwater pumping  with  recycled  water:  Recycled  Water  Expansion 

Project
• Redistribution  of p umping:  Project (If  new  wells a re  required)
• Continued  and  enhanced  conservation  and  water use e fficiency  programs:  Project

or  Management  Action  – voluntary, incentive-based or  mandatory
• Pumping  demand  reductions  – areas  with  declining  groundwater levels: 

Management  Action
• No  increase in  groundwater demand  with  new  development:  Zero  Net  Use for

New  Development
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Potential Benefits to Achieving SMCs 
Measurable Objective Groundwater 

Level 
Declines 

Groundwater 
Storage 
Declines 

Groundwater 
Quality 
Degradation 

Subsidence 
from 
Extraction 

Seawater 
Intrusion 

Surface Water 
Depletion from 
Extraction 

Potential Benefits from Conceptual Projects 
Groundwater Banking 
Deep Recharge 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
risk 

Redistribute Pumping Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
depletion 

Potential Benefits from Management Actions 
Decrease Pumping with 
Mandatory Conservation 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
depletion 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

    
  

 
    

 
 

 
   

  
 

     

   
 

    

     

    
   

 
    

      

   
 

Stormwater Capture 
Shallow Recharge 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
depletion 

Replace Pumping with 
Recycled Water 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
depletion 

Decrease Pumping with 
Voluntary Conservation 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
depletion 

Demand Reduction Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
declines 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
risk 

Decrease 
depletion 

Zero Net Use 
(New Development) 

    24



Preliminary  Screening  Criteria  for  Including  
Conceptual  Project  in  GSP: 
• Project i s  technically  and  legally  feasible. 
• Sufficient i nformation  is  available  for  evaluation  and  modeling  to  

demonstrate that the project will help avoid minimum thresholds and 
enhance achievement  of  measurable objectives. 
• Project i ncreases  sustainable  yield  or  reduces  groundwater  demand. 
• Project i mplementation  is  planned  within  20  years. 
• Project m eets  GSP Emergency  Regulations  Section  354.44  criteria. 
• The G SA  or other agency/organization  is  a  proponent for the p roject. 
• Funding/finance  approach  for  the  project i s  identified. 
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Water  Budget/Model  and  Project  Concepts/Management 
Actions Relational Schedule 

02 20  2 0
June Summer  2020 Sept Fall  2020 Dec Winter 2 021 Mar 2 e 

Spring  2021 Jun
Sustainable  Management  Criteria 

Initial  Sustainable  Management Criteria  (Undesirable  SMCs  Additional   Iteration  
All  SMCs  Final 

Results, Minimum  Thresholds, and  Measurable  Objectives)  w/Interim  Milestones 

Water  Budget/Model  Milestones 
Historical/Current  Water  Projected  Future  Climate- Assess  Needs  for  Project  
Budget  Complete Water  Budget  Demands  and  Management  Actions  to  

Complete Achieve  Sustainability -
If  Sustainable  DONE 

- If  Not  Sustainable Assemble  and Run Scenarios  
of  Projects and  
Management  Actions  to  
Achieve  Sustainability 

Conceptual P rojects/Management  Actions  Milestones 

Assemble  Conceptual  Receive  Stakeholder  Input  Develop  Details  for  Projects  
Projects  and  Management  on  Conceptual Projects and  and  Management  Actions 
Actions Management  Actions 

20 1 020 0 2 2 2021 
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How long  will it take  for Projects a nd  
Management  Actions?  Many Years 

GSP Implementation 
• Achieve groundwater sustainability in 

20 years, maintain for 50 years
• Monitoring program (including 

funding)
• Annual updates and 5-year 

comprehensive reporting on progress
• Adaptive options if projects and 

management actions are not 
providing benefits and 
achieving/maintaining sustainability

Projects  and  Management  Actions  
• Statutory/Regulatory Compliance (e.g. 

CEQA/NEPA, State/Federal ESA,
Streambed Alteration Agreements,
Section 401 of CWA, etc.)
• Funding
• Beneficial user / stakeholder support
• In some cases, GSA or GSA member 

land ownership or acquisition
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Questions 

• What are the most important criteria to consider for project concepts 
and management actions? 

• What project concepts and management action examples do you 
think would generally be supported by the community? 

• What concerns would you and other similar stakeholders have with 
any of the project concepts and management examples? 

• Are there any other project concepts or management actions not 
listed in this presentation? 
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