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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/Time:   August 12, 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: September 9, 2020, 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Zoom 
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Andy Rodgers, Chairman, welcomed the group at 4:34 p.m. and Ann DuBay conducted roll call. 

Public Comment 
None. 

Agenda Review, 2020 Meeting Schedule Review, and June Meeting Summary Review 
Ann DuBay reviewed the 2020 Meeting schedule and then asked if participants had any 
comments or changes to the June meeting summary. No changes were requested so the 
Advisory Committee approved making the June meeting notes final. 

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

Marcus Trotta gave a review and status update on land subsidence and seawater intrusion. 

Land Subsidence from Groundwater Extraction 
Mr. Trotta reminded the group of the required SGMA considerations for Minimum Thresholds 
and Undesirable Results as well as the key points and considerations for this Sustainability 
Management Criteria. The staff recommended approach is as follows: 

1. Any rate of future inelastic (irrecoverable) subsidence due to groundwater pumping
is significant and unreasonable.

2. Annual Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objectives set at 0.1 feet total
subsidence.

3. Undesirable result occurs if:
a. Annual Minimum Threshold of 0.1 feet total subsidence due is exceeded OR
b. Cumulative total subsidence of 0.2 feet is exceeded within 5-year period
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c. AND Minimum Threshold exceedance is determined to be correlated with: (1)
groundwater pumping and (2) a Minimum Threshold exceedance of the Chronic
Lowering of groundwater level SMC (e.g., groundwater levels have fallen below
historical lows).

Questions from staff to the Advisory Committee: 

1. Are you supportive of the staff recommendation?
2. If not, do you have another proposed approach that you think the Board should

consider?
3. What is your recommendation for minimum-sized area over which subsidence occurs

that would lead to Undesirable Results?
a. 2.5 acres (1 pixel)
b. 25-contiguous acres (10 pixels)
c. 50-continguous acres (20 pixels)
d. Other? (specify)

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Heidi Bauer – For the Undesirable Result I prefer 2 and 3b. For the minimum size area, I think 
2.5 acres is rather small; 50 acres is too big; 25 acres seems the most reasonable. What is your 
recommendation Mr. Trotta? 

Trotta – Staff would be comfortable with either the 25 or possibly 2.5 acres. If we 
choose a larger area - 25 or 50, we would build something into it that would trigger an 
assessment or investigation if we saw a single pixel exceed that. 

Martha Murphy – I think I would lean towards 25 acres. Looking at inelastic subsidence – if we 
had an earthquake, we could check it with InSAR to see if the earthquake caused some inelastic 
subsidence. If something changes not long after the earthquake, can we see that with InSAR? 
Who is going to look at it and decide? How will we differentiate? 

Trotta – We will rely on the correlation methodology. A seismic event would probably 
happen over a larger area. The main point is we would be looking at available 
groundwater levels and groundwater pumping patterns. 
Murphy – I was just looking for something a little more specific of review of seismic 
related records; I think the explanation satisfies me. 

Rodgers – Since there probably isn’t a well within every 2.5 pixel, it doesn’t seem like we could 
prove subsidence is not caused by groundwater pumping. I am leaning toward a larger size - 25 
or 50 acres. 

Gary – I agree with Andy Rodgers. 

Engstrom – The larger and bigger data points are going to be more important to the criteria. I 
think the 50-acre having all the data points is a terrific way to look at it. I have a little bit of 
concern with future construction. We are going to be seeing larger buildings and greater 
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masses and they tend to settle. Many acres of downtown Petaluma will have several larger 
housing structures. 2.5-acre is probably too small, a larger area is better. 

Bauer – With a larger area, one area might adversely affect another. If we look at rural and 
populated area together, it might be too big a basket. Is that a concern? 

Trotta – The way to look at Undesirable Results is that the whole basin is a basket. 
Bauer – Then what is the difference between looking at 25 or 50 acres? 
Trotta – It is the likelihood of whether an Undesirable Result is determined based on the 
data. If you had exceedances of the minimum threshold, the bar would be a little lower 
with the 25 as compared to the 50. 

Ann DuBay asked if the Advisory Committee agreed with the staff recommended approach for 
Question 1 – ‘Are you supportive of the staff recommendation’? 

Response – 6 yes, 1 no 
Engstrom – My concern is the amount is very small, 2.5 inches in five years isn’t much. Maybe if 
we were losing an inch a year, we would have a real concern. 

DuBay – The proposal is about 1.2 inches annually or cumulatively 2.5 inches over five 
years. It sounds like the Advisory Committee is generally comfortable with this. We will 
reflect your concern to the Board when we bring the recommendation.  
Engstrom – I would also want to have some tracking figures. Five inches over 50 acres is 
rather insignificant. 

Ann DuBay asked for Advisory Committee thoughts on Question 3 - ‘What is your 
recommendation for minimum-sized area over which subsidence occurs that would lead to 
Undesirable Results’? 

Responses 
2.5 acres – 7 no 
25 contiguous acres – 4 yes, 3 no 
50 contiguous acres – 6 yes, 1 no 

DuBay – What we would bring to the Board is that the majority of the Advisory Committee 
members are supportive of the staff recommendation, one member was not supportive 
because of concern the measurement was too sensitive and would prefer to see a larger 
measurement over time. No one supported Undesirable Results being triggered by subsidence 
measured in 2.5 acres. Strong majority supported 50 acres and the group was split on 25 acres. 

Shribbs (from chat) – How often is data taken? A lot more than once a year so one inch may be 
large for one year. 

Trotta – The data is reported on a monthly basis. When monitoring annually, we would 
look at changes from the same month, year-to-year (e.g. June to June). 

Schribbs – Fifty acres may be too large. How much does a single well overdrawing cause 
subsidence? On 50 contiguous acres, that is a rather large area that is subsiding. Is that going to 
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be too late if we have that much acreage subsiding at one time? Going back historically before 
the 1950’s, there were hints then that there was saltwater intrusion and possibly some 
subsidence from large wells, like the one owned by the creamery. If we have a total drought 
and we are completely dependent on groundwater, at what point do we say we are in trouble? 
Is 50 acres too large? 

Trotta – Historically, we don’t have accurate data for land surface subsidence. We don’t 
know how much an impact that one well in an area will have. In terms of 50 acres being 
too large, that is why we built in the 0.2 in the cumulative cap, we would see those 
before it turns inelastic and unrecoverable. 
Engstrom – The creamery has been on one private well for 100 years, I think we would 
know what the problem is from that one well. I don’t like that argument.  

Seawater Intrusion 
Objective: Review and discuss seawater intrusion SMC proposals and discuss additional 
considerations and next steps. 

Marcus Trotta provided key points/considerations for seawater intrusion and presented the 
proposed approach for significant and unreasonable conditions.  

He reviewed concerns from the Advisory Committee at previous meetings and presented staff’s 
proposed adaptive approach for Minimum Thresholds and Undesirable Results. 

Adaptive Approach - Measurable Objective: 
The Measurable Objective is the chloride isocontour that represents an aspirational goal to 
maintain or provide optimal protection of groundwater conditions from seawater intrusion. 

Options: 
Same location and same concentration as MT (eg, 250 mg/l inland of baseline 
isocontour) 

2. Same location and concentration as 250 mg/l baseline isocontour (e.g., maintain
existing line where it is)

3. Same location and lower concentration as MT (e.g., 150 mg/l)

Proposed Approach - Undesirable Results: 
An Undesirable Result occurs when two conditions are met: 

1. The Minimum Threshold is triggered because the monitoring data indicates that the
current extent of the 250 mg/l chloride isocontour encroaches inland relative to the
Minimum Threshold Reference contour; and

2. The Minimum Threshold exceedance is caused by groundwater pumping.

Advisory Committee Questions/Comments 
Shribbs (from chat) – Why the loop around well 153 to keep it out of the area? 
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Trotta – We haven’t fully assessed the depths of the sampled wells. We might want to 
look at historical data for the well. It is difficult to know how representative the data set 
is. 
Shribbs – I would go more with geological data.  

Shribbs (from chat) – Intrusion from sea level rise as well as pumping is also important. It 
sounds like if wells show increases within the isocontour, then we are not worried? 
(added verbally) This is maybe a bit too protective; I am worried about the wording and the 
implications.  

DuBay – Are your questions related to Questions 3.a, b, and c? On sea level rise versus 
pumping, the GSA cannot address issues/impacts of sea level rise in the GSP. We would 
account for sea level rise when we do the modeling. With pumping, we can do projects 
and actions to mitigate it. 
Trotta – Having it directly tied to groundwater pumping (something the GSA has some 
control over) versus sea level rise, is the idea. One of the things to address this point, we 
would be monitoring additional data, not just the SMC. We would see increasing trends 
even if they weren’t exceeding thresholds. We would want to build in some language in 
the GSP that would help address some of the concerns. 

Mickelson – Our basin is a little different from the others because of the Petaluma River being 
tidally influenced. One consideration is the time of year that we are doing the testing; there is 
less seawater in winter than in the drier months. Has it been taken into consideration in this 
proposal? 

Trotta – Yes, the seasonal aspects have been taken into consideration, that is why we 
are proposing taking samples twice a year - in spring and fall. When we look at assessing 
how we compare with the SMC, we would look at an average of the two values, so it is 
more consistent year to year. 
Mickelson – That makes sense. 

Questions from staff to Advisory Committee: 

1. Are you supportive of the staff recommendation for Minimum Thresholds and
Undesirable Results determination?
Responses
7 yes, 0 no

2. If not, do you have another proposed approach that you think the Board should
consider? ---

3. What is your recommendation for initial Measurable Objectives?
a. Same location and same concentration as MT (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline

isocountour)
Responses = 6 yes, 1 no
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b. Same location and concentration as 250 mg/l baseline isocontour (e.g., maintain
existing line where it is)
Responses = 3 yes, 4 no

c. Same location and lower concentration as Minimum Thresholds (e.g., 150 mg/l)
Responses = 1 yes, 6 no

Ann DuBay said staff will tell the Board that the Advisory Committee supports the staff 
recommendation: strong majority supported a.; there was mixed support for b.; and only one 
member supported c. 

Camozzi – I have a comment on the survey we just did and how you phrased the last question. I 
would prefer it be phrased the other way around - 6 against and 1 for it. 

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

Marcus Trotta included a document in the packet that highlights the GSP requirements for 
projects and management actions and staff approach for the general process. He provided 
example conceptual projects and management actions and mentioned that it will be an 
iterative process for the Advisory Committee and the Board. Staff will be working on the water 
budget as we go into winter and then work on projects and management actions. It would be 
helpful to receive input from the Advisory Committee.  

Rodgers – My initial general thought is that the basin is in pretty good shape (we will confirm 
that in the GSP); and that we need to comply with the law. Unless a problem is identified, we 
would have to have a strong cost-benefit analysis to support any project. 

Shribbs – I agree with Mr. Rodgers. There are several projects we do pre rather than post for 
any criteria, there is lots we can do ahead of time. I hope all action will not be retroactive in 
case we get into trouble. We need to plan ahead. Let’s prepare for the worst-case scenario 
now. 

Bauer – I agree with Andy Rodgers, we need to make sure that if we propose something, it has 
a good cost-benefit analysis. What are the beneficial uses from the project? I would want to 
make sure it benefits the community as a whole. 

Marcus Trotta mentioned the practitioner work groups are meeting to assess future water 
demands that will go into the 50-year projections. Staff is working on a survey in the Ag group 
that will go out to all three basins. He mentioned the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem 
workshop and hopes to have more information at the upcoming Advisory Committee meeting. 

Andrea Rodriguez – The Community Meeting materials are posted, and the video recording will 
be available later this week. Please continue to set up meetings with your stakeholder groups. 
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Review Meeting Action Items, Discuss September Meeting Agenda and affirm October 
Meeting Date 

Ann DuBay (from chat) – Great job on the sustainable management criteria everyone. These are 
challenging concepts and they get ‘way into the weeds’. Your ideas, questions and 
recommendations are important and appreciated.  

DuBay presented a slide with the upcoming meeting dates. The meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m. 

Attendees 

Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom – departed meeting at 6:07 p.m. 
Gary Mickelson 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Martha Murphy 
Eugene Camozzi 

Advisory Committee Members – Not Attending 
Drew Buechly 
Lindsey Strain 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recorder of meeting notes) 

Other Attendees 
Chelsea Spier, DWR 
Gina Lisa Tamayo, member of public 
Dannielle Favela, City of Petaluma 
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