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Meeting date/time: March 13th, 2019 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m. 
Location: Petaluma Community Center, 320 N. McDowell Blvd. Petaluma 
Contact: Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator 
Email: ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524.8378 

SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS 

Action Item Responsible Party Timeframe 
Make minor changes to the committee schedule and resend 
to all members.  

GSA staff March 30th 

Provide input on where deeper monitoring wells should be 
located in Petaluma Valley. 

Committee members March 30th 

Bring information to May meeting which helps members 
understand the length of their current terms. 

Ann DuBay May 13th 

Mark calendars for May 22 Climate Change & Groundwater 
workshop, 4-6 p.m., SSU 

Committee members ASAP 

Next meeting: May 8th, 4:30 – 6:30 p.m., 2018, Petaluma Community Center.  

Website for meeting material posting: http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/pv/ 

MEETING SUMMARY 

GSA Staff Updates 
Ann DuBay, Administrator: 

• Petaluma Valley GSA Board: The GSA Board (Board) met recently and heard the presentation
which committee members would hear during this meeting. The Board considered the budget
for the following fiscal year and adopted a reserve policy.

• Santa Rosa Plain (SRP) rate and fee study: A community meeting held in late January realized
attendance of more than 300 people. Staff decided to hold three more community meetings.
These were much smaller and gave the public another opportunity to provide additional
feedback to staff and Board members. Concerns about the fee have mostly been expressed by
rural residential well owners who had received a postcard about the meeting. Moreover,
concerns were not so much about the amount ($8-$13 per year). Rather, many concerns were
more about government setting the precedent of putting a fee in place and what that could
mean in the future. The Board will later this week discuss whether to move forward with the fee
methodology. If the Board does move forward with a fee, it will consider a local ordinance at its
April and June meetings.

Marcus Trotta, reporting for the Plan Manager: 
• Basin boundary modifications: Proposed basin boundary modifications around Wilson Grove

were approved and finalized by DWR in February. Any change to the priority level of the Wilson
Grove formation has not yet happened. DWR expects another draft prioritization to occur this
spring. DWR still needs to look at additional metrics to see where modified groundwater basins
around the state land in the prioritization scheme. The GSA should hear later this spring
whether or not Wilson Grove will be a low or medium priority basin, and then there will be
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another public comment period. Wilson Grove will have to comply with SGMA if it remains a 
medium priority basin. Marcus concluded by responding to and further clarifying a few queries 
about DWR’s statewide basin reprioritization process.  

• USGS study: The scheduled release of the USGS characterization report of the Petaluma Valley 
groundwater basin has been slightly delayed due to the recent shutdown of the federal 
government. This hampers GSA staff a bit in preparing the hydrogeological conceptual model, as 
staff wants to ensure consistency with the USGS model.  

 
Presentation on the Petaluma Valley Storm Water Capture/Groundwater Recharge Projects and Storm 
Water Resources Plan 
Kent Gylfe, an engineer with Sonoma Water, provided an overview of a storm water capture/ 
groundwater recharge study, and associated projects that was designed to achieve flood hazard 
reduction and groundwater recharge. The study began with development of project concepts that could 
achieve these two key objectives. A subsequent screening and prioritization process resulted in the 
selection of a few high priority projects that were tested after the study was initially completed in 2012. 
Kent described a number of challenges to project implementation, including public opposition; common 
environmental challenges; flooding; complex geology and groundwater conditions; and complex land 
use policy/plans. Sonoma Water, he noted, needs to resolve with greater certainty where recharge can 
occur. He emphasized the need to look at land use policies and plans, understand timing and availability 
of funding, and invest up-front in projects before seeking implementation funding. Sonoma Water is 
now working with a group called ReNUWIt to assess non-technical issues for future project site 
selection, identify ways to determine existing site suitability, and ultimately to develop a GIS decision-
support tool. Sonoma Water is looking at different types of project concepts at different scales and 
within what type of land use areas that make the most sense.  
 
Susan Haydon, a Sonoma Water conservation planner, managed development of the Southern Sonoma 
County Storm Water Resources Plan, which covers the Petaluma River and Sonoma Creek watersheds. 
She described the legislative framework that enabled plan development, who was involved, and what 
the plan is designed to achieve. She thanked the consulting group ESA for helping Sonoma Water and 
others, through the mechanism of a 13 member technical advisory committee, to collaboratively 
develop the plan. Plan development occurred over three main phases and resulted in 60 potential 
project concepts. The plan is now complete, has been accepted by the state, and is available on the 
Sonoma Water website. Projects incorporated into the plan are eligible to compete for Proposition 1 
and other available grant funds. Interested parties may continue to submit potential project ideas via 
the Sonoma Water website, https://www.sonomawater.org/swrp. Following their joint presentation, 
Susan and Kent responded to comments and questions on a range of topics, including: 

• Ideal project size and sites that achieved the best results 
• Decision-making processes for site selection and approval 
• How public opposition occurred and associated project impacts 
• Impacts of climate change and rising sea level 
• Challenges and benefits associated with dredging the Petaluma River 
• Importance of outreach and education about project benefits 
• Ongoing availability of state funds 

 
Michael Murphy, a project proponent, spoke briefly after Kent and Susan, describing his #55 project 
proposal. He described how there are new waste management rules for facilities in Sonoma County with 
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more than 20 horses. He hopes to help these facilities with compliance through monitoring and testing 
of water, as well as development of waste management and grazing plans. A few committee members 
commented on the challenge of Sonoma County not yet having a facility to receive manure. Michael 
hopes to help facilities identify and implement best practices. An ESA staff person in attendance 
emphasized that these kinds of projects enable community collaboration, facilitate development of 
partnerships and cross-communication, and create access to funds. Susan pointed out that Michael is 
doing this effort voluntarily before new regulations go into place.  
 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development 
Marcus provided an overview of the work he and his staff have recently been doing on the Petaluma 
Valley GSP hydrogeological model. He will present and want committee input on draft material at the 
May meeting. He and his team will be working on foundational elements of the GSP over the summer. 
This will inform committee discussions about thresholds and sustainable management criteria in the fall. 
He noted a climate change workshop that will bring all three committees together on May 22nd. Shortly 
after this time, on July 10th (date for the visit has been changed to June 27), the committee will visit the 
Petaluma Valley wastewater and recycled water facility. He concluded by noting that GSA staff will make 
minor changes to the committee schedule and resend to all members. 
 
Marcus also provided an update on the acquisition of funds from DWR’s technical support services 
program to improve understanding of surface water/groundwater interaction near streams in the 
Petaluma Valley. He showed a map of the shallow zone well monitoring sites along streams and exiting 
stream gages in the area. DWR has approved all of these proposed wells. The GSA is currently working 
on an agreement as to who is responsible for what re: installation, access, ongoing monitoring etc. DWR 
has said that additional funding may also be available for in this fiscal year for deeper wells, and 
suggested GSA staff begin working now on a proposal for such wells. Marcus shared draft maps which 
show the six proposed locations for deeper monitoring. He noted that monitoring wells along the 
boundary of Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain basin will improve understanding of groundwater 
movement in this area. The GSA is also considering wells on different sides of fault zones to better 
understand the area’s aquifers and improve understanding of inflows and interaction between the 
Petaluma Valley basin and Wilson Grove basin. Finally, Marcus suggested that another location to the 
south near San Pablo Bay may lead to improved understanding of any seawater intrusion in that area. 
He concluded by asking for committee member input on the proposed locations of deeper monitoring 
wells.  
 
Marcus fielded questions and comments on the following topics: 

• Location of Sonoma Water’s existing monitoring wells 
• Opportunities to locate shallow and deep wells in the same place 
• Links between development of low income housing and groundwater consumption 

 
Ann DuBay concluded the meeting by providing an update on whether or not committee members 
should sign and submit Form 700 – Statement of Economic Interests. The GSA received advice from its 
attorney last year that committee members should complete the form. The Board passed a conflict of 
interest code which required them to file, but this code did not include committee members. The GSA 
attorney prefers that committee members file but it’s not required. Ann therefore advised committee 
members that unless they have already filed to not worry about it for this year. The GSA will amend the 
code next year. At that time, committee members will need to file.   
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MEETING ATTENDEES1 

Advisory Committee Members  
Clayton Engstrom, Rural Residential Representative 
Andy Rodgers, Business Representative (Chair) 
Eugene Camozzi, North Bay Water District Representative (Vice Chair) 
Martha Murphy, Sonoma County Water Agency Representative 
Heidi Bauer, City of Petaluma Representative 
Gary Mickelson, County of Sonoma Representative 
Lindsey Strain, Sonoma Resource Conservation District Representative 
Drew Buechley, Agricultural Representative 
John Schribbs, Environmental Representative 

Staff 
Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 

Presenters 
Kent Gylfe, Sonoma Water 
Susan Haydon, Sonoma Water 

Facilitator 
Rich Wilson, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

1 A few members of the public attended the meeting, as well an advisory committee member from the Santa Rosa 
Plain groundwater basin and consultants who supported the work presented by Kent Gylfe and Susan Haydon.  




