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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting Summary

 April 14, 2021 

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

Next Meeting: May 12, 2021 - 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. - via Zoom  
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, opened the meeting at 4:31 p.m. and Heidi Bauer, Chair, welcomed the group and said 
we have lots of work ahead including offline work between meetings. Today’s main topics will cover 
Sustainable Management Criteria for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water and an update on Projects 
and Management Actions.  

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda and 2021 Meeting Schedule Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Objective: Review 2021 schedule modifications as needed; confirm March 10 meeting summary. 

Sam Magill covered the day’s agenda and Zoom meeting protocol. He also mentioned that the practitioner 
workgroup meeting materials are available online at http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/gsa-activities/. 

Ann DuBay said the Advisory Committee will cover scenario modeling in Projects and Management Actions at 
their next meeting. The Board will cover the SMC for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water, the budget, 
and the possibility of a fee study to start in a few months, at their April meeting. Staff hopes to have the final 
draft GSP in September. The Public Workshop for Petaluma Valley will take place on May 26, 2021 giving the 
opportunity to talk to the public (on a high level) about what sustainable groundwater is. 

No changes were requested to the March 10 meeting summary; it will be posted as written. 

Questions/Comments 
Gary Mickelson pointed out that some of the meeting dates in the schedule are incorrect. Action: Ann DuBay 
to update/correct the calendar. 

GSP Review Update 
Objective: Review feedback received to date on Section 3 of the GSP. Discuss upcoming GSP review deadlines. 

Ann DuBay said that Groundwater Sustainability Plan Section 3 will be available at the end of the month. 
There has been a delay because of incorporating changes from the original version. Sections 4 and 5 will be 
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out at about the same time so there will be back-to-back reviews for the Advisory Committee. Action: Look for 
content issues when reviewing.  

No public comments. 

SMC for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water (ISW SMC) 
Objective: Provide an overview on draft ISW SMC approach and methodology. Receive AC feedback and 
recommendation on proposed methodology and UR options for Board consideration. 

Marcus Trotta mentioned this is a particularly challenging and complex SMC and adaptive management is 
necessary. SGMA requires the identification of interconnected surface waters, and of Groundwater 
Dependent Eco Systems. Key challenges include lack of data, technical complexities, and surface water rights. 
The practitioner workgroups, helping us with this SMC, met four times (link to meeting materials is included 
above). Trotta provided the proposed Significant and Unreasonable Statement: 

“Significant and unreasonable depletion of surface water from interconnected streams occurs when surface 
water depletion, caused by groundwater pumping with the Subbasin, exceeds historical depletion or adversely 
impacts the viability of groundwater dependent ecosystem (GDEs) or other beneficial users of surface water.” 

Questions/Comments 
John Shribbs – How inclusive is this chapter including all these things? All the farm ponds act like a reservoir 
and drain into the ground. Can we do any distant satellite monitoring? One area of concern – can we look at 
the vegetation systems and tie in riparian corridors as things dry during drought times? For freshwater 
catchment, near the outlet mall, there are fields that have been flooded. Can we do more catchment in the 
area using moneys from the conservation lands to turn them into catchment basins / connected surface 
waters? 

Trotta – Regarding the comment on storm water capture projects, those are the types of projects that 
can be considered as part of this Plan. In terms of monitoring of vegetation, it is something that we 
are proposing. There is one tool that the Nature Conservancy has developed that looks at the health 
of vegetation. With respect to farm ponds, when we look at interconnected surface waters in the 
basin, it would include naturally formed ponds. I don’t know that we would include all the small pond 
features in our mapping, particularly those outside the basin. 

Shribbs (chat) – Dan Hubacker reported that Adobe Creek is getting dry in zones, no longer a continuous path 
for salmon. 

Trotta – It would be good to know exactly where that is. 

Shribbs (chat) – Are farm ponds "connected" to groundwater? 
Trotta – It depends on the location of the farm pond. 

Shribbs (chat) - Since there is no large lake or reservoir in our watershed, should we be monitoring the many 
ranch ponds? 

Shribbs (chat) – Can we use satellite data for farm pond levels? 

Shribbs (chat) - Is the upper area of Petaluma River above Corona Road that is above the tidal flow considered, 
above Corona road? 

Trotta – Yes. 



Shribbs (chat) - Will we monitor the marshlands for salt content, water level, siltation to watch for saltwater 
intrusion into the basin? Look at change in vegetation as good indicator. 

Trotta – There is also a need for establishing a more robust monitoring network in the areas that 
transition between brackish and fresh water in the basin to look at groundwater levels. We are using 
chloride concentrations for that. 

Becky Ng (chat) – The definition of groundwater pumping excludes any diversions by surface water rights 
holder but if the amount of water they are pumping is unknown, wouldn't they potentially be part of the 
problem? 

Trotta – Potentially, yes. The process we are developing with staff at the State Water Resources 
Control Board is (1) if we see Minimum Threshold exceedances in our monitoring points before 
determining Undesirable Results are occurring, (2) we would work with the State Water Board to look 
at our data in terms of groundwater conditions and pumping and their data on surface water 
diversions and (3) confer on what portion is caused by depletion is likely related to groundwater 
pumping, rather than things the GSA doesn’t have jurisdiction over. It will be a very complicated 
process. 

Clayton Engstrom (chat) – I have a question about “Significant and Unreasonable depletion of surface water 
from interconnected streams occurs when surface water depletion ‘caused by groundwater pumping with the 
Subbasin…’. Currently, we don’t have information that groundwater pumping has anything to do with 
interconnected streams, do we? 

Trotta – We don’t have solid data for that. In the other two basins where we have enough historical 
data, we ran the model with and without pumping and subtracted those to have a simulation that 
shows the effects of groundwater pumping on streamflow so we can estimate streamflow based on 
groundwater pumping. In this basin we can’t do that at this time. Our initial Minimum Thresholds and 
Measurable Objectives are more simplistic and are based on not exceeding the limited historical 
records we have for our new wells. 
Engstrom – One of my properties has a well and a small stream on it. The stream used to dry up every 
year. When the neighbors started doing agricultural activities, there was a flow year-round. I think 
they over-water and that is why the creek seems to flow most of the year. As we are conserving water, 
how do you know if significant changes in stream flows are caused by over-pumping? I would be 
hesitant to sign on to statements like this without a good understanding of the information. 
Trotta – It points to some of the complexities with this Sustainable Management Criteria. In terms of 
potential for groundwater pumping to affect stream flows, it really is dependent on how connected 
the stream is to the shallow aquifer, permeability, as well as proximity to the streams where the wells 
are. It is something that is technically complex. Groundwater models are one of the best tools for 
assessing that, but they need good data. 

Peter Kiel (chat) – Given the limited data about surface water depletion and the relatively small quantity of 
groundwater pumping, the adaptive management approach to gather more information over time, as funding 
is available, appears reasonable to me. 

Shribbs (chat) – Our two golf courses on the Northeast side also seem to increase stream flow in creeks. 

Marcus Trotta continued his presentation with staff’s proposal for Minimum Thresholds and Measurable 
Objectives for this basin and then gave options to consider for determining Undesirable Results: 



1. Single exceedance
2. Two (2) exceedances
3. Two (2) exceedances during dry years and one (1) exceedance during normal and wet years.

POLL RESULTS 

Which Undesirable Result option do you prefer? 
Option 1 = 0 votes 
Option 2 = 1 vote 
Option 3 = 6 votes 
Other = 2 votes 

Which Undesirable Result options are you UNCOMFORTABLE with? 
Single exceedance = 8 votes 
2 exceedance = 2 votes 
2 exceedances during dry years, 1 exceedance during normal/wet years = 2 votes 

Questions/Comments 
Shribbs (chat) – Can Option #3 be or instead of and? 

Trotta – Yes, I believe that is how it should be written. 

Kiel (chat) – Would 1 ft below fall minimum groundwater level threshold be applied for all wells, regardless of 
how variable groundwater elevations are in those wells? 

Trotta – That is our initial proposal. However, it is something we could look at. We only have one 
year’s worth of data; it is difficult to gage what the annual fluctuation differences are likely to be. 

Andy Rodgers (chat) – Is dry year defined as a year with less than average precipitation? 
Trotta – Yes, we are working on a description of how we define dry, wet, and very wet years. 

Kiel (chat) – For example, a 1 ft change in a well with a 5 ft annual variation is a larger relative change than 1 ft 
change in a well with a 30 ft change. 

Engstrom (chat) – I agree with Peter Kiel. We need more information prior to any recommendation. 
Trotta – Given where we are with the schedule, we would like to move forward with a preliminary 
Sustainable Management Criteria that we could develop. 

Rodgers (chat) – Adaptive management approach allows us to start somewhere and make changes as we get 
more information. We won't have more information before the Groundwater Sustainability Plan is due. 

Ng (chat) – What is the frequency of the exceedances? An observed exceedance when the wells are 
monitored? Quarterly? 

Trotta – Monitoring frequency for these wells, data is collected on an hourly basis. We would be 
calculating the data on a monthly average groundwater level for the three dry season months and 
compare it to our Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives. The hydrographs show how it is 
calculated. 

Bauer (chat) – How will we deal with dry wells? Sometimes wells go dry when there isn’t a problem. If we had 
a better set, it is possible that could happen. I don’t want to get any false positives.  



Trotta – If the monitoring wells go dry, the groundwater levels would go below the Minimum 
Threshold exceedance. 

Gary Mickelson (chat) – I agree with Peter Kiel and Clayton Engstrom, we need more information. 
Trotta (chat) – I agree that more information is needed and that is why we are proposing the adaptive 
management, however unless there is existing information that we are not utilizing now, we do need 
to develop some initial Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives for the 2022 GSP with the 
understanding that we will need to refine with better information as we develop it. 

Rodgers (chat) – Option #3 doesn't make sense to me as I am not sure why we'd increase diligence during 
normal years. 

Trotta – The Minimum Thresholds were based on water years that occurred during the last droughts, 
near historical lows. Basing it on historical lows would not have good outcomes for species that 
require that water. Having a smaller percentage threshold in the normal and dry years we would be 
ensuring that we are not managing to the drought conditions during normal or wet years. 

No public comments. 

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

Marcus Trotta gave an update on Projects and Management Actions. He covered considerations for Projects 
and Actions, potential grouping (Group 1: voluntary/incentive-based conservation and water use efficiency; 
and Group 2: new or significantly expanded projects/actions). He also discussed next steps: continue 
developing process for simulating/evaluating conceptual projects with computer model, simulate conceptual 
projects using baseline 50-year projected water budget, and identify and prioritize conceptual projects and 
management actions for inclusion in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

Buechley (chat) – Assuming this is groundwater only?? 
Trotta – For the model we would be looking at reductions in groundwater use. 
Buechley (chat) – Got it! Vineyards rely heavily on surface water, thank you. 

Shribbs (chat) – Can restrictions on new well construction be included in options? 
Trotta – Well permitting is something the Groundwater Sustainability Agency doesn’t have authority 
over; the GSA would coordinate with the county. 

Engstrom (chat) – In my principal residence, I have low-flow everything, the lawn was removed, and I have 
only three small planter boxes for a garden. If there is a reduction anywhere, it would have to be in my 
garden. Trying to reduce water usage 10–20%, where is it going to come from? I think I am doing everything I 
can to conserve water already. Maybe there needs to be a set of guidelines we could adopt. 

Trotta – These aren’t targets the Groundwater Sustainability Agency would be required to achieve, but 
reasonable percentages that could be realized if the GSA moved forward with voluntary conservation 
best management practices incentives program to reach those to make those types of improvements. 
Here we are assuming about 40% of property owners could make these types of improvements. 

Eugene Camozzi – I agree with Clayton Engstrom. I feel like we are punishing the rural residential people. You 
say, from 2021 to 2040, we will be +500 acre-feet in the Petaluma Basin, and from 2041 to 2070 we will be 
+100 acre-feet. I feel like the rural residential people aren’t causing any problems. We are recharging and
putting back what we are using. Why do we have such restrictions?



Magill – The idea is to create incentive programs for people to do additional reductions but not create 
restrictions to make the reduction by 10-20%. 
Trotta – Ultimately, it will be up to the GSA to decide if they want to fund this or look for grant funding 
to extend incentive programs to the community. 

Bauer (chat) – I agree with Clayton Engstrom. Some people are already doing almost everything they can and 
requiring them to reduce the same % as those that are not at all is not fair. I think Ag is more of a water user 
than rural residential and will be easier for Ag to reduce use. Might make more sense to focus on them first. 
Might give us more savings in the long run. I think we would get more bang for our buck incentivizing Ag to 
reduce. 

Rodgers (chat) – Might the percentage reduction be relative to the estimated use by user category – i.e. rural 
residential is 0.5 acre-feet estimated - so in Clayton Engstrom’s case, he's probably already at the 10-20% 
reduction level. 

Buechley (chat) – All the recharge occurs in rural areas!!! 

Kiel (chat) – Regarding Group 1 rural residential projects, I think there may be demand for partially-subsidized 
fixture replacement and rainwater harvesting systems. I don't think there is much turf grass in this basin. 

DuBay (chat) – I believe that this is intended to be an estimate of what COULD be achieved if incentives were 
offered for people to conserve. For example, offering rebates and shower heads, etc. (the kind of things have 
that resulted in huge drop in per capita urban water use over the last decade). 

Shribbs (chat) – In Imperial Valley growers sold water rights so cities get more water. Land went fallow. Is that 
a possible option here? 

Trotta – That is something being considered in the San Juaquin Valley where they have dire conditions. 
Our water budget is not as dire, I don’t think we have considered those types of programs yet. 

Buechley (chat) – A lot of Ag relies on surface water. 

Rodgers (chat) – I am in a rural residential neighborhood that would welcome some incentive programs. 

Kiel (chat) – Regarding Ag group 1, I think the cheap efficiency measures have already been implemented. As 
to John Shribb’s question about ag retirement, I disagree with the premise that Ag is using too much water in 
this basin. 

DuBay (chat) - Just a reminder that rural residents, in total, use a significant percent of groundwater. 

Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff, said that Rural Community Engagement focus groups will start end 
April/early May which will lead into the engagement program development early summer. May 26 is the 
scheduled Community meeting date, please share the information with your stakeholders. If you need any 
help with stakeholder outreach, contact Andrea Rodriguez. 

Marcus Trotta said that most of the technical focus currently is on writing the sections of the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan. Other technical activities include implementing the grants from DWR and working on the 
deep monitoring wells, which will hopefully be constructed end summer/early fall. 



Review Meeting Action Items and Discuss April Meeting Agenda 
Sam Magill mentioned the next Advisory Committee meeting will be Wednesday, May 12. 

Action items:  
 Staff will circulate a memo of Key Themes and Outcomes from the Interconnected Surface Water

Practitioner Workgroup.
 Advisory Committee to look for an email at the end of the month with link to Section 3 of the GSP for

review and comments. Review for content. Sections 4 and 5 will be available shortly thereafter.
 Advisory Committee members to send any additional comments on Projects/Management Actions

and SMC of Interconnected Surface Water to Marcus Trotta.
 Ann DuBay to update/correct the Advisory Committee 2021 meeting schedule.

Heidi Bauer thanked everyone for staying on top of the information and for the good questions. See everyone 
next time. Ann DuBay also thanked everyone for their participation and feedback. The meeting adjourned at 
6:37p.m. 

Attendees 
Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom 
Drew Buechley – arrived some minutes late 
Eugene Camozzi 
Gary Mickelson 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Lindsey Strain 
Peter Kiel 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting notes) 

Facilitator 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

Members of Public 
Chelsea Spier, DWR 
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