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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Date/time: May 8, 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 

Review and provide feedback on the draft basin setting 
materials, with a particular focus on the description of the 
Petaluma Valley groundwater basin’s principle aquifer system 

Committee 
members 

May 24th 

Help GSA staff identify important roads in the various maps 
that are included in GSP basin setting sub-section 

Committee 
members 

May 24th 

Share ideas with USGS about how to make lines, colors and 
legends consistent on maps in GSP basin setting sub-section 

Marcus Trotta Ongoing 

Share information with the committee about the upcoming 
public climate change workshop. Committee members spread 
the word and, if available, attend the workshop 

Andrea Rodriguez, 
Committee 
members 

Prior to 
meeting and 

May 22 event 

Next meeting: June 27th field trip – 3:45 p.m. vanpool from the parking lot near the entrance to the Petaluma 
wastewater treatment plant (3890 Cypress Drive). 

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

Meeting Summary 
GSA Staff Updates 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water Outreach, filled in for Ann DuBay to provide the Administrator update. The 
GSA Board, at its last meeting, approved a financial policy for reserve, as well as the budget for next year. 
Sonoma Water requested that committee members help promote the upcoming climate change workshop, 
and other workshops as they are planned, by reaching out to their respective constituent groups to encourage 
attendance. 

Committee Chair Andy Rodgers, who also serves as the Administrator for the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency, provided an update on the rate and fee study in that basin. At its April meeting, the SRP 
GSA Board approved how the fee will be structured amongst different categories of groundwater users. Two 
GSA Board Members directors, who are also Sonoma County Supervisors, introduced a proposal to provide 
funding to cover some user categories (e.g., rural residents, mutual water companies). This is now an 
additional mechanism being considered. The Board of Supervisors will consider whether to fund this proposal 
at its May 21 meeting. If approved, the GSA Board will take this proposal into consideration at its June 13 
meeting. Rodgers fielded a few questions from committee members that helped clarify this new proposal. He 
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also reminded committee members that the Petaluma Valley GSA is still funded, even in the absence of the 
kind of fee that is being considered in the Santa Rosa Plain.  

Marcus Trotta reported for the Plan Manager. DWR came out with updated (though still draft) basin 
prioritization results; Wilson Grove is down to very low priority. If this holds, the area would not have to 
comply with SGMA going forward. A 45-day public comment period is currently open. Trotta responded to a 
number of committee member questions and clarified the following: 

The Petaluma Valley GSA has all its administrative agreements in place with DWR to start receiving the 
awarded grant money to develop the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). These funds will help enable the 
following work in months ahead: 
 The water budget will be explored and discussed with the committee later in the year. This work is

somewhat contingent on the USGS model, which is expected to be completed and published around
the end of the year.

 The GSA contracted Parker Groundwater (Hydrogeologist Tim Parker) to help write some GSP sections
and provide support for additional grant funding opportunities.

 Montgomery Associates, a firm which specializes in computer modeling, will assess Sonoma Water’s
existing computer models and determine whether modifications or adjustments are needed. This firm
will also help develop the water budget.

DWR recently released a new Proposal Solicitation Package, based on Proposition 68 funds, that provides an 
additional grant opportunity for GSA across Sonoma County. Funds are available for basins that have already 
received Proposition 1 funding support. Proposals under this new opportunity need to be geared towards 
supplemental support for GSP development. GSAs may also seek funding for pilot projects and studies that 
will be needed by the GSP.    

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Development – Basin Setting 
Marcus Trotta provided an overview of the latest draft GSP material, including the first sub-section of the 
basin setting as well as maps and figures associated with the Hydrogeological Conceptual Model. He noted 
that, once feedback is received by the committee, staff will update these sections and bring them to both the 
GSA Board and the wider public for review. This section is based partly on the draft USGS study and associated 
model. Moreover, he noted, this draft sub-section of the GSP also include some older studies in the basin that 
provide good historical information.  

Trotta drew particular attention to the sub-section which describes the basin’s principal aquifer system. 
Currently available data suggests that it is a single, versus, multiple systems. He asked if committee members 
had any concerns about this description. He asked for committee feedback on this specific sub-section, 
whether at the meeting or in the coming weeks. He fielded a few questions and initial feedback from the 
committee throughout the discussion about this draft material: 







Comments provided to DWR by the GSA, as well as additional local data and information, helped 
inform the new basin prioritization results in Sonoma County.
Every five years DWR updates Bulletin 118, which is when groundwater basins are reassessed. 
Monitoring still occurs in all basins statewide under the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation 
Monitoring (CASGEM) program.
CASGEM authorizes monitoring entities to form and take on responsibilities. Sonoma County is 
conducting monitoring in Wilson Grove. The Petaluma Valley GSA is becoming the agency that 
conducts monitoring in the Petaluma Valley groundwater basin. Local Resource Conservation Districts 
also help with monitoring across the county.
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Question: Is adobe considered a clay?  
Response: Yes. Other material describes the regional geology and geologic setting. Faults seem to control 
distribution of water and aquifers in this basin. Fault zones form compartments in the basin, meaning 
different aquifer units. 

Question: Does the Wilson Grove formation really go down to 1500’ in the middle of faults? 
Response: This understanding is likely based on well logs. The Wilson Grove formation shows up pretty 
distinctly in well logs. 

Question: Will new monitoring wells give us more information about deep versus shallow systems? 
Response: Yes, and we have a new-hire to move this program forward and get shallow wells installed. We 
are also looking at the opportunity to install deeper wells. 

Comment: Seems water quality is another factor to consider in this section of the GSP. 
Response: Yes, USGS still needs to provide information. 

Question: So there is not enough evidence to demonstrate that we have more than one aquifer? 
Response: There is not enough to break the basin into multiple aquifers and then meet all SGMA 
requirements. We may still need to contour various depths of the system differently. Not sure if we have 
enough data to do this. With all the faults it’s possible there are very small systems yet not enough 
observational data. The last portion of this GSP sub-section is whether we want to break out the basin in 
different management areas. 

Comment: Thinking about how the public might consider and digest this information – let’s work on making 
all features on the maps have consistent colors, use contrasting colors for ease of reading, and provides 
legends for each map. 
Response: Yes, and we can also bring some of these comments to USGS. If there are important roads to 
consider in these maps, please inform GSA staff. 

Comment: Landmarks around the perimeter, the edges of the basin, could be good. For more technical 
maps, have something that explains how to read the map. Make sure everyone gets it.  

Trotta concluded by noting that the upcoming grant opportunity may help fill some key data gaps that were 
described during the course of the discussion. He requested that committee members use the comment 
reviewer form, or whatever process works well for them, to provide feedback on this GSP sub-section no later 
than May 24th.   

Potential Future Projects and Management Actions  
Building on the previous discussion, Trotta described how later steps in developing the GSP will include 
identification of projects and actions that help the GSA meeting the plan’s management goals and avoid, as 
described by SGMA, undesirable results across the groundwater basin. He described a regional feasibility 
study which looked at groundwater banking. The GSA recognizes that this study could be beneficial under 
SGMA. He later described objectives and results of an aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) study. The Regional 
Water Board has a statewide order for developing these kinds of projects. There is a permitting process for 
ASR projects which includes requirements around how water is pumped in, pumped out, and how water 
quality is monitored. He noted that an effective ASR project could help offset use needs in some places.  
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Trotta fielded a few comments and questions which helped clarify how the banking study was conducted. The 
proposed ASR study generated more questions and comments, including: 

Question: You’re putting water in for long term storage, but it’s disappearing, so how do we know if over 
time we’re raising the groundwater level or not? 
Response: This speaks to the importance of monitoring. Trotta also then reviewed how chemical signatures 
are used to assess water quality. 

Question: Is pressure created from pumps or gravity flow, and what are the energy costs? 
Response: Pressure can be from an aqueduct. It’s a combination of gravity and pumps. 

Comment: An alternative is to build physical, above-ground storage. 
Response: If using the Russian River system, yes this could be an alternative. 

Question: Are there other alternatives than Russian River water? 
Response: For this project we just looked at the Russian River because additional costs to get other local 
sources would be prohibitive.  

All-Basin SGMA Climate Change Workshop 
Andy Rich from Sonoma Water gave an introductory presentation on how climate change scenarios, per a 
DWR requirement, will need to be considered as the GSP is developed, particularly as it relates to the water 
budget. He fielded a few questions following the presentation, and encouraged committee members to 
spread the word and come to a public May 22nd workshop to hear more details on how climate change will be 
considered in GSP planning and implementation. 

Meeting Attendees 
Advisory Committee Members 
Clayton Engstrom, Rural Residential Representative 
Andy Rodgers, Business Representative (Chair) 
Eugene Camozzi, North Bay Water District Representative (Vice-Chair) 
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 

Absent Committee Members 
Martha Murphy, Sonoma Water Representative 

Staff 
Andrea Rodriquez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical 

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