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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Advisory Committee Meeting Packet
November 10, 2021

Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, November 10, 2021 I 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m.
Meeting Location: To join the meeting remotely, click on the link

below or enter the URL directly into your browser:
https://csus.zoom.us/j/87863086330
If you are unable to join online, you can dial in using the information below:
Phone number (toll free): 1-669-900-6833
Participant code/meeting ID: 87863086330#
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator
Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov Phone: (707) 524-8378
Time
4:30

Agenda Item

Welcome and Call to Order – Roll Call and Introductions

Materials
N/A

Heidi Bauer, Advisory Committee Chair
Sam Magill, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator
4:35

General Public Comments

N/A

This time is reserved for the public to address the Committee about
matters NOT on the agenda and within the jurisdiction of the Committee.
4:40
(5 min
presentation;
5 min
discussion)

Agenda Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary

4:50
(15 min
presentation;
45 min
discussion)

GSP Review and Discussion of Comments

Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator
• Review September 8 Meeting Summary
• Overview of Schedule, including GSP deadlines and review periods

Agenda;
September 8
Meeting Summary

Objective: Confirm September meeting summary
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Water
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water
• Overview of comment matrix
• Discussion of comments received
• Discussion of new substantive comments
• Poll: AC recommendation for GSP adoption

Presentation Slides
(separate);
Comment Matrix

Objective: Inform AC of new comments that have come in and how
they have been addressed.
5:50
(5 min
presentation;
15 min
discussion)

Advisory Committee Roles, Responsibilities, and Next Steps
Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator
• Discuss roles and responsibilities for AC moving forward
Objective: Assess Advisory Committee member perceptions of the GSP
after review comments received.

Presentation
(separate); GSP
Implementation
tasks; Draft 2022
calendar
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6:10
(10 min
updates; 10
min
discussion)

Updates

N/A

Ann DuBay and Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff
• Community meetings review
• Provide update on public hearing on the GSP
• Rural community outreach
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff
•
•

Grant updates
Aeromagnetic Survey

Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory
Committee - AC to ask questions if needed.
6:30

Meeting Adjourns
Next GSA Board Meeting:
Wednesday, December 8, 2021, 5:30-7:30 p.m.
Next Confirmed AC Meeting:

TBD
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: Materials are available for review at Sonoma Water, 404 Aviation Blvd, Santa Rosa, 95403,
during normal business hours. Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will also be available to the
public. The agenda and agenda packet materials are also available at:

http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/

Public Comment: Members of the public may attend meetings of the Petaluma Valley GSA Advisory Committee
and comment before Advisory Committee consideration of individual agenda items, or during General Public
Comments 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.
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Advisory Committee Meeting
September 8, 2021 | Draft Summary

Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator
Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov Phone: (707) 524-8378
Next Meeting: November 10, 2021- 4:30 to 6:30 p.m.
Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org

Welcome and Call to Order

Sam Magill, Facilitator, opened the meeting at 4:32 p.m. and Heidi Bauer, Chair, welcomed the group, thanked
them for joining, then gave an overview of the day’s agenda and mentioned Chair David Rabbitt would join the
meeting today to address the group.
Chair Rabbitt joined the meeting at 4:55 p.m. to thank the group for their passion and dedication helping
develop the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Being in the second year of the drought of record, since 2017 we
have had fires, drought, floods, a pandemic, and yet, everyone stayed with the work – 830 hours over the
years, 37 meetings. Chair Rabbitt reiterated his thanks to the Advisory Committee for all their hard work.
Kimberly Bowman, DWR, introduced herself and said she was replacing Tad Bedegrew who moved to a new
position; she will be our point of contact for the region.

General Public Comments
None.

Agenda and 2021 Meeting Schedule Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary
Objective: Review 2021 schedule modifications as needed; confirm July 14 meeting summary

No changes were requested to the July 14 meeting summary; it will be posted as written if no comments are
received by close of business, Friday, September 10. Please send comments to Sam Magill and Ann DuBay.
Ann DuBay said the Board meets on September 23 and will review comments received today from staff, the
Advisory Committee and Board members. It is likely we will have the Rate/Fee study consultant attend the
upcoming Board meeting for a ‘meet and greet’. The October 13 Advisory Committee meeting is cancelled and
replaced with a Community meeting on October 7. Please help get the word out to your stakeholders, and
plan to attend if possible.
The next Advisory Committee meeting is November 10. We hope to have received comments from the public
and plan to go over the Rate and Fee study. It would also be a good opportunity to discuss the future roll of
the Advisory Committee. The Board will meet in December for a public meeting and possible adoption of the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. We issued a Notice of Intent to Adopt letters to the City of Petaluma in early
August, so we are planning to meet with City of Petaluma Council on the 18th to give them an overview of the
GSP and see if they have any concerns.
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No public comment.

Overview of New GSP Sections and Document Organization

Objective: Receive overview of GSP sections and overall document organization. NOTE: detailed comments will
be discussed in the next agenda item.
Marcus Trotta said all draft sections of the GSP have been compiled and posted. Comments are being
reviewed. All sections through section 5 have already been seen/reviewed by the AC. The Executive Summary,
Section 6 and 7, and the Implementation Plan, are new sections for review. Section 8 will be a compilation of
the appendices.
No public comment.

GSP Review and Discussion of Comments

Objective: Review prior comments received, substantive new comments and discussed how comments are
addressed.
Ann DuBay thanked the Advisory Committee members for comments received from ten commenters
regarding Sections 1-4 and for post-August comments from three commenters.
Questions/Comments
John Shribbs – Has mercury been detected as a constituent of concern in water sampling to date/will it be
sampled for moving forward?
Trotta – That is something commonly tested for and analyzed in public water supply wells, so we are
using public water supply wells and will be tracking all those required constituents. Mercury was not
specifically identified as a constituent of concern in groundwater for this basin. I don't think it showed
up as a problem in groundwater wells. It can be a problem in surface water systems, particularly for
aquatic species, but for the GSP and for the sustainable management criteria for water quality, we're
focusing on constituents of concern that have been found throughout the basin and in groundwater at
levels that have exceeded some sort of regulatory threshold. We have regular coordination built in
with the Regional Board and Division of Drinking Water, should any new issues arise in the future.
Mitch Buttress – Monitoring points should only be screened in one water-bearing unit.
Shribbs – The two areas that I am still worried about throughout the entire document: 1) the climatologists
are saying that there's going to be a third drought year like this last one, and you better be ready for it. If
there's a fourth one, then we're in severe trouble. And if, in which case even Lake Sonoma might go dry if we
have one or two years more like the last two. Do we have enough groundwater to sustain the people in the
city or not? 2) The ecology dependent on groundwater: right now, the plants and trees along our creeks which
are totally dependent on groundwater and stream flows are suffering tremendously in many locations. There
needs to be a stronger argument that we will be watching for more impacts on our ecology.
Trotta – In response to the groundwater dependent ecology in the basin, it was flagged as a data gap.
On your comment on the drought, that is in part what this Plan is set up to do, to better plan for
addressing droughts in the future.
Lindsey Strain (chat) – Is that really an appropriate topic for the entire GSP though? Or is that a better topic for
the outreach program?
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Andy Rodgers (chat) – In the public review draft, will it be the same process for comments – forms by section?
DuBay – It is helpful to have it by section unless you find it too cumbersome. There could be one form
for the entire GSP or continue doing it by section. It would be good to get your feedback.
Bauer (chat) – I think it’s better by section to keep it more organized.
Ng (chat) – I think commenting by section is easier and would be more organized.
Rodgers – I thought the electronic review was fine. Will there be hardcopies at the library and city hall, etc.?
DuBay – There aren’t any plans for hardcopies.
John Shribbs (chat) – Can we create questions that public will likely ask and set up to answer them?
DuBay – Great question, we need a FAQ with answers.
Shribbs (chat) – As a novice citizen, I would be overwhelmed going through that much detail.
Strain (chat) – Is the document available in other languages? Are comments allowed in other languages?
DuBay – We could ask DWR, they have a translation system, to translate the Executive Summary into
Spanish, which I think might be helpful. Comments would be allowed in other languages; we have a
couple of people in-house who could translate the comments.
No public comment.

Advisory Committee General Assessment of the GSP

Objective: Assess Advisory Committee member perceptions of the GSP after review of comments received.
A Slido poll was conducted by Sam Magill live at the meeting. https://app.sli.do/event/rdypekkx.com
He explained the Response Key:
123456-

Needs substantial modification
Needs minor modification
Ready for public/board review
I believe this will meet the GSA Board’s Needs and all statutory requirements under SGMA
I believe this meets all statutory requirements and significantly advances sustainability in the basin
No opinion/ not applicable

POLL RESULTS
Rating Poll – Question 1: Score 4.1 (63% = 5, 25% = 3, 13% = 2)
On a scale of 1-5, What is your general opinion of the GSP (with 1 being “needs improvement” through 5 being
“I believe the GSP addresses Petaluma Valley's needs under SGMA”)?
Comments
 The State requires the Cities to build more homes every year, so far this plan does not cover that
section.
 I believe the document complies with SGMA requirements. I am hoping we find ways to make the plan
widely available, so it is improved over time, as we've been discussing
 I gave it a 5 because at this time I feel it meets all our current needs. Yes, there are some slightly
unclear items that the General public may not understand; but the majority of the population is never
going to sit down and read this. I also remember this just being a "first draft" and this document can
be updated to reflect the future needs as we reach them.
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 I don't see any need for modifications not already made during our previous discussions.
 GSP is comprehensive. Basin is not in overdraft and doesn't exhibit adverse conditions, but GSP
appears to have tools to identify and respond to future changes.
 With population growth, and increased cultivation of vines and cannabis; how will needs change along
with county level needs?
 I do not have any suggested modifications since I thought the GSP satisfied the requirements.

Rating Poll – Question 2: Score 4.3 (50% = 5, 25% = 4, 25% = 3)
On a scale of 1-5, do you feel the Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the Implementation Plan represent a
good starting point for achieving sustainability (with 1 representing “will not achieve sustainability” and 5
representing “I believe the GSP will achieve sustainability”)?
Comments
 I expect GSP to achieve/maintain sustainability because future water use and basin conditions not
projected to fall below sustainability. GSP need to not have all data now because it includes a
reasonable plan for filling data gaps.
 Definitely a good starting point and acknowledging data gaps and need to coordinate with stored
water and surface water agencies at all levels. Many people not confident now that we are sustainable
in water. Also agree the financials not addressed at all.
 The implementation plan will start by addressing data gaps. The GSP will be updated every 5 years.
Also, people should remember that the GSP is not a ‘cure all’ for everything in the PV and the County.
I believe the GSP provides a good starting point towards achieving sustainability and will be improved
as more information is collected.
 I don’t think that we’ve totally covered the cost aspect of running the basin at this point. I think the
plan is good. What I worry about is groundwater users not modifying behaviors enough to shave
demands of aquifer during drought periods.
 More accurate data would be helpful.

Open Text Poll – Question 3:

Are there any items in the GSP that will likely raise concerns with the stakeholder group that you represent?
Comments
 Biggest concern is fees and financing, and disproportionate impact to different user groups. Concerns
that some of the projects that sound good/beneficial but aren't necessary or even beneficial.
 I think people in general are freaked about the drought and what the future holds in terms of drought.
Many people will not understand how the GSP is related to the drought.
 Not necessarily a result of GSP content, but the potential misinformation rumor mill, that has started
saying untrue things like the GSA is planning to meter everyone’s well.
 What level of oversight, regulation, fines, and fees is coming? Can we build more reservoirs? During
drought, how can we increase creek flows to save trees and wildlife? Wildlife currently being affected
by drought so how can be use groundwater to feed wildlife? What will everyone pay, who pays?
 Addressing the concerns of the well owners in the basin as to being forced to install water meters on
their wells. There’s a misconception that this plan will require that of all well owners.

Open Text Poll – Question 4:

Do you feel there any items in the GSP that could raise concerns with the community at-large?
Comments
 Fees of course. However, if the PV basin remains sustainable and areas outside the basin are not, then
over time there will be a sense of security for well owners located within the basin boundaries - and a
small fee for that responsibility will feel justified. One can dream!
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 Every rural resident will want to know what it is going to cost them. Can groundwater wells by city be
enough to supply emergency water source in case the pipeline from SR is cut in earthquake.
 Same concerns as the last question.

Open Text Poll - Question 5:

Does the GSP make the case that it can be reasonably implemented?
Comments
 Only if the community can agree to it. We have all been to the public meetings and how the General
public has responded to it so far.
 Plan and GSA staff are showing tremendous effort. Monitoring wells good. Gather info good. Still not
sure about how to get more GW than we get now.
 yes. it leverages and elevates existing programs, and emphasizes coordination with existing agencies,
that have long-standing responsibilities.
 Yes, because vast majority of projects is just monitoring and assessment.
 Yes.
 Yes, if we have the money to pay for everything.
 I think so.

Detailed questions / score 1-5 (6 = no opinion)

Layout – Score 4.9 (57% = 5, 29% = 4, 14% =6)
Graphics – Score 4.3 (43% = 5, 43% = 4)
Clarity – Score 3.6 (57% = 4, 43% = 3)
Underlying Science – Score 4.7 (43% = 5, 43% = 4, 14% = 6)
Projects – Score 4.7 (86% = 5, 14% = 3)
Responsiveness to Drought Conditions – Score 4.4 (57% = 4, 14% = 3)
Sustainable Management Criteria – Score 4.6 (71% = 5, 14% = 4, 14% = 4)
Water Budget/Usage Estimates – Score 3.6 (14% = 5, 43% = 4, 29% = 3, 14% = 2)
Population Growth Estimates – Score 3.6 (71% = 4, 14% = 3, 14% = 2)
Questions/Comments
Shribbs (chat) – Petaluma needs are not well defined in future.
Shribbs (chat) – Re costs in Section 7 – Administration. Cost seems low for number of people involved.
Shribbs (chat) – Re question on water budget/usage estimates specific question. We do not have continuous
data on all wells so do not know who is using what estimates all good and science based, but only estimates.
Rodgers (chat) – Thanks for that exercise. Useful cross section of feedback.
No public comment.

Updates

Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee – AC to ask questions if needed.
Mitch Buttress gave an update on the monitoring well progress. He said they have been working with
landowners on potential sites and have narrowed it down to four sites spread throughout basin: Penngrove
Park and Ride near northern basin boundary; Cherry Ball park near the Wilson Grove formation at the western
basin boundary; Petaluma community sports fields in area with limited nesting monitoring wells; and Sears
Point Ranch near Baylands. Project is currently out to bid; bids are due September 21. Staff is currently
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finalizing easements with property owners and construction is anticipated to start early 2022. Various
challenges encountered include bids coming in higher than expected mainly due to material costs. For this
reason, the project was put out to bid with a base bide for three multi-level monitoring well locations, with
the fourth location included as an optional bid item.
Questions/Comments
Ng (chat)- Does the well construction as planned have any issues with cross contamination?
Buttress- Unlike water supply wells which have screens at 100+ intervals crossing between water
bearing units, these have screens at 15-foot intervals which are not intended to cross water bearing
units.
Shribbs (chat) – Can monitoring wells also supply water in case of emergency water needs in future?
Buttress – No, they are only two and a half inches in diameter so wouldn’t be able to produce much
water, and they will all be outfitted with pressure transducers for continuous data collection.
Mickelson (chat) – The well that will be drilled close to Highway 37 should be cemented in between the three
different levels due to the bentonite will allow the sodium to pass through.
Buttress – I want to think about that a little bit and get back to you.
Shribbs (chat) – What is the range of money on these wells?
Buttress - $100,00 - $150,00 for each location.
Rodgers (chat) – I assume these all will be instrumented?
Buttress – They will have pressure transducer temperature devices with the data loggers. We plan to
visit quarterly to download the data and collect manual measurements.
Mickelson (chat) – Have there been guidelines set for testing water levels as to not cross contaminate the
wells? Yes, and any others that are in the basin. This applies to the manual testing and not the transducers.
Buttress – The way we are constructing the wells is standard practice for sealing the fine grain units.
Always a little possibility for cross-contamination when drilling. The monitoring protocols is something
we are working on, will include procedures for collecting measurements, and will address that.
Andrea Rodriguez reported that the consultant is ready to start developing the program and finalizing
materials. You'll start seeing a few things roll out, one of which is the www.SonomaCountyGroundwater.org
landing page – have a look at it and let us know what you think. Materials include POP postcards, social media
messaging, a fact sheet and FAQ templates, and lawn signs.
Questions/Comments
Mickelson – What is the goal of the signs?
Rodriguez – Awareness.
Bauer (chat) – Sorry, I guess I missed it, what does the 4G mean?
Rodriguez – 4G H20 = ‘For Groundwater’.
Bauer (chat) – I love the signs, but I think the 4G sounds like some sort of internet thing.
Ann DuBay confirmed that the October 13 Advisory Committee meeting is cancelled. The next scheduled
meeting will be Wednesday, November 10 – hopefully in person – at the Petaluma Community Center.
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Questions/Comments
Shribbs (chat) – Oct 8 or 28?
Rodriguez (chat) – The Community meeting is October 7!
Eugene Camozzi – Why wasn’t the budget given more time at this meeting?
DuBay – It is in the GSP and it was discussed in detail with the Board, I would be happy to cover it with
you. There is lots of information in sections 6 and 7 that weren’t covered tonight.
Heidi Bauer thanked everyone for participating and said we are near the finish line, keep participating. Have a
great month. The meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m.

Attendees

Advisory Committee Members - Attending
Andy Rodgers
Eugene Camozzi
Gary Mickelson
Heidi Bauer
John Shribbs
Lindsey Strain
Peter Kiel
Rebecca (Becky) Ng
Advisory Committee Members - Absent
Clayton Engstrom
Drew Buechley
Staff / Presenters
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff
Mitch Buttress, 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 Thompson, City of Petaluma
Chelsea Spier, DWR
Kimberly Bowman, DWR
Deirdre Hockett
H. Parastou
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First Name

Last
Name

Agency or
Organization (if
applicable)

Address
(City)

Rick

Savel

Wendy

Krupnick

CAFF

Smit

Milo Baker chapter,
California Native
Plant Society
Healdsburg

Maxfield

CA Dept. of Fish &
Wildlife-Bay Delta
Region

Wendy

Jessie

Penngrove

Santa Rosa

Fairfield

Attachments

https://petalumavalleygrou
ndwater.org/wpcontent/uploads/gravity_fo
rms/27f67e3544717939ee3472e
dfb766e026/2021/10/GSPcomments_10-31-2021.pdf
https://petalumavalleygrou
ndwater.org/wpcontent/uploads/gravity_fo
rms/27f67e3544717939ee3472e
dfb766e026/2021/10/MBComments-on-GrundwaterSustainability10302021.pdf
https://petalumavalleygrou
ndwater.org/wpcontent/uploads/gravity_fo
rms/27f67e3544717939ee3472e
dfb766e026/2021/10/Petal
uma-Valley-GroundwaterBasin-GSP-DuBayMAXFIELD102721.pdf

Section
Number or
Name

Comments

Entry Date

Below is an excerpt from a report (see SAVEL PV SRP_11022021 comment) I compiled and submitted to PRMD
regarding Penngrove area Community Separator recommendations. #3) involves the shifting of the southern basin
boundary divide separating the Laguna Santa Rosa and Petaluma groundwater basins in the vicinity of the surface
watershed divide boundaries and hydraulic inter-connection “flow reversal” of sub-surface groundwater recharge.
(CWD Cardwell,1951). My question is: #1) will this unresolved "sub-surface" divide condition be taken into
consideration when determining the basin boundaries for further analysis and evaluation of existing and future
conditions and #2) as the EIR data and analysis pointed out, this involves drafting recharge from Lichau Creek
which is identified as Steelhead bearing creek. According to the State Fish & Game Lichau Creek Survey Report (See
Savel_Attchmnt1_PetalumaR_LichauCr_Willowbrook), conducted summer 2007, completed March 2008, Lichau
Creek should be managed as an anadromous, natural production stream. What impact is this hydraulic inter11/2/2021
connection “flow reversal” of sub-surface groundwater recharge having on Lichau Creek recharge flows on
(submitted late via
Penngrove wells and fish habitat?
email)

Please see the attached comments from Sonoma County chapter Community Alliance with Family Farmers

10/31/2021 16:52

10/31/2021 14:32

10/30/2021 7:21
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Sebastian

Bertsch

Petaluma

Sebastian

Bertsch

Petaluma

Sebastian

Bertsch

Petaluma

Sebastian

Sebastian

Sebastian

Samantha

Bertsch

Bertsch

Bertsch

Arthur

Petaluma

Petaluma

Petaluma

https://petalumavalleygrou
ndwater.org/wpcontent/uploads/gravity_fo
rms/27f67e3544717939ee3472e
dfb766e026/2021/10/Publi
c-CommentLetter_DraftGSP_Petaluma
San Francisco Valley.pdf

It is worrisome that no guidance from the Advisory Board or the public comment sessions is mentioned here.
There was very clear community input calling for distinctions in fee structures that match the intent of SGMA to
Implementation distinguish between domestic de-minimis water users and commercial/agricultural users of water, and place a
greater burden of monitoring and fund sourcing on the latter.
Plan 7.3.1
Basin Setting
The budget is predicated on abnormally wet years at the start of the model. The budget should also be provided
Figure 3-40
with a more realistic precipitation prediction.
The current water budget does not consider that there may be very dry years during the life of the GSP, such as we
have experienced in the past. This water budget is dependent on an unrealistic hope for consistent high rainfall
Basin Setting
years.
table 3-2

10/29/2021 21:05
10/29/2021 21:02

10/29/2021 21:00

4.10.2

GSP regulations require "“The minimum threshold for depletions
of interconnected surface water shall be the rate or volume of surface water depletions caused
by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water and may
lead to undesirable results.” The GSP does not meet this standard. The GSP merely proposes an "initial SMC
focused on not exceeding historical levels of depletion based on available data
and modeling tools". There is no evidence provided that surface water depletion will be prevented by allowing
continue historic levels of depletion. If there is no evidence that historical groundwater levels sufficient to protect
surface water depletion, then they cannot be used as a standard. It is well known that many creeks and springs do
not flow as they historically did. The assumption therefore, barring further evidence, is that groundwater
extractions are currently depleting surface flow.

10/29/2021 19:03

Sustainability
Management
Criteria 4-1

"Significant and unreasonable water quality conditions occur if an increase in the concentration of COCs in
groundwater leads to adverse impacts on beneficial users or uses of groundwater, due to either: • Direct actions
by Petaluma Valley GSP projects or management activities"
As worded, this means depleted water quality is only a concern if it is the result of GSP projects. This seems to
allow water contamination from any other source, such as agriculture which is historically a polluter of the aquifer.

10/29/2021 18:55

Sustainable
Management
Criteria 4-1

"Maintain above historical low elevations while accounting for droughts/climate variability"
This is a disappointingly low standard to set. This will allow groundwater conditions to worsen to the worst
possible historical record, while also providing a loop-hole that during droughts levels can be further depleted. This
also makes climate change impacts a "get out of jail free" card, allowing further depletion.

10/29/2021 18:52

Hello, I am writing on behalf of Audubon California, Clean Water Action, Clean Water Fund, Local Government
Commission, The Nature Conservancy, and Union of Concerned Scientists with the attached comments on the
draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for this basin. We know that SGMA plan development and implementation is
a major undertaking, and we want every basin to be successful. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss
our evaluation as you finalize your Plan for submittal to DWR. Feel free to contact us at ngos.sgma@gmail.com for
more information or to schedule a conversation.Sincerely, Samantha Arthur, Working Lands Program Director,
udubon California

10/29/2021 13:51
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https://petalumavalleygrou
ndwater.org/wpcontent/uploads/gravity_fo
rms/27f67e3544717939ee3472e
dfb766e026/2021/10/SGM
A-Plan-CommentarySubmission.pdf

10/25/2021 17:15

Roy

Smith

Cotati

Nancy

Richardson

Santa Rosa

Please see attached pdf.
Your predictions of the next 20 years being wetter than normal is beyond questionable. Every day there’s another
article in the newspaper about climate change, the drought and the west becoming a desert. Where is the science
to back up this model you have chosen ? Why did you pick this particular projection? You should pick the worst
case scenario and hope for the best rather than pick the best case scenario and get hammered and be unprepared
Weather forecast for disaster.

Santa Rosa

Goals -metering
and Best
Management
Practices

After I listened to your goals at the zoom meeting I am perplexed why you can’t require meters on any NEW
agricultural or commercial permit. I think that it should be required for new residential properties. Surely you
know that there are smart meters that don’t require the individual owner to read them and send in the
information. Information goes directly to the cloud. Our mutual water company invested in them and we all think
they are great. they have pinpointed several leaks. You also mentioned a goal of the “best management
practices”. they are a joke. Ag commissioner can enforce them or look the other way. They are not required. They
are merely suggestions.

10/12/2021 16:01

Goals

I listened to the virtual zoom meeting and heard that one of the goals is to educate rural residents about water
saving measures similar to what residents in the incorporated areas are doing: low flush toilets, replacing turf etc.
Yet earlier in the presentation it was announced that there would be no metering of rural residential wells. How
on earth will you be able to know if your outreach education on water saving is successful?

10/12/2021 15:54

Nancy

Nancy

Richardson

Richardson

Santa Rosa

10/12/2021 16:08
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Deborah

Eppstein

Santa Rosa

Lynn

Cominsky

Petaluma

Thank you for all your work on these GSAs. Although I not am a water expert, I am a scientist. As a scientist, I am
very concerned that the climate model chosen, predicting wetter weather for the next 20 years, does not reflect
best current knowledge concerning hotter drier climate, with significantly more water loss to evaporationtranspiration. Even with a slightly wetter model, predictions are for precipitation to come in shorter, more
intense periods during the winter, with much less during the former shoulder periods of spring and fall. Even if
greater total precipitation, this pattern causes more runoff and less ground water recharge. Also climate
predictions include more intervening years of severe drought which further cause ground water levels to lower,
even if they are followed by wetter years. Using only a model that predicts more than average rainfall for the next
20 years is ignoring the science. At very least I recommend that you use a range of options, and prepare for the
worst scenario. If updates are made every 5 years, we could be left high and dry (literally) in 5 years if we base our
current planning on a wetter next 20 years, but that does not materialize. I have not down an exhaustive search,
but for example, see article below by McEvoy et al (2020): Earths Future Vol 8, issue 11 Nov 2020; Projected
Changes in Reference Evapotranspiration in California and Nevada: Implications for Drought and Wildland Fire
Danger; Daniel J. McEvoy, David W. Pierce, Julie F. Kalansky, Daniel R. Cayan, John T. Abatzoglou,First published: 29
October 2020. https://doi.org/10.1029/2020EF001736. Also, what analysis is being done for all the unincorporated
areas that are not within the three GSAs? Both agriculture and cannabis as well as homes use ground and surface
water in these areas, and this usage may increase significantly if there is not a solid water availability analysis to
guide future permitting. Even the state Department of Cannabis Control has asked the county (through Permit
Sonoma) to perform analyses of cumulative impacts of water usage across the entire county, for all water uses,
surface and groundwater. NOAA has also requested such.I hope you will commit to revise these GSA’s before they
need to be submitted, to include additional climate prediction models encompassing less precipitation, greater
water loss due to evapotranspiration, and periodic years fo extended drought. This may be the new normal.Thank
you for your consideration Deborah A Eppstein, PhD
Please make download entire PDF of the document as an option. Reading online only is quite painful, and
Entire document downloading each section separately is also not very user friendly.

10/12/2021 15:20
10/3/2021 11:09
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Petaluma Valley Advisory Committee Tasks
GSP Implementation 2022-2026
TASK
Fee study
Policy Options -- Study

TECHNICAL
INPUT NEEDED?

STAKEHOLDER
INPUT NEEDED?
X

Jan-June, 2022

X

X

2022-2023

X

2023-2026

Policy Option -- Implement

TIMING

Data gaps: Refinement of
monitoring networks

X

X

2022-2026

Water-Use Efficiency/Alternate
Water Sources Project:
Assessment of tools

X

X

2022

Water-Use Efficiency/Alternate
Water Sources Project:
Implementation

X

2023-2025

ASR feasibility study update

X

2022-2024

Stormwater Capture/RechargeSite investigations

X

2022-2024

Stormwater Capture/RechargePilot

X

2023-2025

Annual Reports

X

X

2022-2026

5-year evaluation & Model
Updates

X

X

2025-2026

TASK
City of Petaluma Recycled
Water Projects
Farm Plan Coordination

INFORMATION SHARING AND UPDATES

TIMING
2022-2026
2022-23
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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
2022 Meeting Calendar
Board Meeting Zoom Information:

https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/93968521150?pwd=bEY2eDBiLzVSaVI5d0EvdXlXUzNQUT09
• Meeting ID: 939 6852 1150
o Passcode: $49*&t
• (877) 853-5247 US Toll-free
o Meeting ID: 939 6852 1150
o Passcode: 145156

Advisory Committee Meeting Zoom Information:
•
•
•

https://csus.zoom.us/j/87696349909
Phone Number: 1-669-900-6833
Participant Code/Meeting ID: 87696349909#

Board Dates & Topics

Advisory Committee Dates & Topics

January 27 (if needed)
• Hold if needed for issues regarding the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan
February 24
• Fee options
• Draft 2022-23 Budget
March 24
• Fee options
• 2022-23 Budget adoption

January 12
• Fee study, review of options
• GSP policy options

April 28
• Draft fee study report
•

March 9
• Draft GSP Annual Report
• GSP policy options/implementation
• Fee study update

GSP policy options

May 26 (if needed)
• Final fee report
June 23
• Final fee report
• Fee adoption
August 25
• GSP implementation/policy options
• Fee

May 11
• Fee update
• Policy options

July 13
• GSP implementation/policy options
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October 27
•

GSP implementation/policy options

September 14
• GSP Implementation/policy options
November 9
• GSP implementation/policy options

Community Meetings

●
●
●

Stakeholder Meetings on Fee, March-April, Dates TBD
Community Meetings on Fee, April-May, Dates TBD
GSP Implementation Update, Fall, Date TBD
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