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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Advisory Committee Meeting 

• Fred Allebach, SVGSA Advisory Committee Chair, welcomed all attendees and
kicked off the SVGSA Advisory Committee meeting.

• The meeting agenda and schedule were reviewed.
• The previous meeting summary for November 2018 was approved unanimously

by Advisory Committee Members to finalize and post, with Matt Stornetta and
Greg Carr abstaining because they were not present at the November meeting.

• Kevin Booker, Deputy Chief Engineer, Sonoma Water, provided an overview of
Sonoma Valley recycled water.

• Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, provided an overview of the figures that will be
provided in SV Groundwater Sustainability Plan Area and Basin Setting sections.

• Brief Plan Manager and Legislative Updates were provided.

SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS 
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Action Item Responsible 
Party 

Deadline 

1) Post November meeting summary as final on
website, with clarification noted on well
permitting request

Staff Jan. 2019 

2) Review calendars and let staff know if
proposed dates for July-December create any
conflicts

AC 
Members 

Jan. 2019 

3) Bring back to AC a recommended process for
discussing well permitting issues

Staff Feb. 2019 

4) Provide ideas regarding well permitting to
staff

AC 
Members 

Feb. 2019 

5) Provide feedback on figures within 2 weeks AC 
Members 

Jan. 22, 2019 

6) Provide links to SRP rate/fee study documents Staff Jan. 2019 
7) Provide link to public review draft California

Water Plan Update 2018
Staff Jan. 2019 

Next Meeting:  February 12, 2019, 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m., Valley of the Moon Water 
District 

Sonoma County Groundwater Website: http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/ 

            MEETING SUMMARY

Meeting date/time: January 8, 2019 I 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Location: Valley of the Moon Water District Office, 19039 Bay Street, El Verano 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Email:  AnnDuBay@scwa.ca.gov   Phone: (707) 524-8378 

MEETING RECAP 

mailto:AnnDuBay@scwa.ca.gov
http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/
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MEETING SUMMARY 
Roll Call, Public Comment 
The public was provided an opportunity for comment at the beginning of the 
meeting. There were no public comments. 

Agenda and Meeting Schedule Review 
The Advisory Committee reviewed the meeting agenda, and updated meeting 
schedule, which developed through a planning meeting of the chair, vice-chair, and 
staff where they jointly  identified a number of topics that would be of interest to the 
AC, and that will provide background for the GSP. 
 
Question regarding who is hosting the climate change model workshop.  
It will be jointly sponsored by all three GSAs; USGS has done a lot of the work. 
 
Question regarding sustainability criteria, why has it slipped? It’s important for AC 
to be involved and useful in the process. This is an area that the AC could help make 
decisions, and would like to see it earlier.  
Staff acknowledges that this would be helpful, and that the full AC will need to be 
informed and have a good understanding before starting to have discussions and 
making decisions on minimum thresholds and other management criteria. There may 
be some components that can be brought into earlier meetings (currently scheduled to 
begin discussion in July). 
 
Question regarding DWR’s possible change of priority, and how it could change the 
GSP deadlines.  
Staff replied that SV is currently medium priority and is recommended to be changed 
to high. This won’t change the deadline for GSP submission date of January 31, 2022. 
Staff noted that the DWR changed methodology and had more data to look at basins. 
Staff did not necessarily agree with the data; the SVGSA submitted comments and last 
week DWR released final prioritization, and is taking into consideration the local data 
as the SV is now listed as pending. On a related note, the Anderson Valley and 
Healdsburg Area basins were back to very low priority. The final prioritization 
addressing the “pending” basins including the SV will be provided by DWR in late 
Spring 2019. 
 
Approval of November Meeting Summary 
The AC commented that the Advisory Committee did not request a change from 
ministerial to discretionary permitting but requested a hydro report for ministerial 
permits in areas of concern within the basin.  
Staff verified that this was correct and will modify the November Meeting Summary to 
clarify this point. 
 
The AC noted that possible changes to ministerial permitting as discussed above 
should continue to be discussed; AC members might be useful in assisting with this. 
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Perhaps a small committee (work group) could be created to help address this. The 
AC asked a question regarding authority of the AC to change planning policy.  
Staff noted that the AC could make recommendations to the SVGSA Board, and the 
SVGSA Board could make recommendations to the Sonoma County Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

The AC discussed the role of the AC and whether it should pursue this direction for 
recommendations to changes in well permitting. The AC also discussed that well 
permits are issued with no use identified. This could be a problem in the future if the 
person who is drilling a well comes in and wants to build a winery. It would be 
helpful to have an upfront explanation. This might be a useful trigger for a well 
permit. 

The AC asked what is the mechanism for spending time on issues that aren’t directly 
related to development of the GSP? If the AC has conversations earlier, it might help 
resolve some of the contentious items earlier. Staff noted that the AC has the ability 
to create an ad hoc. Also, since some of this is related to GSP, it’s being memorialized 
in notes. 

AC raised question as to whether this is an ad hoc item, since so many people are 
interested in it. An ad hoc could flesh out options and summarize and discuss with 
full committee. An Ad Hoc cannot comprise the entire AC. 
ACTION:  Staff is going to think about options regarding well permitting, and bring 
ideas/recommendations to the AC at its February meeting. 

ACTION ITEM REVIEW: 
All Action Items were completed. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION: The previous meeting summary for November 
2018 was approved unanimously by Advisory Committee Members to finalize and 
post, with Matt Stornetta and Greg Carr abstaining because they were not present at 
the November meeting. 

ACTION: Staff to finalize and post the November meeting summary on the SVGSA 
website. 

Recycled Water in Sonoma Valley, Kevin Booker, Deputy Chief Engineer, 
Sonoma Water 
Kevin Booker provided an overview of the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District 
(SVCSD) recycled water program.  Sonoma Water has an overall approach to 
optimize five sources of water: surface water, groundwater, recycled water, 
stormwater and conservation water. 

The SVCSD plant treats wastewater to a tertiary level. In addition to the treatment 
plant storage of 800 acre-feet (AF), recycled water users have about 1,000 AF of 
storage.  SVCSD has a “peaking factor” that is about 4 times average daily flow. 4.2 



  

SVGSA AC January Meeting Summary 4 1-18-2019 

million gallons per day (MGD) is, on average, treated in the plant, but the treatment 
capacity of the plant is 16 MGD. The average dry weather flow is 2.6 MGD. The 
peaking factor allows for big storms, when there is a lot of water coming into the 
system. During really big storms, when more than 16 MGD comes into plant, the 
wastewater is stored onsite and then treated. The district serves around 40,000 
people (10,000 connections). 
 
Is the dry flow only wastewater?  
Theoretically, the dry water flow is only coming from connections. However, there is 
always some leaking into the system. 
 
What are the old pipes made of?  
Clay, with rubber joints that typically leak, more so with age. 
 
As the pipes are fixed, the water becomes run-off and can be recharged. 
Kevin noted that the District will never contract to provide 100% of estimated 
recycled water produced, since it can vary based on drought. Kevin noted that 
contractors’ needs are  variable: they don’t always take what they need, and 
sometimes want more than their contract allocation. 
 
How long will the Napa salt ponds restoration require recycled water from SVCSD?  
The salt ponds will likely take recycled water for 8-10 years. We started delivering it in 
the beginning of 2018. SVCSD will need to start planning what to do with that 
available recycled water once the salt pond is restored. 
 
What’s next:  Recycled water that is currently going to the salt ponds will be 
available in 8-10 years, and will be available November-April. This means that the 
recycled water will likely go to those agricultural users who have storage reservoirs. 
The SVCSD is starting to look at this. 
 
Will the plant need to be augmented to treat wastewater for population growth?  
Not sure  -- depends on assumptions regarding conservation. 
 
Will there be water available to augment GW supplies in the future?  
When salt ponds restoration is completed, there will likely be recycled water available 
but not clear if regulations will allow for recycled water to be used for groundwater 
recharge. Staff noted that monitoring costs, etc., would be high. If recharge is by 
surface infiltration, clay soils become an issue; if injection, then might need to do 
additional treatment. Key would be to have storage for users who need recycled water  
for irrigation and would stop using groundwater for irrigation. 
 
Is there a social stigma in using recycled water?  
Depends on where you are and the timing. 
 
Is there a mechanism for prioritizing users?  
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Currently, it’s the rate you pay (users who pay a premium never get cut off; and other 
ratepayers can get cut). 
 
Would it be financially any different if we were to fix leaks (rather than build new 
storage) and use that water for recharge?  
Recharge can be challenging – it doesn’t always work. 
 
Public Questions: 
What is the winter peak flow?  
Has seen flows in excess of 21-22 MGD, and can store it on site. 
 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan - Basin Setting – Hydrogeologic Conceptual 
Model and Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions – Marcus Trotta, 
Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water 
Marcus Trotta used PowerPoint slides to cover the new figures that will be provided 
in the Plan Area Section and the Basin Setting Sections. He noted that the next two 
subsections of Groundwater Sustainability Plan will be available for review and 
comments at the February meeting. Marcus handed the new set of figures to the AC.  
 
Summary of Marcus’ and Advisory Committee comments: 

• Draft Figure 2-6B:  Only includes production water wells, not monitoring or 
cathodic protection. 

• The AC noted that more than ½ the new wells permitted in basin recently are 
in depleted area, and that this seems to vary from what Permit Sonoma 
indicated at a previous meeting. 

• Draft Figures 3-2A & B are rough and will be put into better format, and 
noted that surface soil is a lot of clay and that the soil conductivity maps 
show Carriger Creek and Glen Ellen areas might be better suited to recharge. 

• Draft Figures 3-3 and cross sections are being worked on by USGS, and 
because of federal government shut-down, not a lot of work has been done 
recently. There are definite differences between shallow and deeper aquifers; 
because basin is geologically so complex, we are looking to qualify the 
systems based on shallower or deeper (see PowerPoint slide for more detail). 
Deeper has thin layers of sands and gravels, separated by thick layers of clay. 

• Draft cross section C-C’ shows wells within a couple hundred feet of a cross 
section of the valley. Noted that clay separates the deeper and shallower 
aquifer systems. 

• Simpler draft cross section C-C’ screens out a lot of the noise, and includes 
water quality. Discussion about the Eastside fault and whether it forms a 
barrier, a partial barrier, and noted geothermal influences with warmer 
water temperature and chemistry. 

• Question regarding geothermal resources.  
Mapping done in early 80s; can be pretty shallow, but also deeper. Found hotter 
water in wells in city and in springs areas. 



  

SVGSA AC January Meeting Summary 6 1-18-2019 

• Discussed Stiff diagrams, which show the proportional concentration of 
sodium, phosphate, calcium, sulfur, magnesium in the groundwater. This 
creates a mineral signature. 

• Draft Figure 3-9 Data comes from Basin Characterization Model, USGS 
2014. Precipitation varies a lot in watershed. 

• Draft Figure 3-10 used General Vallejo site data, and used PRISM data to fill 
in the gaps. PRISM data pretty accurately tracks observed. Identified dry and 
wet periods, which will help when looking at GW level data (can help 
distinguish changes due to weather versus demands). 

• Draft Figure 3-11a shows that GW generally flows from hills into the valley 
for shallow aquifer system. 

• Draft Figure 3-11b shows flows in deeper system. Question regarding faults 
and how they impact GW depressions. 

• Draft Figure 3-12 show that most of the shallow wells are generally stable 
(exceptions are an El Verano well). Deeper wells in the southeast of city and 
El Verano show declining levels. Note that an area that started getting 
recycled water to offset GW pumping led to pretty quick recovery of 
declining well levels. The AC noted that shallow aquifers are stable over time 
(but can vary a lot seasonally). 

• Draft Figure 3-17 was created by DWR and The Nature Conservancy. Need to 
ground truth this and compare with GW levels (if GW levels are far below 
ground surface, then the vegetation isn’t likely to be GW-dependent). This 
information will come into play when designing the monitoring system and 
establishing thresholds. The AC noted that seepage run data will feed into 
this. 

 
Rate/Fee study final report 
Ann DuBay provided an update on rate/fee study final report and on the SRP study. 
AC members requested that information on the SRP study be provided to them, as it 
sets a precedent for the future rate/fee in Sonoma Valley. 
 
Plan Manager and Legislative Update 
Marcus provided plan manager update:   

• Technical Support Services approved and working on agreement 
• Sonoma Water on behalf of the GSAs made a request and DWR approved 

support for shallow monitoring well installations along streams  
• DWR grant agreement finalized and signed, so reimbursements should start 

 
Legislative highlight:   

• Not clear of the water priorities of new governor, except that he is supportive 
of a Cal Water fix (but at a reduced scale). 

• SB 19, Dodd, increased stream gaging statewide; bill died last year because it 
didn’t get funded. 

• California Water Plan Update 2018 is out (draft). Worth taking a look at this. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT  
No further public comment received. 

MEETING ATTENDEES 
Advisory Committee Members 

Fred Allebach Norman Gilroy 
Jim Bundschu Ken Johnson 
Helge Bruckner Craig Lichty 
Greg Carr Matt Stornetta 
Caitlin Cornwall 

Staff 

Ann DuBay, SVGSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water 
Tim Parker, Facilitator, Parker Groundwater 
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