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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/time: Tuesday, May 12, 2020; 3:00 pm-5:30 p.m. 
Meeting Location: https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/812654109 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: AnnDubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524-8378 

Next meeting: June 9, 2020, 3:00-5:30 pm 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, welcomed the group and conducted roll call. 

General Public Comment Period 
None. 

Agenda Review and 2020 Meeting Schedule Planning and Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the agenda and said the meeting calendar in the packet outlines the subject 
matter to be covered at each meeting. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, mentioned: 

• The February meeting summary was amended as requested and posted.
• Feedback on the final FAQ was due by March 23, no additional comments received.
• The Advisory Committee members were to contact stakeholder groups before April 1, but

we assume this didn’t happen because of Covid-19 Shelter in Place order; we will be
restarting that effort.

• Staff extended emailing comment period on SMC criteria to Marcus Trotta and Ann
DuBay to April 1.

• We closed the loop on the Development of Sustainable Management Criteria PPT flow
chart.

• Staff will verify the link to the new “DWR Water Budgets Handbook” was sent to the
Advisory Committee.

https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/812654109
mailto:AnnDubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Previous Meeting Summary Comments 
Question about emailing comments on SMC criteria, is that something we can continue to do or 
is there a deadline? 

Trotta- We set the deadline for the methodology. This is going to be an iterative process 
as we go along, you will continue to have opportunity to provide feedback. 

  
Carr - I wasn’t there but on page 2, second paragraph, fourth line under SMC Management areas. 
“Undesirable results are defined the same throughout the entire basin including management 
areas”. Is that true? 

Trotta – Yes, the way SGMA has it set up by management area, you can vary minimum 
thresholds and measurable objectives. But undesirable results need to be consistent 
throughout the basin as per how DWR measures it. 

 
Allebach - For further clarification later, does that mean that if we want to address a 
management area, e.g. the Eastside depletion area, does the rest of the basin have to go to the 
lowest common denominator for undesirable results? 
 
Johnson – The way I look at undesirable results, it applies basin-wide, e.g. excessive groundwater 
lowering. The criteria you apply to define and evaluate can change within the basin depending on 
where you are. 

Trotta – We need to define undesirable results based on Minimum Thresholds or a 
combination of Minimum Thresholds.  Sounds like this is worthy of subsequent 
discussion. 

 
Fred Allebach sent in some corrections to statements he made at the last meeting. Those 
corrections will be made. Caitlin Cornwall approved notes with amendments, seconded by Ken 
Johnson. Group agreed, with Vicki Hill, Craig Lichty, and Greg Carr abstaining. 
 
Model and Current and Historical Water Budget Updates 
Objective: Learn about the water budget components, SGMA requirements and existing 
hydrologic models, provide feedback on recommended areas for refinements. 
Sonoma Valley Integrated Groundwater Flow Model (SVIGFM) and Draft Water Budget Summary 
Presentation. 
 
Marcus Trotta introduced Andy Rich (Sonoma Water), and Lisa Porta (Montgomery Associates). 
 

1) This is preliminary information, so not public yet; and 
2) Neither the model, nor the water budget determine sustainable conditions; it is up to 

monitoring to determine that.  However, modeling is helpful in determining potential 
projects. 

 
Andy Rich provided an overview of the Sonoma Valley Integrated Groundwater Flow Model and 
gave an introduction of how the model works. The original model includes data from 1970 to 
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2014. They are currently performing two types of updates: 1) extending timeframe to 2018 with 
new data; and 2) performing revisions and improvements of mountain-front recharge processes. 
 
Rich noted the original model appears to have overestimated mountain-front recharge. The new 
methodology uses an updated version of the USGS Basin Characterization Model which was used 
to estimate hydrologic processes in the upland sub-catchment areas including mountain-front 
recharge. One of the other main improvements in the model is that land uses and criteria used to 
determine which crops are simulated in model, using DWR land use (crop survey) maps as a 
starting point.  
 
The water budget provides an accounting and assessment for: the total annual volume of surface 
water and groundwater entering and leaving the basin; change in the volume of groundwater in 
storage; current, historical and projected future estimates. The model budget is also needed for: 
helping to inform estimates of sustainable yield; determining surface water depletion; evaluating 
how surface and groundwater systems have responded to historical changes; evaluate effects of 
proposed projects and management actions that help achieve sustainability goal; and help 
identify monitoring requirements. 
 
Water budget periods: 
 Selected Historical period: water years 1972 to 2018 (start date slightly modified from 

original 5/12/20 presentation as detailed in 5/22/20 document Sonoma Valley Subbasin 
Water Budgets Time Frame) 

 Recommended Current period: water years 2012 to 2018 
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Carr – Slide on inflows to the groundwater system. Some abbreviations need clarifying. 

Rich – UZF = Unsaturated Zone Flow. 
Carr – On the Outflows slide, could you differentiate To Stream Leakage and To Surface 
Leakage. 
Rich – To Stream Leakage is water that goes from groundwater surface to streams, and To 
Surface Leakage is water that will flow like a wetland onto the groundwater surface, like a 
spring. 

Allebach – Can you show what portion of the basin is missing from the model? 
Rich – Slide 2, SVIGFM Model Overview, Rich pointed out the small portion of the map 
that isn’t included – south of Hwy 37 as far as San Pablo Bay. 
 

Bundschu – What is the total inflow of surface and groundwater into the basin compared to the 
outflow into the bay lands? 

Rich – I don’t have a specific answer for that now. 
Bundschu – Is the inflow of both surface and groundwater rainwater? 
Rich – Precipitation is the main inflow into the basin. There is some flow from the bay 
lands into the basin itself – they are the two main sources of water, but the avenue 
through which precipitation can get into the groundwater is different. 
Bundschu – Does inflow and outflow to the bay and the annual average rainfall match in 
the model? 
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Rich – Yes, it preserves mass, all the inflows and outflows equal storage; no water is lost.  
Bundschu – So, eventually you will quantify what the acre feet is. 
Rich – Yes, that is what the charts are quantifying. 
 

Carr – Slide 3. My concern is using the term land use – are we referring to land use designation or 
actual land use? It’s important you use the term you mean. You refer to 2014 to 2016 land use 
maps. I don’t know whether that means the general plan land use or a map identifying the 
existing use of the property. Once you are done with the past/current conditions and model 
future conditions – climate change, etc. you are covering a few years when the city and county 
have designated land use for the properties, but you will have another 20-30 years beyond the 
city/county planning period, and you will need to make it clear you are talking about future land 
use designations rather than existing ones. As the model unfolds, it is important to make the 
distinction. 

 
Carr – I have trouble with the legends. What does “very wet” and “very dry” mean? 

Rich – Based on rainfall records that goes back to 1900 that look at three-year periods, we 
compare that value to how it compares to the average value for the entire record. It is a 
ranking. 
Carr – It is an estimation for the precipitation for the year? 
Rich – It isn’t an estimate, it is a ranking against historical data. 
Johnson – Are these the same wet, very wet, very dry that we have been talking about for 
previous years? Are they using the basis for the characterization in the model? 
Trotta – Yes, they are similar and consistent with the most recent graphs we provided 
defining wet/dry categories. These are the ones that will be carried forward in the model 
and GSP.  
 

Carr – The Inflows and Outflows slide. It shows a loss of 16,000 acre-feet in groundwater 
capacity. How does it relate to the groundwater level deficiencies in El Verano and under the 
city? Are those comparable?  

Rich –Those two areas are included in the model areas so if there is groundwater 
depletion in those areas, those depletions will be represented in the overall change of 
storage. 
Carr – Does it confirm what we think about overall groundwater storage loss in the areas 
or are there other areas in the valley where we think we may be losing storage? 
Rich – I think those two areas have experienced the largest drawdowns but there are also 
other areas that have experienced smaller drawdowns. 
 

Gilroy – The rural residential domestic pumping section of the model looks to be nearing 
completion. Can we have a briefing on that at a future meeting, so we get a sense of what is 
involved? 

 
Hill – I heard in the presentation about the rural residential assumptions/calculations based on a 
database in and outside of urban basin areas. I would like more information on how it was 
developed. I wonder if there was any ground truthing to that and compare it to the county’s list 
of wells. I am curious about the methodology. 
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Allebach – I had questions that I sent to you. Could my questions be part of the comments for 
this meeting that will be answered for the next meeting? 

Parker – Yes, your questions will be posted. 
 

Whitsett – Slide 10 on current water budget conditions. A question was asked of the Advisory 
Committee to select a budget period and we haven’t done that. I don’t want to lose sight of it as 
an action item. 

 
Johnson –Are there any objections to using the timeframes suggested? The historic period seems 
to start from a time that is relatively well documented, and the current period covers wet and 
dry years over a short period of time. 

 
Whitsett – Maybe someone has done this and run the various outputs. If we are going to go from 
the current period to a shorter period, it seems like we would have to have a rationale for doing 
that. 

 
Johnson – Can Marcus Trotta or Andy Rich clarify what the periods need to cover again? 

Rich – We won’t be running the model differently for the periods covered here. We will 
be extracting the budget information from these periods to get that information. What 
we are looking for is how the aquifer responds to varying supply, demand and changes in 
land use, and for the historical period it is more about understanding the reliability and 
availability of water supply and how it impacts aquifer conditions; it needs to use at least 
ten years of information to quantity the historical period, and during that period we need 
to classify the water year types. 
Johnson – So, it captures our understanding of how the model represents our 
understanding of what we observe, and these are criteria laid out in SGMA as part of the 
GSP development process.  We need to add to the future scenario. 
Rich – Yes, the current period is what the current system looks like, and the historical 
period gives a larger context of how the aquifer responds to varying water supply 
conditions and overall availability of water supply. 
 

Tim Parker asked if everyone was comfortable with a decision to move forward with the 
proposed periods. These are the responses received: 

 
Allebach – No 
Bundschu – No 
Carr – Yes 
Cornwall – Yes 
Gilroy – No 
Hill– Yes 

Johnson – Yes 
Lichty – Yes 
Serres – No 
Stornetta – No 
Whitsett – No 
Wolf – Yes 

 
Parker said staff would send the Advisory Committee more information by email and asked them 
to send their comments to Marcus Trotta for turn-around in one week.  
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Public Comment 
Roger Peters – How are boundary inflows – surface and groundwater from Kenwood basin 
figured in? They seem lower than I would have thought, Also, how are Sonoma Water supplies 
factored into the water balance concept. Don’t they have to be counted as inflows as well?  

Rich – The inflows from Sonoma Water are not directly inflows into the groundwater 
system so they aren’t included in the presentation but need to be included in the overall 
water budget for the basin itself. The Kenwood inflows will be included in the water 
budget for the Subbasin and occur over a relatively small area between the basins. We 
can show it on a better map at the next meeting. 
 
Johnson – For Sonoma Water, does the municipal supply show up mostly through sewer 
recharge issues and storm water? 
Rich – There is likely some actual inflows from the sewage system, but we aren’t 
incorporating that because it is a hard component to estimate. 
Peters – I would have thought the surface water from Sonoma Creek would be a more 
significant component of the water balance. Also, my second question wasn’t addressed 
(regarding the basin-to-basin groundwater impacts and how those are figured into the 
water budget). 
 

 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Land Subsidence  
Objective:  Review and discuss Subsidence SMC strawman proposal and confirm next steps. 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Land Subsidence Presentation. 
 
Marcus Trotta covered the second sustainability indicator, land surface subsidence. He called 
attention to the fact that the GSAs are only responsible for managing inelastic or unrecoverable 
subsidence caused by groundwater pumping. Available data indicates historical inelastic 
subsidence has not occurred in the subbasin. 
 
DWR’s GSP Regulations define metrics for measuring subsidence as the rate of change in ground 
surface elevation. There are several techniques that can be used to measure total subsidence 
such as GPS stations, InSAR data, levelling surveys, etc.  
 
The suggested approaches to significant and unreasonable condition, minimum threshold and 
measurable objective and undesirable result are included in the chart below: 
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Sustainability 
Indicator 

Significant & 
Unreasonable 
Condition 

Minimum 
Threshold 

Undesirable 
Result 

Measurable 
Objective 

Land 
Subsidence 

Any inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping is a 
significant and 
unreasonable 
condition, 
everywhere in the 
subbasin and 
regardless of the 
beneficial uses and 
users. 

Zero inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping. 

Any exceedance of 
a minimum 
threshold or five 
continuous years of 
subsidence due to 
lowered 
groundwater 
levels, even if each 
year’s subsidence 
rate is less than the 
annual minimum 
threshold. 

Zero inelastic 
subsidence caused 
by groundwater 
pumping. 

 
Tim Parker asked the Advisory Committee if there were any concerns about the suggested 
approach for setting the proposed subsidence SMC and inquired if there were additional 
considerations to contemplate for the proposed subsidence SMC. 
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Johnson – We should consider Lidar instruments to be included as a measurement technique. 
 Trotta – We have Lidar data countywide. 
 
Carr – I am happy with the proposal. Curious if on the five year – do we have an opportunity to 
fix something before it becomes an inelastic condition? How many years would subsidence have 
to occur before it becomes inelastic? 

Trotta – It is difficult to predict in a basin that hasn’t experienced any documented 
inelastic subsidence. In the past the USGS studies have indicated a lot of the formations 
we have are clay, and deeper older aquifers are maybe less susceptible to subsidence, but 
we also have younger clays that may be more susceptible to subsidence and may be 
difficult to predict. 
Carr: Need to include wineries and industrial uses in the demand/use of groundwater. 
 

Allebach – A question about the mechanics of the de-watering of the clay layers in the depletion 
areas. If it is depleted and the clay areas are exposed in the deep aquifers, will it start to dewater 
the clay area?  

Trotta – You can still have subsidence occurring under that condition if you are losing 
hydrostatic pressure. I think it is something that occurs in San Joaquin Valley. 

 
Stornetta – How is the rate of change reflected with elastic basins? 

Johnson – I have a couple examples I would like to share. Elastic recovery can happen in a 
year or less. Example 1: Seattle tunnel; they dewatered for that excavation. They had an 
inch of settlement contemporary with the dewatering they were doing but as soon as 
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they ended construction and turned off the pumps, the settlement recovered almost as 
fast as it happened in the first place. Example 2: For inelastic, in Santa Clara valley, they 
have had up to 13 feet of settlement in downtown San Jose in the last 100 years. They 
didn’t recognize it until 1928 and with the immense growth they had settlement 
continued until the 1960s when the Santa Clara Valley Water District was able to acquire 
water from the State Water Project to supplement their water supply. Since that time, 
water levels in the Santa Clara Valley have recovered back to historic levels. I think It is 
promising that we don’t see the El Verano area on the map. 
Trotta – In the Santa Rosa Plain, special studies have focused on Rohnert Park where 
there were groundwater level declines seen in the early 1980s from a ten-year period. 
Since then, recovery has occurred of the two inches that had been lost, following the use 
of more surface rather than groundwater. 
 

Tim Parker asked if everyone was comfortable with the Strawman or if there were questions. 
There were no questions/additional comments from the Advisory Committee or the public. He 
summarized by saying the Advisory Committee agrees with staff to move forward with the 
Strawman as presented. If there are any comments, send them as to Marcus Trotta as soon as 
possible. 
 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Seawater Intrusion 
Objective: Review and discuss Seawater SMC strawman proposal and confirm next steps. 
Sustainable Management Criteria: Seawater Intrusion Presentation. 
 

Sustainability 
Indicator 

Significant & 
Unreasonable 

Condition 

Minimum 
Threshold 

Undesirable 
Result 

Measurable 
Objective 

Sea Water 
Intrusion 

 
Any Seawater 
intrusion inland of 
areas of existing 
brackish 
groundwater is a 
significant and 
unreasonable 
condition.   

 
Establish the 
minimum 
threshold as a 
250 mg/L 
isocontour at, or 
inland from, the 
existing 250 mg/L 
isocontour.  

 
Any exceedance of 
the minimum 
threshold chloride 
isocontour, or any 
exceedance of the 
minimum threshold 
chloride 
concentrations at a 
representative 
monitoring point 

Establish the 
measurable 
objective as a 150 
mg/L isocontour 
at the same 
location as the 
minimum 
threshold 
isocontour. 

 
Marcus Trotta provided a Strawman in the packet and walked through his slide presentation. 
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DWR’s GSP Regulations defined the metric for measuring seawater intrusion is the chloride 
concentration isocontour. He suggested using the isocontour and supplementing the chloride 
isocontour by defining chloride concentrations at representative monitoring points. 
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Carr – Why 150 mg/l and would that level of chloride mean that beneficial uses like agriculture 
would have adequate water quality for their purposes? 

Trotta – 150 mg/l is a somewhat arbitrary number selected for initial discussion of the 
measurable objective – one way to think about it is at what concentration would you 
begin to be concerned about seawater intrusion. 
Parker – It might be worth putting together a table with different irrigation uses and 
(chloride crop) tolerances. 

 
Hill – I have a question about establishing the Minimum Threshold line inland versus along the 
existing 250mg /l estimated concentration contour. If we push it inland it is a more relaxed 
threshold allowing some further seawater intrusion towards operating wells. What is your 
suggestion about inland? 

Trotta – Great point. It is one of the decisions that need to be made. For now, we set it 
along the margins of how the bay lands are defined, in part due to the lack of measured 
data.  

 Carr – The fundamental part of this is keeping seawater intrusion at its current location. 
Trotta – Good point. As we move forward with these SMCs, keep in mind the overall 
process. We will be developing six SMCs and working on the model that Andy Rich 
described to further assess the SMCs. This is a starting point. 

 
Ken Johnson – Is there much fluctuation at the monitoring point? 

Trotta – In your packet there are a couple figures that show concentration levels over 
time. You can see there are some wells that show variability over time. That is something 
to keep in mind when we set Minimum Thresholds.  

 
Tim Parker asked how the group felt with this proposal. 
 
Allebach – I like the Strawman and the yellow dotted line. Regarding sea level rise, if seawater 
intrusion is not attributable to groundwater pumping deficits, then the GSA has no responsibility.  
I think this map makes sense. 
 
Johnson – I like the proposal. The criteria are fine, but we don’t have all the data. 
 
Johnson – Water quality issues with concentrations less than 250 mg/l are not usually that 
significant for agricultural or domestic uses. 
 
Whitsett – How would 150mg/l CL be achieved? Seems 250mg/L CL is acceptable. 
 
Carr – Ag can take much higher levels, the 150 number probably give us time to respond well 
before 250? 
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Cornwall – I am fine with this proposal. 
 
Johnson – What do we know about the depth profile of CI content? Will a vertical monitoring 
profile be included? (Chat question not discussed). 
 
Allebach – Mulas dairy uses recycled water for irrigation and cows, even though the chloride 
signature is less than 250mg/l in that area. (Chat question not discussed). 
 
Carr– OK for now but would want to know more about what it will take to hold back seawater 
intrusion at the proposed Minimum Threshold. (Chat question not discussed). 
 
Hill – OK with the proposal (provided input via Chat) 
 
Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee and for AC to ask 
questions if needed. 
 
Ann DuBay said the Sonoma Valley GSA Board met in March; they were provided updates on 
Sustainable Management Criteria. The Board focused on approving the upcoming fiscal year 
budget. We plan to give a more robust SMC update at their next meeting.  
 
On stakeholder outreach – at the last meeting, staff provided a spreadsheet, a draft 
presentation, etc. We were planning to provide webinar trainings for you but because Andrea 
Rodriguez and I are working mainly at the Covid-19 EOC, we haven’t had time. We will be starting 
up the effort again and will be sending an email with further instructions. 
 
The second public outreach issue – rural community engagement, we drafted a Request for 
Proposals which was issued April 20. The deadline to receive proposals is May 22. We hope to 
kick off the project in August.  
 
Final outreach issue – a community meeting scheduled for early June was to educate the 
community about basin conditions, and sustainable management criteria, and for facilitated 
discussion at the meeting. The workshops will be done at the end of July instead as virtual 
meetings with slides and narrative and facilitated break-out groups using webinar. 
 
Marcus Trotta mentioned that some work has started with the Prop 68 grant including planning 
for rural residential outreach, deep monitoring wells, streamflow groundwater interaction 
studies, and practitioner workgroups. The Grants department is working on amending the 
agreement for signature. A technical practitioner workgroup is also developing criteria for the 
Depletion of Surface Water SMC; results will be discussed at a future Advisory Committee 
meeting. 
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Tim Parker – On the legislative side, the Capital is focused on the wildfire bond and Covid-19 so 
there isn’t a lot of law making going on right now. There is currently at $50+ billion budget 
deficit. 
 
Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
  
ACTION ITEMS: Water budget and Seawater Intrusion– staff will send an email on the SMCs to 
the Advisory Committee for input. 
 
Meeting Adjourned 5:30 p.m. 
 
Attendees: 
 

Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Craig Lichty 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Jane Whitsett 
Jim Bundschu 
Kenneth Johnson 
Matt Stornetta (arrived 4:00pm) 
Norman Gilroy 
Steve Wolf 
Taylor Serres (arrived 3:35pm) 
Vicki Hill 
 
Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Lisa Porta, Montgomery Associates 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recorder of meeting notes) 
 
Facilitator 
Tim Parker 
 
Other Attendees 
Roger Peters 
Kendall Webster 
Joey Giordano 
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