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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting Agenda 

October 26, 2020, 4:00 p.m. 

 IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GOVERNOR'S EXECUTIVE ORDERS N-25-20 AND N-29-20 WHICH 
SUSPENDS CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS OF THE BROWN ACT, THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD 
VIRTUALLY VIA REMOTE CONFERENCING SERVICE — NO PHYSICAL MEETING LOCATION 

This meeting will be held via Zoom 
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/95587489820?pwd=cmlTdlFhbWd0eCtoT2s5MkNqZ3RPdz09 

Meeting ID: 955 8748 9820 
Passcode: 947627 

(833) 548-0276 US Toll-free

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of
the Board

3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of July 27, 2020 Meeting
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
d. Resolution for Withdrawal of Membership from Association of California Water Agencies,

and Withdrawal from its Joint Powers Insurance Authority

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report

5. Advisory Committee Report

6. Information Items:

a. Groundwater Model and 50-Year Projections: Receive update on Practitioners Working
Groups, and climate projections to be used in groundwater model and water budget.

b. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Degraded Water Quality: Receive update on
Sustainable Management Criteria for Degraded Water Quality

7. Action Items:

a. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria - Land Subsidence and Seawater Intrusion:
Provide feedback to staff and take possible action on proposed draft Sustainable
Management Criteria for Land Subsidence

b. Rural Community Engagement Program: Receive update on program and consider
appointment of a Board liaison
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c. Reappointment of Interest-Based Advisory Committee members: Consider reappointment
of the Board-appointed interest-based Advisory Committee members for a two-year term

d. Proposed Policy for Decisions between Board Meetings: Consider and possibly adopt a
policy that would allow for policy decisions to be made between Board meetings

8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report

9. Adjournment

Member Agency Directors Alternates 

City of Sonoma Rachel Hundley Logan Harvey 

County of Sonoma Susan Gorin James Gore 

North Bay Water District Mike Sangiacomo Carolyn Wasem 

Sonoma County Water Agency David Rabbitt James Gore 

Sonoma Resource Conservation District Vicki Mulas Bruce Abelli-Amen 

Valley of the Moon Water District Ron Prushko Steve Rogers 

Special Accommodations: If you have a disability which requires an accommodation, an alternative format, 
or requires another person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact Ann DuBay, (707) 524-
8378, as soon as possible to ensure arrangements for accommodation. 

Public Comment: Any member of the audience desiring to address the Board on a matter on the agenda: 
The public may comment on closed session items prior to the Board adjourning to closed session. In order 
that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, please be brief and limit your comments to the 
subject under discussion. Each person is usually granted 3 minutes to speak; time limitations are at the 
discretion of the Chair. While members of the public are welcome to address the Board, under the Brown 
Act Board, members may not deliberate or take action on items not on the agenda, and generally may only 
listen. 

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 meeting packet materials are also available at: 
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/. 

Any changes to the date of the hearing, or any other updates will be noticed on the above website. For 
more information, please contact Ann DuBay, Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov.  
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date:  October 26, 2020 

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 1 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting

Regular Meeting Minutes - DRAFT 
Date: July 27, 2020 

Time: 4:00 p.m. 
https://zoom.us/j/93436085424?pwd=WGFTQko3empTWTZ4MzFpYjZUeldSUT09 

Meeting ID: 934 3608 5424 
Password: 887998 

www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Director Sangiacomo called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m. After reviewing meeting protocol, he
asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call. Directors Hundley, Mulas, Prushko and Sangiacomo were
present. Also, in attendance were Ann DuBay, Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus
Trotta, Technical Staff; Rob Pennington, Permit Sonoma; Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley Advisory
Committee Chairman; Tim Parker, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee Facilitator; Gina Lisa Tamayo;
Ken Johnson, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member; John Bliss, Executive Director SCI;
Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording minutes).

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject
matter jurisdiction of the Board

No public comment. 

3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of June 1, 2020
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report FY2019-20
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
d. Approve Auditor Contract Amendment
e. Approve Fiscal Year 2019-20 Budget Adjustments
f. Approve Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget Adjustments

No Board member questions. 
No public comment. 

Director Hundley moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, Director Mulas seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously 4-0-2. Director Gorin and Director Rabbitt were absent. 

Roll call Vote: 
Director Hundley – aye 

Page 3

https://zoom.us/j/93436085424?pwd=WGFTQko3empTWTZ4MzFpYjZUeldSUT09
http://www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org/


Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date:  October 26, 2020 

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 2 

Director Mulas – aye 
Director Prushko – aye 
Director Sangiacomo - aye 

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
None.

5. Advisory Committee Report
Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee Chairman – The Advisory Committee has been
moving along quite well, they have worked on declining groundwater levels, seawater intrusion and
land subsidence sustainable management criteria. Staff did a great job preparing the Advisory
Committee, giving options and being flexible and adaptive. Mr. Allebach feels the Advisory
Committee recommendations to the Board are good ones.

Questions/Comments 
No Board member questions. 
No public comment. 

6. Information Items:
a. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Seawater Intrusion: Receive update on

Groundwater Sustainability Plan and provide feedback on proposed Sustainable
Management Criteria for Seawater Intrusion.

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager said staff has been working very hard with the Advisory Committee on 
land subsidence and seawater intrusion. They are not quite far enough along to give final 
conclusions on seawater intrusion but are far enough along to bring a draft package to the Board for 
consideration. Staff will include Board input, work on one last aspect with the Advisory Committee, 
then present as an action item at the September Board meeting. Jasperse gave a quick overview of 
Sustainability Indicators and SMC development to date. He explained that seawater intrusion is 
rather complicated in the Sonoma Valley. A natural interface exists between saline water associated 
to the south of San Pablo Bay and the fresh groundwater aquifer, that interfaces occurred 
throughout history. It has fluctuated over time due to various environmental and other conditions. 
Also, there is limited data on seawater intrusion in this basin and there are significant data gaps. It 
has been a challenge to develop this SMC. Jasperse verified with DWR that impacts of sea water 
intrusion due to sea level rise are not required to be addressed in Sustainable Management Criteria. 
Wetlands restoration and other land use activities in the Baylands could affect the occurrence and 
distribution of saline groundwater in the future. Jay Jasperse continued by saying there are four key 
elements to Sustainable Management Criteria. 

• Definition of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions (qualitative)
• Measurable Objectives (MO) (quantitative)
• Minimum Threshold (MT) (quantitative)
• Undesirable Results (quantitative)

Page 4



Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date:  October 26, 2020 

Measurable Objectives still require some work with the Advisory Committee before finalizing the 
SMC for bringing to the Board as an action item in September. 

Marcus Trotta covered the adaptive approach for Minimum Threshold and the proposed approach 
for Undesirable Results that occurs when two conditions are met: 

• The Minimum Threshold is triggered because the monitoring data indicates that the current
extent of the 250 mg/l chloride isocontour encroaches inland relative to the Minimum
Threshold Reference contour; and

• The Minimum Threshold exceedance is caused by groundwater pumping.

Mr. Trotta said several options were discussed in detail with the Advisory Committee at the May, 
June and July meetings. The Advisory Committee unanimously agreed with the staff 
recommendation that the proposed option is the only viable alternative at this point, given the lack 
of a robust dataset. He then turned the presentation over to Ken Johnson. 

Ken Johnson, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member – The Advisory Committee has been 
talking about this for some time. We often look at the maps with contour lines but what isn’t well 
conveyed by the maps is the depth component. Seawater is heavier than groundwater, sometimes it 
shows up in deeper wells before it shows up in shallow ones. This is an element where future 
monitoring will be needed. The contour is based on data from wells, and we are drawing the 
contour between wells, there is a fair amount of interpretation that is needed in order to do that. It 
isn’t a straight-forward issue. Having time to evaluate transgressions and look at what the causes 
might be are critical to understanding whether the problem exists. Mr. Johnson looks forward to 
bringing a recommendation from the Advisory Committee for a decision by the Board at a future 
meeting. 

Director Mulas – Thank you for the presentation. I am pleased to see that you have recognized that 
seawater intrusion is potentially there because of the reclaiming of the Baylands that might be 
exacerbating things. I am glad to see it isn’t part of the GSA’s criteria to bring under control. 
Director Hundley – Very informative, I appreciate the presentation. 
Director Sangiacomo – Thank you for the presentation. It sounds like there is more to be done and 
that you have good scientific data to start the process and it could be refined as you go along. 
Director Prushko – The presentation was informative. I would like to thank staff for their work. 

7. Action Items:
a. Draft Sustainable Management Criteria - Land Subsidence: Provide feedback to staff

and take possible action on proposed draft Sustainable Management Criteria for Land
Subsidence

This item requests Board direction regarding the proposed draft Sustainable Management Criteria 
for land subsidence developed by staff with input and concurrence from the Advisory Committee. 
The proposed SMC consists of a technical methodology to evaluate minimum thresholds and 
measurable objectives, a description of significant and unreasonable conditions, and definition of  

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 3 
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Undesirable Results. The item presents three options for Board consideration regarding how to 
define an Undesirable Result with a recommendation from the Advisory Committee.  

Jay Jasperse said he was bringing a proposal on Land Subsidence SMC to the Board today including 
options for what constitutes undesirable results. He said they still consider the sustainable 
management criteria as draft because they will be looking at them in total in 50-year projections 
with the model to test how they do in the future projections. Land Subsidence has been discussed 
with the Advisory Committee in May, June and July. The GSAs are only responsible for managing 
inelastic (unrecoverable) subsidence caused by groundwater pumping.  The recommendation for 
Significant and Unreasonable Conditions is: 

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.  

The recommendation for Measurable Objective is: 

The Measurable Objective for land subsidence is 0.1 feet (0.1 feet per year accounts for estimated 
error of InSAR technology) per year total subsidence - elastic & inelastic - measured by InSAR for each 
100-meter x 100-meter grid.

The recommendation for Minimum Threshold is: 

The Minimum Threshold for land subsidence is 0.1 feet per year of total subsidence (elastic and 
inelastic) measured by InSAR for each 100-meter by 100-meter grid. 

Marcus Trotta explained three Undesirable Results options. All options require: 

1. An exceedance of the Minimum Threshold (0.1 feet per year of total subsidence); and
2. Subsidence must be determined to be correlated to groundwater level declines due to

groundwater pumping.

Option variables:
•Timeframe of subsidence (Option 1)
•Cumulative magnitude of subsidence (Option 2)
•Geographic extent of subsidence (Option 3)

Jay Jasperse then walked through the staff comparison of the options and said staff is most 
comfortable with Option 2. 

Ken Johnson summarized his perspective of the Advisory Committee – For this criterium, we spent a 
lot of time defining the issue of elastic versus inelastic and what causes it. I think the risks here are 
not as significant as in other areas where the problem has occurred and been significant. We spent a 
lot of time talking about how to measure it with the different approaches, how to evaluate an area 
of impact, and what sorts of impact could happen. How much is too much is where we are at with 
setting the criteria. We arrived with Options 2 and 3 being acceptable, we are comfortable with 
where things have ended up. 

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 4 
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Questions/Comments 
Director Sangiacomo – Is option 3 less detailed/expensive than Option 2? We are going to be 
spending lots of money addressing other concerns. 

Johnson – From my perspective, there should be no cost implications, we are using the same 
dataset. It is just a matter of how you look at it, we already have the same data. 
Director Sangiacomo – Because it is more precise, would it waste more staff time? 
Johnson – That is a good point, you do want to look for broad areas of impact.  
Trotta – The annual work that is going to be needed will be minimal. The data sets are made 
available by DWR. Should we see any exceedances, that is where the additional work in 
determining if there is a correlation with groundwater would come in. The differences between 
Options 2 and 3, would be that for Option 3 it doesn’t get triggered as often as if there is a 
geographic extent to it. 

Director Prushko -What impact does an earthquake have on these measurements? 
Trotta – Tectonic and seismic events move the land surface. Some of the other technologies 
available to monitor for subsidence including continuous GPS stations have been installed to 
look at movement along fault zones. It is something that we would have to account for as well. 
The procedure for correlating future subsidence with groundwater levels will be important and 
will include an assessment of seismic movements that could come into play. 
Johnson – Development or construction activities that change the surface of the land and need 
to be factored in as well. 

Director Hundley – I have a question about Option 3 – the language the committee expressed concerns 
about “the inclusion of developed land or infrastructure – could you explain the practical effect of 
keeping or removing that language? 

Trotta – Some of the concerns were “how do you define developed land or infrastructure, so 
that would have to be worked out. If we did not include “developed 
land or infrastructure” then the methodology would apply basin-wide; for Option 3 it would just 
be based on the acreage. 

DuBay – The Ag community raised the question about what happens if you do lots of earthmoving 
things and it raises the land and settles back over time, if done over a 25-acre area and not 
developed and you saw that kind of subsidence, it would trigger further investigation. I guess it 
would be more sensitive if you removed the language. 

Trotta – As Mr. Johnson alluded to, this technology relies on the ability for the satellites to have 
reflectors bouncing back. The actual data, the pixels, are focused on lands that are more 
developed. Land that doesn’t have infrastructure nearby are not included in the data sets. We 
likely wouldn’t see the change in big open fields. 

No public comment. 
No decision was taken. Director Sangiacomo made a recommendation to postpone the vote until 
the next meeting as two directors were missing. Director Hundley supported his suggestion. 

b. Rural Community Engagement Outreach Contract: Authorize the Administrator to
negotiate a contract with SCI Consulting to provide outreach services for an amount not-
to-exceed $47,000.

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 5 
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Ann DuBay mentioned this is a follow up to an item discussed in the past. The GSA received 
Proposition 68 grant funding for $1 million in Sonoma Valley. $47,000 of that is for a rural 
community engagement program for research, engagement, and recommendations on future 
funding in all three basins. Five consulting teams responded to Request for Proposals. A panel 
reviewed the written applications and four teams were selected for interviews. The interview panel 
included Director Wasem as the representative from Sonoma Valley. The panel unanimously 
selected SCI Consulting Group. This item would authorize staff to negotiate on behalf of the Agency 
for community engagement consulting services. 

Ann DuBay explained there are three components to the project: 

1) research - focus group and mailed survey to all potential well owners in basin;
2) written funding options analysis; and
3) development and execution of an engagement plan.

The consultant would be engaged by all three basins; non-direct costs would be shared equally 
among the basins and direct costs would be basin specific.  

John Bliss, Executive Director SCI, thanked the group for their consideration, and said he looks 
forward to working with the GSA. Director Mulas said she was very pleased with SCI and their 
presentation and feels comfortable they will do a good job. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Mulas - I have a question about surveys. I get concerned when questions are posed in such 
a way that you direct how you want the results of a survey. I am hopeful that the survey will be 
more informative and question the knowledge of the rural residents. 

John Bliss, Executive Director SCI – there are internet-based surveys that are really geared 
towards getting results, we are not in that realm. We feel that is a misuse of the process, and we 
live or die by the results of our survey. We have a high rate of success with our measures based 
largely on our surveys. You will get to review the work before the surveys go out. Our firm is 
quite conservative, we are onboard with you. 

Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, has been working with Valery Flores from SCI to finalize the 
contract, there still are a few minor things to work out before presenting to the Board. 

No public comment. 
Director Hundley moved to authorize the Administrator to negotiate a contract with SCI Consulting 
not to exceed $47,000 to provide outreach services as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion 
passed unanimously 4-0-2. Director Gorin and Director Rabbitt were absent. 

Roll call Vote: 
Director Hundley – aye 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Prushko – aye 
Director Sangiacomo – aye 
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8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report

Ann DuBay – A written report is in the packet. In addition to that, DuBay mentioned the Community 
Meeting covering Basin Conditions and Sustainable Management Criteria; the meeting included an 
overview presentation followed by breakout rooms. Advisory Committee members helped with the 
breakout rooms. Overall, it was a positive experience, and despite the fact the meeting was virtual, 
staff received good feedback. 

Jay Jasperse – Our written report is in the packet and explains what is happening on the technical 
front. Jasperse said staff is starting to work with experts on climate change projections. They are 
also starting to gather thoughts on potential management projects and look at what they would 
entail should they need to use them to meet the Sustainable Management Criteria. 

No report from Legal Counsel. 

Questions/Comments 
Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee Chairman – I just want to add that Vicki Hill, 
Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member, and I have done four community outreach meetings 
with our own groups of stakeholders. We received good feedback and had contact with some more 
well owners on Castle road who are very interested in the groundwater sustainability agency. Mr. 
Allebach is hoping they will get more interested people. 

9. Adjournment
Director Sangiacomo thanked everyone for attending. The meeting adjourned at 5:34 p.m. The next
meeting is scheduled to take place on September 28 at 4:00 p.m., but as the date clashes with Yom
Kippur, Ann DuBay will reach out to everyone to see if it poses a conflict.

07.27.20 SV Board Meeting / Draft Minutes 7 
Page 9



Agenda Item: 3B&C 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Consent Calendar 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Year-to-Date Budget and Member Agency Contributions 

Summary: As of October 20, 2020, the Agency received or invoiced $223,329 in income (member agency 
contributions including in-kind services and grant revenues) and received $11,924 in invoiced expenses. 

Background 
This financial report covers July 1, 2020 – October 20, 2020. The Agency’s total final budget for FY 20/21 
includes revenues of $1,156,000, and expenditures of $1,261,100.  

Income: Anticipated member agency cash contributions total $110,000 plus in-kind contributions of 
$125,000. To date, invoices totaling $96,668 have been issued to member agencies for cash contributions 
and $56,668 has been received in payments. (Invoices for payment are recognized as income owed for 
accounting purposes.) Grant revenues invoiced total $126,661 (not yet received) and in-kind contributions 
invoices have not yet been received. 

Expenses: As of October 20, the agency received invoices for services totaling $11,924. 

Staff Recommendation 
Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report. 

Vote Requirement 
Majority. 

List of Attachments 
1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2020-21
2. Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2020-21

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Agenda Item: 3B/C, Attachment 1
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100

Account Account Description

FY 2020-21
Draft

Budget

FY 2020-21
YTD

Budget

42360 State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68) 921,000 126,661
42601 County of Sonoma 40,000 40,000
42618 City of Sonoma 25,000 25,000  
42627 Special Districts 45,000 31,668

42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues 1,031,000$    223,329$   

46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 125,000 0
46000   Total Miscellaneous Revenues 125,000$       -$            

Grand Total Revenues 1,156,000$    223,329$   

51041 Insurance - Liability 2,500 956
51201 Administration Services 100,000 0
51206 Accounting/Auditing Services 6,600 0
51207 Client  Accounting Services 4,000 0
51211 Legal Services 45,000 6,368
51226 Consulting Services 928,500 4,600
51244 Permits/License/Fees (well registration) 40,000 0
51249 In-kind services (Sonoma Water) 125,000 0
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 1,500 0
51601 Training/Conference Expenses 1,000 0
51916 County Services Chgs 1,500 0

        Subtotal Services 1,255,600$    11,924$   
52031 Food 500 0
52091 Memberships (ACWA for JPIA) 4,000 0
52111 Office Supplies 500 0
52114 Freight/Postage 500 0

            Subtotal Supplies 5,500
51000   Total Services and Supplies 1,261,100$    11,924$        

Grand Total Expenditures 1,261,100$ 11,924$     

Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance (105,100)$   211,405$   
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Agenda Item: 3B/C, Attachment 2
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020

MEMBER AGENCY
TOTAL 

CONTRIBUTION
First Invoice: Due 

9/15/20
Second Invoice: 
Due 11/30/20

Third Invoice:  Due 
March 30, 2021

County of Sonoma  $  40,000 40,000$   
City of Sonoma  $  25,000 25,000$   
Sonoma RCD  $  10,000 3,334$   
North Bay Water 
District  $  10,000 3,334$   
Valley of the Moon 
WD  $  25,000 25,000$   -$  -$   
Sonoma County 
Water Agency (in 
kind)  $  125,000 
TOTAL 235,000$  96,668$  
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Agenda Item: 3D 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Consent Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Agency Liability Insurance 

Summary: At its May meeting, staff brought an information item to the Board regarding the increased 
costs of participating in the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) Joint Powers Insurance 
Authority (JPIA) for liability coverage. At that meeting, the Board directed staff to prepare a resolution 
or letter withdrawing from ACWA and the JPIA. 

Background 
Prior to formation, staff of the three local GSAs researched options for general liability insurance. They 
found three insurance options for small special districts and joint powers authorities: Association of 
California Water Agencies’ (ACWA) JPIA, the Special District Risk Management Authority and Golden 
State Risk Management Authority (GSRMA). 

The ACWA JPIA option requires that the insured is a member of ACWA. Sonoma Valley GSA chose to join 
ACWA, and to be insured by the JPIA. Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain GSAs chose GSRMA. Both 
the ACWA JPIA and GSRMA require a three-year contractual commitment. 

Current Issue 
ACWA provided deeply discounted memberships of $750 annually to new GSAs in 2017 and 2018. In 
2019, the discount ended, and the GSA now pays the normal ACWA membership fee, based on the 
annual Agency budget. While the JPIA premiums are lower than GSMRA’s annual premiums paid by 
Petaluma Valley GSA, the table (next page) shows that when the ACWA membership is added to 
premium costs, Sonoma Valley is now paying significantly more than Petaluma ($4,484 annually versus 
$2,250). 

YEAR ACWA 
Membership 

costs 

JPIA premium Total ACWA + JPIA GSRMA (Petaluma 
Valley premiums 

2017-18 $750 $1875 $1625 $2250 
2018-19 $750 $969 $1719 $2250 
2019-20 $3000 $1484 $4484 $2250 

Membership in ACWA provides many opportunities to water agencies beyond an ability to purchase 
insurance. However, GSA technical and administrative staff consultants are members of ACWA through 
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Sonoma Water and can take advantage of its programs, trainings and advocacy work through that 
venue. In addition, if the GSA was to join any membership organization, the California Groundwater 
Resources Association would currently be a better fit. 

For these reasons, staff recommends that the GSA inform the JPIA of its intent to no longer receive 
insurance coverage beginning in Fiscal Year 2021-22. Because the GSA must give the JPIA a one-year 
warning, the GSA Board must make this declaration prior to October 1, 2020. (NOTE: Staff contacted the 
JPIA alerting them that due to wildfires, the September meeting was cancelled. The email served as 
informal notification that the GSA would, pending Board approval, withdraw from the JPIA.) 

Attached is a resolution formally announcing the Agency’s intent to withdraw from the JPIA. 

Type of Vote Required 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
The proposed change in insurers could result in a small decrease in GSA expenses. 

Staff Recommendation 
Approve resolution SV-03-2020 informing the Association of California Water Agencies Joint Powers 
Insurance Authority of withdrawal, effective September 30, 2021, and informing the Association of 
California Water Agencies of its membership withdrawal in 2022. 

List of Attachments 
1. Resolution SV-03-2020

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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 Agenda Item: 3D_Attachment  
 Meeting Date:  October 26, 2020 

Resolution No. SV-20-003 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SONOMA VALLEY 
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 

Resolution  of  the   Governing   Board  of  the    SONOMA  VALLEY  GROUNDWATER 
SUSTAINABILITY  AGENCY (Agency), State of California, directing that the Agency 

withdraw from the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) and the ACWA 
Joint Powers Insurance Authority (JPIA); and authorizing the Administrator of the 

Agency to take all actions necessary to withdraw from ACWA and the ACWA JPIA on 
or before September 30, 2021, at the end of the current plan year. 

RESOLVED by Governing Board of the SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER 
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY, that: 

Whereas, since July 1, 2017, the Agency has been a member of the Association 
of California Water Agencies (ACWA) which, among other benefits, allowed the Agency 
to receive liability coverage through the Association of California Water Agencies Point 
Powers Insurance Authority; and 

Whereas, ACWA dues for the Agency increased from $750 annually to $3,000 
in 2020, resulting in a significant expense for the Agency; and 

Whereas, Section 22 of the ACWA JPIA agreement requires notification of 
withdrawal from its program by giving a written 12-month notice of its intent to 
withdraw from the pooled program. 

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that the Board of Directors of the SONOMA VALLEY 
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY hereby 

1. Notifies the Association of California Water Agencies Joint Powers Insurance Authority of
its intent to withdraw from the pooled program and

2. Notifies the Association of California Water Agencies of its intent to withdraw
at the end of 2021.

1 
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 Agenda Item: 3D_Attachment  
 Meeting Date:  October 26, 2020 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day, ________________, by the following vote: 

DIRECTORS: 

Gorin: ____  Hundley: ____ Mulas: _____  Prushko: ____  Rabbitt: ____  Sangiacomo: ____ 

Ayes: ____   Noes: ____  Absent: ____  Abstain: ____ 

Attested by:  _____________________________________ Date: _____________________ 
 Ann DuBay, Administrator 
  Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

2 
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Agenda Item: 5 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator, and Fred Allebach, Chair, Advisory Committee 
SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Report 

Summary: Update on recent activities and decisions made by the Advisory Committee 

Background 
Summary of GSA Advisory Committee activities (Advisory Committee meetings in September and October): 

• The Advisory Committee continues to be updated by staff on GSA technical work and outreach
efforts, as well as relevant state legislation regarding SGMA

• In September the Advisory Committee:
o Received a presentation on and had a robust discussion about Sustainable Management

Criteria on Degraded Water Quality;
o Reviewed and discussed additional revisions to the Sustainable Management Criteria on

Seawater Intrusion and Land Subsidence, and expressed support for the recommended
options; and

o Received information about the water model and provided feedback on climate change
scenarios. In addition, several Advisory Committee members participated in an all-basin
technical discussion of climate change modeling.

• In October, the Advisory Committee:
o Focused on the projected water budget and scenario modeling for projected water demand;

and
o Reviewed Sustainable Management Criteria for Water Quality and provided feedback to

staff regarding proposed options for Significant and Unreasonable statement, Minimum
Threshold and Undesirable Results.

Items Reviewed and Action/Decisions 
• The committee finalized discussions on Sustainable Management Criteria for Seawater Intrusion

with a poll requesting feedback on a Measurable Objective. Committee members were relatively
evenly split on a Measurable Objective as follows:

o What is your recommendation for the initial measurable objective?
 Same location and same concentration as MT (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline

isocontour) 3 votes
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 Same location and concentration as 250 mg/l baseline isocontour (e.g., maintain
existing line where it is) - 4 votes

 Same location and lower concentration as MT (e.g., 150 mg/l) - 0 votes
 Other - Flexible with all three - 2 votes

• The committee also finalized work on Sustainable Management Criteria for land subsidence as
follows:

o What is your recommendation for minimum-sized area over which subsidence occurs that
would lead to an Undesirable Result?
 2.5 acres (1 InSAR pixel) – 4 votes
 25-contiguous acres (10 InSAR pixels) – 2 votes
 50-contiguous acres (20 InSAR pixels) – 1 vote
 Other (please specify)>50 contiguous acres – 2 votes

• The committee members asked multiple questions regarding the water budget, and how inputs and
outputs were derived and calculated. Some were concerned about the extent to which each
respective scenario (RCP 4.5 or 8.5) would impact potential projects and management actions. With
regards to emissions scenarios for future climate change projections, at both September and
October meetings, the Advisory Committee members were relatively evenly split, as follows:

o RCP 4.5 September, 5 members preferred; October, 4 members preferred
o RCP 8.5 September, 4 members preferred; October, 3 members preferred
o Either RCP September, 3 members preferred; October 5 members preferred

Staff will consider committee input when finalizing the model. 

• The Advisory Committee had a lively discussion about the SMC for Degraded Water Quality, and
several suggestions and ideas were provided regarding a draft Significant and Unreasonable
Statement, Undesirable Results and Minimum Thresholds. Several members expressed support for
including domestic wells as part of the proposed monitoring program and for strong collaboration
with agencies that current regulate water quality.

• A straw poll of preferences regarding the number of additional supply wells that exceed MCLs to
trigger Minimum Thresholds indicated the following initial preferences:

o Zero additional exceedances:  4
o One additional exceedance: 2
o Two additional exceedances: 2

• A straw poll of preferences regarding three options for Undesirable Results indicated the following
initial preferences:

o Option 1: 4
o Option 2: 3
o Option 3: 1

Advisory Committee Meeting Packets 
To view Advisory Committee meeting agendas and packets, please visit 
www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org. 
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Type of vote required 
None, information only. 

Fiscal Information 
No fiscal impact. 

Staff Recommendation 
None. 

List of Attachments 
None. 

Contact  
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 

Page 19

mailto:ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov


Agenda Item: 6A 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
SUBJECT: Projected 50-Year Water Budget and Future Groundwater Model Scenario Assumptions 

Summary: SGMA requires the GSA to develop a projected water budget and future model scenario for 
the GSP that covers the entire 50-year planning horizon (2022 to 2072). A key component of the water 
budget and model is projected changes in groundwater demand. A second component are the potential 
changes to groundwater supply and demand due to climate change. This item will provide an update on 
the process and recommendations from practitioners’ working groups, the Advisory Committee and 
staff on projected rural residential growth, agricultural changes and climate futures.  

Background 
SGMA requires the GSA to develop water budgets (inflows and outflows of water for the entire 
groundwater basin) for three different time periods: historical (mid 70’s through 2012); current (2012 
through 2018 reflecting more recent land use and groundwater pumping); and projected future water 
budget (50 years in the future). The historical and current water budget are currently being developed 
using the recently available groundwater model developed by the USGS for the Basin and will be shared 
with the Advisory Committee and Board at upcoming meetings. The focus of this informational item is 
on the long-term projected water budget and future model scenarios for the GSP that covers the entire 
50-year planning horizon (2022 to 2072).

One key element of the model and water budget is the projected changes in groundwater use. There are 
three primary water-use categories to consider: 

• Municipal and Industrial
• Rural residential
• Agricultural

The municipal projections will come from Sonoma Water, the City of Sonoma, and Valley of the Moon 
Water District, through the Urban Water Management Plan process which is currently underway.  
Beginning in June of 2020, four practitioner work groups were designed to provide subject-specific 
information for Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development on: 

• Rural Residential Land Use Projections
• Agricultural Water Demand Projections
• Mapping of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE)
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• Development of Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) for Depletion of
Interconnected Surface Water

The products of the Rural Residential Land Use Projections and Agricultural Water Demand working 
groups will provide information on potential ranges of growth for those water supply sectors for the 50-
year planning horizon. Information on the proposed methodology and initial findings from these 
workgroups are provided in Attachment 1 (residential growth projections) and Attachment 2 
(agricultural changes).  

For climate change projections, the three Sonoma County GSAs held an all-basin workshop in 
September, consulted with experts in the field of climate science, and discussed the proposed 
approach with the Advisory Committee at their September meeting. At the October meeting, staff 
will provide an update to the Board on the climate model chosen and the emissions scenarios 
considered. 

Type of Vote Required 
None. 

Fiscal Information 
No fiscal impact. 

Staff Recommendation 
Information Item 

List of Attachments 
Attachment 1: Rural Residential Land Use working group memorandum 
Attachment 2: Agricultural Projections memorandum 

Contact 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, jay.jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 

Page 21

mailto:jay.jasperse@scwa.ca.gov


Agenda Item: 6B 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager 
SUBJECT: Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Degraded Water Quality 

Summary:  The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. As part of the GSP, 
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) must be developed for six sustainability indicators as defined by 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. This item will provide an overview of key elements of a 
proposed draft SMC for degraded water quality that is being developed by staff with input from the 
Advisory Committee.   

Background 
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires Groundwater Sustainability Agencies 
(GSAs) in high- and medium-priority basins to develop and submit Groundwater Sustainability Plans 
(GSPs) to the California Department of Water Resources by January 31, 2022. GSPs are detailed road 
maps for how groundwater basins will reach and maintain long-term sustainability. 

Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview 
A central aspect of the GSP is to develop Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) for each of the six 
sustainability indicators listed below: 

1. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of
supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon.

2. Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage
3. Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion
4. Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant

plumes that impair water supplies
5. Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land

uses
6. Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse

impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water (e.g. water in streams or wetlands).

As discussed at the June 1, 2020 Board meeting, among the requirements of the GSP are the 
development of SMCs which include: (1) quantitative minimum thresholds; (2) quantitative measureable 
objectives; (3) a qualitative description of significant and unreasonable conditions; and (4) a definition of 
what constitutes an undesirable result for the basin. Attachment 1 provides a “cheat sheet” that defines 
these terms for the six sustainability indicators. Staff will provide a brief status update on all six 
sustainability indicators at the October 26, 2020 meeting. This staff report presents an overview and 
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summarizes recent technical work and advisory committee discussions on the Degraded Water Quality 
sustainability indicator. 

Degraded Water Quality 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) provides GSAs with broad authority to regulate 
groundwater management but provides limited information and authority regarding the regulation of 
groundwater quality. However, the Emergency Regulations developed by the California Department of 
Water Resources and approved by the California Water Commission in 2016 for Groundwater 
Sustainability Plans (GSP) do require the adoption of sustainable management criteria, including 
“minimum thresholds” and “undesirable results” for groundwater quality degradation in relation to the 
implementation of specific GSP activities. 

Unlike most other sustainability indicators, degraded water quality is the subject of robust federal, state 
and local regulatory regimes carried out by a number of different entities. GSAs are not responsible for 
enforcing existing water quality standards or collecting data to support existing water quality programs. 
However, groundwater quality degradation needs to be considered during GSP development in the 
sense that projects and actions implemented by the GSP should not degrade current water quality 
conditions. 

In Sonoma Valley, there is a long history of groundwater testing through existing regulatory programs 
and special studies. These studies find that groundwater quality is highly variable, and that there are 
local areas within Subbasin of poor groundwater quality attributed to: 

• Land-use related issues (e.g., active remediation sites from some commercial activities,
septic systems, etc.)

• Deep, ancient connate water, etc.
• Natural geologic conditions (e.g. arsenic, etc.)

For these reasons, staff (with general Advisory Committee concurrence) recommends a “do no harm” 
approach to this sustainable management criteria to ensure that the GSA and management activities 
or projects associated with implementation of the GSP do not exacerbate existing groundwater 
quality issues or create new issues. 

Process and Proposal for SMC Development for Degraded Water Quality 
SGMA requires a multiple-step process for the development of the SMC for water quality. Technical staff 
provided to the Advisory Committee the following recommendations on steps one through six: 

Step One: Define level of groundwater quality management and coordination:  
Recommendation: GSAs should address groundwater quality issues related to changed groundwater 
conditions caused by management of the basin pursuant to SGMA, such as from implementation of 
projects and management actions 

• For example, changes in groundwater-levels that have the potential to induce migration
of poor-quality water and impact water supply wells; and active recharge operations
that may alter geochemical conditions or mobilize existing contaminants
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Recommendation: The GSA should establish a process for routine consultations with other water 
quality regulatory agencies to discuss ongoing programs and initiatives relevant to the Basin, share 
monitoring data and information, and consider any applicable policy recommendations that would 
benefit groundwater quality within the Basin. 

Step Two: Determine type of metric to use 
Recommendation: The proposed metric to be used for setting minimum thresholds and measurable 
objectives in this Basin is the number of affected supply wells with concentrations measured at 
established representative monitoring points. This straightforward metric can be monitored over time. It 
requires establishing a groundwater quality monitoring network consisting of supply wells, which can be 
coordinated with existing programs. 

Step Three: Determine and identify beneficial users 
Recommendation: The general categories of beneficial users identified for groundwater quality include: 
drinking water users (municipal supply, small water systems, and domestic wells) and agricultural 
users (irrigation supply wells). 

Step Four: Determine constituents of concern for beneficial users 
Constituents of concern should meet three proposed criteria: 

1. Have an established level of concern such as an MCL or SMCL, or a level that reduces crop
production

2. Found in the Subbasin at levels above the level of concern
3. Extensive occurrence of the COC throughout the Subbasin

Recommendation: Arsenic, nitrate, and salts should be categorized as Constituents of Concern (COCs) 
for the purposes of establishing SMCs in the GSP. Should new or additional water quality constituents be 
identified as potential COCs applicable to the GSP implementation activities through routine 
consultation and information sharing with other regulatory agencies, the GSA will consider adding these 
to the COC and monitoring list through GSP updates. 

Recommendation: Additionally, as specific projects and actions are developed and recommended for 
implementation through the GSP, any site- or area-specific water quality constituents will be evaluated 
and considered for project-specific monitoring in consultation with applicable regulatory agencies. 

Step Five: Determine the limits, concentrations for each COC and beneficial users 
Recommendation: The Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) (or Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level 
(SMCL), as applicable) should be used as the levels of concern for drinking water constituents. 

Step Six: Identify existing water quality monitoring programs for setting SMCs 
Recommendation: Identify sets of supply wells that are currently monitored for various groundwater 
constituents and supply uses such as drinking water and irrigation water. The currently available supply 
wells for monitoring constituents of concern that have an MCL or SMCL are public supply wells which 
are required to measure and report groundwater quality to the State Water Resources Control Board – 
Division of Drinking Water. Should domestic or irrigation wells be incorporated into future monitoring 
programs established by the GSA or other entities, they can also be included in monitoring COCs during 
future GSP updates.  
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Step Seven:  Develop the SMC 
Developing the SMC involves defining significant and unreasonable conditions, setting minimum 
thresholds and measurable objectives and defining undesirable results. 

Significant and Unreasonable Conditions 
Staff proposed and the Advisory Committee discussed and suggested modifications to a statement of 
Significant and Unreasonable Conditions. The statement has undergone multiple revisions based on 
input from the Advisory Committee, as well as input from the Santa Rosa Plain and Petaluma Valley 
Advisory Committees. The below statement represents the most recent version of the statement and 
differs slightly from the version shared at the Advisory Committees October meeting.  The intent of the 
statement is to make it clear that the significant and unreasonable water conditions regarding water 
quality would be triggered only by (1) actions taken directly by the GSA or (2) occurrence of undesirable 
results for other sustainability indicators that impact water quality (e.g., lowering of groundwater 
levels). 

Significant and unreasonable water quality conditions occur if an increase in the concentration of 
constituents of concern in groundwater leads to adverse impacts on beneficial users or uses of 
groundwater, due to: 

1) Direct actions by Sonoma Valley GSP projects or management activities; OR
2) Undesirable results occurring for other sustainability indicators.

Adverse impacts include diminished supply due to water quality impacts, such as non-compliance 
with drinking water standards or undue costs for mitigating negative impacts.  

Minimum Threshold (MT) 
Minimum thresholds are based on a degradation of groundwater quality, not an improvement of 
groundwater quality. Therefore, this GSP is designed to avoid taking any action that may inadvertently 
move groundwater constituents that have already been identified in the Subbasin in such a way that the 
constituents have a significant and unreasonable impact that would not otherwise occur. The proposed 
MT is based on not increasing the number of supply wells that exceed maximum contaminant levels 
for arsenic, nitrate or salts (measured as total dissolved solids—TDS), as proposed in the table below: 

Constituent of 
Concern Minimum Threshold Based on Number of Supply Wells 

Arsenic Zero additional supply wells that are in the GSP monitoring area shall exceed the 
arsenic MCL of 0.010 mg/L. 

Nitrate Zero additional supply wells that are in the GSP monitoring program shall exceed 
the nitrate measured as nitrogen MCL of 10 mg/L. 

TDS Zero additional supply wells that are in the GSP monitoring program shall exceed 
the TDS recommended SMCL of 500 mg/L. 

For example, if there are 12 supply wells being monitored in the basin for water quality issues, and one 
well currently exceeds the MCL for nitrate, the minimum threshold proposed above would be triggered 
if one additional well exceeds the MCL for nitrate. 
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A modification would be to allow for one or two additional exceedances. Using the same example as 
above, with one existing supply well above the MCL for nitrate, the GSA could require that an additional 
one or two wells are above the MCL before minimum thresholds are exceed. 

Measurable Objective (MO) 
The measurable objectives for degradation of groundwater quality represent target groundwater quality 
distributions in the Subbasin. SGMA does not mandate the improvement of groundwater quality. 
Therefore, staff propose to set the measurable objectives identical to the minimum thresholds. 

Undesirable Results 
By regulation, the degradation of groundwater quality undesirable result is a quantitative combination 
of groundwater quality minimum threshold exceedances.  

For the Subbasin, any groundwater quality degradation as a direct result of GSP implementation is 
considered unacceptable. Some groundwater quality changes are expected to occur independent of 
SGMA activities; because these changes are not related to SGMA activities they would not constitute an 
undesirable result. 

Staff proposes three options for the degradation of groundwater quality undesirable result: 

1. An undesirable result occurs if, during any one year, a single groundwater quality minimum
threshold is exceeded when computing annual averages at each well, as a direct result of
projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

2. An undesirable result occurs if, during two consecutive years, a single groundwater quality
minimum threshold is exceeded when computing annual averages at the same well, as a direct
result of projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

3. An undesirable result occurs if, during any one year, more than 1 out of 3 groundwater quality
minimum thresholds are exceeded when computing annual averages at each well, as a direct
result of projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

For hypothetical examples of how this would work, look at Attachment 2. 

 Advisory Committee Input & Next Steps 
At its September meeting, the Advisory Committee provided feedback and generally agreed with 
technical staff recommendations on steps one through six and spent its September and October 
meetings discussing the development of the SMC. The water quality SMC was also being discussed in 
Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain basins, and feedback from the three Advisory Committees was 
shared between the basins. 

At its October meeting, the Advisory Committee members voted in a straw poll regarding whether there 
should be zero, one or two additional supply wells with COCs above the MCL to determine whether 
minimum thresholds were exceeded. The committee split with four people voting on zero exceedances, 
two people voting on one exceedance, two people supporting two exceedances and the remaining four 
people not voting. Regarding Undesirable Results, the committee members voted as follows: Option 1 – 
4 votes; Option 2 – 3 votes; Option 3 – 1 vote. Four people did not vote. 
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Staff followed up the meeting with an email asking Advisory Committee members to provide additional 
feedback. These results will be shared at the Board meeting. 

After receiving Board feedback, staff will bring a draft final SMC for Water Quality to the Advisory 
Committee in November and to the Board for consideration at its December meetings. 

Requested Board Action 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

List of Attachments 
1. Sustainable Management Criteria Cheat Sheet
2. Undesirable Results Examples

Contact 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sustainable Management Criteria Terminology: Super Quick Reference Guide 

SGMA Term Layperson Description 
Sustainability Goal A succinct big-picture statement of the GSA’s objectives and desired conditions and how they will be reached. To be finalized at the 

end of the GSP process. 
Significant and 
Unreasonable Effects 

A qualitative statement that our gut tells us we don’t want to happen. For example: It’s significant and unreasonable for 
groundwater levels to drop to the point that wells can no longer produce water. 

Sustainability 
Indicators 

The six conditions defined by the water code that we don’t want to experience Significant and Unreasonable Effects in the 
groundwater basin:  (1) Chronic lowering of groundwater levels; (2) reduction of groundwater storage (the difference between 
recharge and discharge, over time); (3) seawater intrusion; (4) degraded water quality; (5) land subsidence that substantially 
interferes with surface land uses; and (6) depletions of interconnected surface water (e.g. water in streams or wetlands). 

Representative 
Monitoring Sites 

Monitoring sites that reliably provide high quality data that characterize representative groundwater conditions in the basin. 
Representative monitoring sites are a subset of a basin’s complete monitoring network, where minimum thresholds, measurable 
objectives, and interim milestones are set for each applicable Sustainability Indicator and monitored for compliance. 

Measurable 
Objectives 

Specific, quantifiable goals at each representative monitoring site to maintain or improve groundwater conditions in order to 
maintain or achieve the sustainability goal for the basin. Measureable Objectives reflect the GSA’s desired groundwater conditions 
in the basin and guide the GSA to achieve its sustainability goal within 20 years.  Measurable Objectives should include flexibility to 
accommodate wet-to-dry year fluctuations, droughts, climate change, and groundwater management activities. 
For example for groundwater levels (Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin): Measurable objectives are the 75th percentile of historical 
groundwater elevations for the period of record of each monitoring point, which is higher than median or average groundwater 
elevations. 

Minimum 
Thresholds 

The numerical line in the sand that we don’t want to cross. For each sustainability indicator, the Minimum Thresholds are the 
quantitative, measurable values that reflect what is significant and unreasonable at every measuring site.  The numeric value used 
to define minimum thresholds at a representative monitoring site in the basin (such as at a well) that if exceeded, may cause 
undesirable results. 
For example, for groundwater levels (Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin): The minimum threshold is the numeric groundwater elevation 
(as measured at representative monitoring sites over a period of time) required to meet the typical overlying water demand in the 
shallowest well in the vicinity.  

Undesirable Results This is the worst-case scenario, and is a quantitative combination of the minimum thresholds that define sustainability for each 
sustainability indicator. For example (from Salinas, for groundwater levels): Over the course of any one year, no more than 15% of 
groundwater elevation minimum thresholds in any single aquifer and no one well shall exceed its minimum threshold for more than 
two consecutive years 

Interim milestones Interim milestones are five-year check-ins to measure progress on the groundwater conditions that the GSA hopes to achieve during 
the 20-year implementation period. Measurements occur at representative monitoring sites. 
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Water Quality Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) 
Minimum Thresholds and Undesirable Results Example Scenarios 

October 15, 2020 

In the examples below, staff uses “zero additional wells exceeding the MCL” for a suggested basis for 
Minimum Threshold. In other words, the Minimum Threshold for each Constituent of Concern (COC) 
would be therefore the current number of exceedances, prior to SGMA implementation. The examples 
provided are for illustrative purposes, and go through three fictitious scenarios to identify how the 
combination of Minimum Threshold exceedances would play out for each undesirable result option. As a 
reminder, the undesirable result options are: 

1. An undesirable result occurs if, during any one year, a single groundwater quality minimum
threshold is exceeded when computing annual averages at each well, as a direct result of
projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

2. An undesirable result occurs if, during two consecutive years, a single groundwater quality
minimum threshold is exceeded when computing annual averages at the same well, as a direct
result of projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

3. An undesirable result occurs if, during any one year, more than 1 out of 3 groundwater quality
minimum thresholds are exceeded when computing annual averages at each well, as a direct
result of projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation.

Scenario: 
The GSA has identified three monitoring wells in a specific area of the basin that will measure water 
quality for all three COCs (arsenic, TDS and nitrates). One of the wells in the monitoring network 
currently exceeds the nitrate MCL. 

Example One: 
The GSA has no projects or management actions in the area. Water levels are stable.  Monitoring finds 
that a second well now exceeds the nitrate MCL. 

• Under Option 1:  If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, then the Minimum
threshold is exceeded. However, because the GSA has no projects or management actions in
that area of the basin there are NO undesirable results.

• Under Option 2: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded, but an undesirable result hasn’t occurred.

• Under Option 3: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded, but an undesirable result hasn’t occurred.
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Example Two: 
The GSA is conducting a recharge project in this area of the basin. Water levels are increasing, and 
movement of groundwater is altered. In the first year of the project, monitoring finds that the same well 
now exceeds both the nitrate and the TDS MCLs. 

• Under Option 1: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded. Because the GSA has projects in that area of the basin, it will conduct an
investigation to determine if the exceedance is related to the project. Depending on the
findings, an undesirable result may occur, which would require the GSA to take further action.

• Under Option 2: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded, but an undesirable result hasn’t occurred.

• Under Option 3: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded. An undesirable result could occur since more than 1 out of 3 minimum thresholds
are exceeded. Because the GSA has projects in that area of the basin, it will conduct an
investigation to determine if the exceedance is related to the project.

Example Three: 
The GSA is conducting a recharge project in this area of the basin. Water levels are increasing. A second 
year of monitoring finds that the well continues to exceed both the nitrate MCL and TDS MCLs. 

• Under Option 1: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded. Because the GSA has projects in that area of the basin, it will conduct an
investigation to determine if the exceedance is related to the project. Depending on the
findings, an undesirable result may occur, which would require the GSA to take further action.

• Under Option 2: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded. An undesirable result could occur since the one well exceeded MCLs for two
consecutive years. Because the GSA has projects in that area of the basin, it will conduct an
investigation to determine if the exceedance is related to the project.

• Under Option 3: If zero additional wells are allowed to exceed the MCL, the Minimum Threshold
is exceeded. An undesirable result could occur since more than 1 out of 3 minimum thresholds
are exceeded. Because the GSA has projects in that area of the basin, it will conduct an
investigation to determine if the exceedance is related to the project.

Page 30



Agenda Item: 7A 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

1 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager 
SUBJECT: Draft Sustainable Management Criteria – Land Subsidence and Seawater Intrusion 

Summary:  The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. As part of the GSP, 
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) must be developed for six sustainability indicators as defined by 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  This item requests Board approval of the draft SMCs for 
Land Subsidence and Seawater Intrusion.  

Background 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires Groundwater Sustainability Agencies 
(GSAs) in high- and medium-priority basins to develop and submit Groundwater Sustainability Plans 
(GSPs) to the California Department of Water Resources by January 31, 2022.  GSPs are detailed road 
maps for how groundwater basins will reach and maintain long-term sustainability.  

At its June meeting, the Board received a detailed report on the development of Sustainable 
Management Criteria (SMC). That report and presentation can be found here. 

At its July meeting, the Board received detailed reports and presentations on draft SMCs for Seawater 
Intrusion and Land Subsidence. 

A couple of key points to remember is that the development of SMCs must include: (1) quantitative 
minimum thresholds (MT); (2) quantitative measurable objectives (MO); (3) a qualitative description of 
significant and unreasonable conditions; and (4) a definition of what constitutes an undesirable result 
for the basin.  A “cheat sheet” that defines these terms for the six sustainability indicators can be found 
here. 

Also, once all the draft SMCs are developed for the six sustainability indicators, the GSA will evaluate 
whether any management programs or projects are necessary to avoid undesirable results as defined by 
the SMC for both current and future (through 2072) conditions. It is important to recognize that the GSP 
and the implementation process is adaptive and provides opportunities for continued refinement and 
improvement throughout the process.  For example, if any of the draft SMCs are found to require 
management programs or projects that are deemed by the Board to be infeasible (e.g., technical or cost 
considerations), the draft SMC will be revised accordingly.  For these reasons, the SMCs are considered 
draft until the completion of the GSP.  In addition, it is anticipated that during GSP implementation, 
some SMCs will be refined or modified based on new information. 
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Land Subsidence: Key Considerations 

There are several key factors to be considered when developing SMC for land subsidence, including the 
GSA’s ability to determine when subsidence is permanent -- and related to groundwater pumping.  
Some of these considerations are summarized below.  

SA Responsibilities Limited to Inelastic Subsidence Caused by Groundwater Pumping: SGMA is clear that 
GSAs are responsible for only managing “inelastic” (unrecoverable) subsidence caused by groundwater 
pumping. The GSA does not manage short-term “elastic” (recoverable) subsidence, nor does it manage 
inelastic subsidence caused by something other than groundwater pumping, such as tectonic activity. 

Existing Subsidence Data do not Indicate Issues Regarding Subsidence: Available subbasin-wide datasets 
(while limited to recent time periods) do not indicate the occurrence of inelastic land surface subsidence 
due to groundwater pumping within the Subbasin. There have been no problems reported by subbasin 
stakeholders related to historical inelastic subsidence (e.g., damage to infrastructure or modified 
drainage patterns).  However, the risk of future potential inelastic subsidence exists due to the 
occurrence of chronic declines of groundwater levels within clay-rich portions of the subbasin’s aquifer 
system.   

Total Subsidence Metric: The defined metric from the GSP regulations for measuring total subsidence is 
the rate of change in ground surface elevation. This can be measured with extensometers, continuous 
GPS stations, levelling surveys, or Interferometric Synthetic-Aperture Radar (InSAR) data. 

Methodology for Measurement of Total Subsidence: To support the implementation of SGMA, monthly 
measurements of total subsidence are currently reported by DWR using InSAR data. This data is free and 
is planned to be provided into the future. The InSAR data are spatially extensive (covering the majority 
of the subbasin), but more limited temporally (with data available monthly going back to 2015).  A 
limitation of InSAR data is that it measures total subsidence and does not distinguish whether such 
subsidence is inelastic and due to groundwater pumping.  

Future Considerations:  Setting a minimum threshold of anything greater than zero sets as policy that 20 
years from now, it is acceptable for the Subbasin to be experiencing irreversible subsidence caused by 
groundwater pumping at some measurable rate. 

Recommendation: Draft SMC for Land Subsidence 

The key components of the recommended draft SMC for land subsidence are as follows: 

Definition of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions:  

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.     

Minimum Threshold (MT) 

In general, the MT represents conditions that are to be avoided to ensure sustainable groundwater 
conditions.  GSP Regulations § 354.28 (c)(5) lays out how subsidence MTs shall be defined.  It states, 
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“The minimum threshold for land subsidence shall be the rate and extent of subsidence that 
substantially interferes with surface land uses and may lead to undesirable results.”   

While zero inelastic subsidence due to pumping is the desire, in order to account for measurement 
error, the recommended annual MT is 0.1 feet per year of total subsidence (elastic and inelastic) 
measured by InSAR for each 100 meter by 100 meter (~2.5 acre) grid (or pixel). 

The InSAR pixels serve as the Representative Monitoring Points (RMPs). The 0.1 feet per year value 
accounts for the estimated inherent error in the InSAR technology. The reported total subsidence value 
is an average many individual measurements within each InSAR pixel. InSAR is proposed for use given 
the spatial coverage, accuracy, and no cost to the GSA (state funded program for SGMA). Disadvantages 
of InSAR are that it measures total subsidence rather than inelastic subsidence and the available data 
record only extends to 2015. 

Measurable Objective (MO) 

The MO is the aspirational goal to achieve optimal protection of groundwater conditions. The 
recommended MO is the same as the MT given that zero subsidence related to groundwater pumping is 
the significant and unreasonable condition. In other words, there is not a more stringent condition for 
land subsidence than the MT.  

Undesirable Results 

Over the summer, staff and the AC worked to developed options for what conditions should constitute 
an undesirable result. The Board provided feedback on these options at its July meeting. (Note: If an 
undesirable result occurs, the GSA must take steps to either regain or achieve sustainability, including 
possible projects and management actions.) Based on this feedback, an Undesirable Result will occur if: 

1. The MT of 0.1 feet total subsidence is exceeded, OR
2. Cumulative total subsidence of 0.2 feet is exceeded within a five-year period
3. In the case of either 1 or 2, MT exceedance must be determined to be correlated with

a. Groundwater pumping and
b. MT exceedance of the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels SMC (ie, groundwater

levels have fallen below historical lows).

With regards to the geographic extent of subsidence, the Advisory Committee provided feedback on the 
following options, but did not reach consensus: 

i. 2.5 acres (four Advisory Committee members supported)
ii. 25 acres (two Advisory Committee members supported)
iii. 50 acres (one Advisory Committee supported)
iv. Other (one Advisory Committee member supported)

(The Petaluma Valley Board opted to go with 50 acres as the minimum sized area over which subsidence 
occur.) Board input is needed to determine the geographic extent of subsidence. 
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Ensuring that subsidence is correlated with groundwater pumping 

An important aspect of the recommended SMC is the determination of whether total subsidence 
measured by InSAR is correlated to groundwater level declines caused by pumping. The GSP will detail 
the methodology for this assessment. In general, the following lists some of the activities that will be 
part of the evaluation: 

• Review of related land surface elevation data from InSAR and other sources
• Review of groundwater elevation measurements and trends in RMPs (established as part of the

declining groundwater level SMC) and other nearby wells being monitored, including an
assessment as to whether groundwater levels are below historical lows

• Review of seismic related data and records
• Evaluation of time series plots of groundwater-levels and land subsidence from nearby

monitoring wells
• Evaluation of known or estimated groundwater pumping patterns within the vicinity of any

observed potential land subsidence
• Compilation of pertinent data including continuous global positioning stations and assessment

of any data gaps

 Requested Board Action Regarding Land Subsidence 

1. Determine the geographic extent of subsidence for the Undesirable Result
2. Consider approval of the recommended SMC for Land Subsidence, with the understanding that

all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final adoption.

Seawater Intrusion: Key Issues 

There are several factors to be considered when developing SMC for seawater intrusion, including the 
GSA’s ability to determine where and when seawater intrusion is occurring, and its relationship to 
groundwater pumping. Some of these considerations are summarized below.  

A natural saline water – freshwater interface exists in the southern portion of the groundwater basin. It 
is understood that there is a natural interface between saline water associated with San Pablo Bay and 
fresh groundwater from the Sonoma Valley groundwater basin. This interface has occurred through 
history and has fluctuated over time. 

Existing groundwater users in the brackish areas of the Baylands. It is recognized that there are 
groundwater users with wells within the brackish groundwater areas of the Baylands that are located 
near San Pablo Bay and that exhibit elevated chloride concentrations. Several vineyards in this area use 
recycled water for irrigation purposes. Groundwater use in this area has occurred for over a century.  
The proposed draft SMC does not account for the wells or uses in this area for the following reasons:  (1) 
SGMA requires that groundwater conditions be evaluated for compliance with SMCs beginning January 
1, 2015, and these wells have been in use (pumping groundwater influenced by brackish conditions) for 
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decades; (2) they represent a relatively small use of groundwater (few wells and few residences); and (3) 
the salinity has not been caused by groundwater pumping as they are located in the natural brackish 
area.   

Sea level rise impacts. Staff confirmed with DWR that because the impacts from sea level rise are not a 
result of GSA activities or groundwater pumping, the GSA is not required to address impacts from sea 
level rise. However, it is important that the GSA evaluate the potential impacts of sea level rise through 
numerical modeling coupled with sea level rise projections to account for these impacts in a refined 
SMC. It is expected that monitoring and assessment of sea level rise impacts will be ongoing throughout 
the implementation of the GSP.   

Land use impacts. Historical changes in land use in the Baylands area of the basin have affected the 
distribution of saline and fresh surface water, which, in turn affect the distribution and occurrence of 
salinity in underlying groundwater. There are ongoing planning activities associated with wetlands 
restoration that could affect the occurrence and distribution of saline groundwater in the future.  
Although the GSA has no authority over such activities, the GSA should coordinate with parties involved 
in such activities and work with those parties to assess potential impacts of these projects on seawater 
intrusion that may affect beneficial uses of groundwater in the subbasin.   

Connate Water. Management of high salinity connate waters (older groundwater not associated with 
recent seawater) is not covered by this SMC. 

Recommended Draft SMC for Seawater Intrusion: An Adaptive Approach 

The Seawater Intrusion SMC was discussed at the May 12, June 6, and July 14 Advisory Committee 
meetings and at the July 27 Board meeting.  After much evaluation of existing data/information and 
discussions among the technical staff and the Advisory Committee, it became apparent that there is not 
sufficient water quality data (in terms of both a historical record and number of monitoring locations) to 
establish with confidence various options for determination of an undesirable result.  Instead, staff with 
AC concurrence, believe that the most prudent approach at this time is to acknowledge the data 
shortcoming and to develop an initial SMC that allows for adaptation, and accounts for these uncertain 
conditions.  The proposed approach will allow the GSA time to develop a refined SMC during GSP 
implementation after additional data is collected and studies are conducted.  These activities will 
provide a more robust understanding of not only current conditions, but also potential future impacts 
from climate change (i.e., sea level rise) and land use practices in the Baylands area of the basin. 

The key components of the proposed initial SMC for seawater intrusion are as follows: 

Definition of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions 

The proposed definition of significant and unreasonable conditions is: 
Seawater intrusion inland of areas of existing brackish groundwater due to groundwater pumping is a 
significant and unreasonable condition.     
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Minimum Threshold (MT) 

The MT will be set as a 250 mg/L chloride “reference” isocontour. It is important to note that for reasons 
explained below, the initial location for this MT “reference” isocontour will need to be reassessed during 
early stages of GSP implementation once additional monitoring data and information is available. 

In general, the MT represents conditions that are to be avoided to ensure sustainable groundwater 
conditions. As specified by the DWR SGMA regulations, (SGMA Emergency Regulations § 354.28(c)(3)), 
the MT for seawater intrusion must be defined by an isocontour of chloride concentrations in 
groundwater. A chloride isocontour is a line drawn on a map that estimates an equal concentration of 
chloride based on water quality from wells. For purposes of this SMC, this isocontour is referred to as 
the “MT reference isocontour”.    

A key factor in defining the MT reference isocontour is to identify the appropriate chloride 
concentration.  Staff, with concurrence from the Advisory Committee, propose that 250 milligrams per 
liter (mg/l) of chloride be used to establish the MT reference isocontour. This concentration is the 
secondary drinking water maximum contaminant level for chloride and is also similar to chloride levels 
in irrigation water that can be tolerated by grapes (262 mg/L) without showing adverse effects 
(Suitability Study of Napa Sanitation District Recycled Water For Vineyard Irrigation, UC Cooperative 
Extension, 2006).   

In developing the MT reference isocontour, there are two factors that must be considered: (1) the 
isocontour must be based on chloride water quality data from wells known as Representative 
Monitoring Points (RMPs); and (2) the isocontour must be protective of beneficial uses. Each of these 
factors is further described below. 

The first factor relates to the adequacy of available water quality data. The more robust the available 
water quality dataset, the more confidently the isocontour can be drawn to approximate the extent of 
MT concentrations.  Ideally, there would be a sufficient number of wells that meet DWR’s requirements 
to be considered to be RMPs to provide sufficient spatial coverage, with a corresponding historical 
record of chloride concentration data from each of the RMPs that allows an evaluation of trends and 
variability. As previously discussed, the existing data is sparse in terms of number of wells (not to 
mention wells that meet RMP requirements) and time-series data from these wells. 

Regarding the second factor of beneficial uses, the proposed MT reference isocontour will be developed 
to be protective of drinking water as a beneficial use, consistent with the use of the secondary drinking 
water standard for chloride in the MT reference isocontour. As described above, the secondary drinking 
water standard is also considered to be protective of other existing beneficial uses, such as agricultural 
irrigation, in the vicinity of the proposed MT reference isocontour. 

Measurable Objective (MO) 

The MO is the isocontour of chloride concentrations in groundwater that represents an aspirational goal 
to maintain or improve optimal protection of groundwater conditions from seawater intrusion. The MO 
isocontour can be based on a different chloride concentration and have a different aerial extent than 
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the MT reference isocontour, or it can be the same. Staff proposed three MO options to the Advisory 
Committee at its September meeting. The Advisory Committee was split on its preference, as follows: 

1. Same location and same concentration as MT (e.g., 250 mg/l inland of baseline isocontour) --
three Advisory Committee members supported

2. Same location and concentration as 250 mg/l baseline isocontour (e.g., maintain existing line
where it is) – four Advisory Committee members supported

3. Same location and lower concentration as MT (e.g., 150 mg/l) – No support

Option 3 is aspirational and may not be achievable. Options 1 or 2 are both reasonable and can be 
implemented. Staff recommends Option 2, as being slightly aspirational without being overly 
burdensome. Board input is needed to determine the MO. 

Undesirable Results 

The recommended draft SMC proposes that an Undesirable Result occurs when two conditions are met: 

1. Three consecutive years of MT exceedances (the MT is triggered because the monitoring data
indicates that the current extent of the 250 mg/l chloride isocontour encroaches inland relative
to the MT Reference contour); and

2. The MT exceedance is caused by groundwater pumping.

As previously mentioned, staff and the AC evaluated alternatives to the above-described approach, 
however, given the lack of existing data, it was not possible to develop with any confidence additional 
viable options at this time.  

 Requested Board Action Regarding Seawater Intrusion 

1. Determine the Measurable Objective
2. Consider approval of the recommended SMC for Seawater Intrusion, with the understanding

that all of the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final adoption

Fiscal Information 
None. 

Vote Required 
Majority vote required. 

Contact 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO:  Board of Directors 
FROM:   Ann DuBay, Administrator, and Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff 
SUBJECT: Rural Community Project 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Summary: The Proposition 68 grant-funded Rural Community Engagement project is underway. This 
item provides an update on the proposed schedule, and seeks Board approval for the Chair to appoint a 
liaison to the project.
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Background 
With funding from the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection and Outdoor Access 
for All Act of 2018 (Proposition 68), the Agency kicked-off a rural community engagement program. The 
goal of the project – which is underway in all three Sonoma County GSAs – is educating and engaging 
rural residents on issues related to SGMA, the GSP, groundwater concerns and potential funding 
sources. 

At its July meeting, the Board approved a contract with the SCI Consulting Group, whose team includes 
Stephen Groner & Associates (SGA) and Larry Walker Associates (LWA). 

Project Timeline 
The project will be conducted jointly with the other two Sonoma County GSAs. Major contract tasks 
include the following components: 

• Research: SCI proposes a two-prong approach that includes (1) a survey mailed to each rural
resident with a postage paid return form, followed by (2) one focus group in each basin to
identify major themes and to test questions and messaging, plus two additional all-basin focus
groups that will discuss cross-basin questions relevant to specific stakeholders;

• Development and implementation of engagement campaign:  Based on the research findings,
the Consultant will develop a program to educate and engage rural residents about the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan and groundwater issues;

• Funding analysis:  Based on the research, the Consultant will provide an analysis of rural
residents concerns and ideas regarding potential future funding sources.

The RFP envisioned the research beginning in mid-August, with implementation beginning in December 
and continuing through March. However, both the COVID-19 health emergency and the looming 
presidential election are raising questions regarding the timeline. At an early September kick-off 
meeting, staff and consultants agreed upon the following schedule: 

• Spend September and October gathering documents and developing the mail survey, which will
be released post-election in early to mid-November;
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• Survey analysis in December and January;
• Conduct focus groups in January and February (in person if possible), exploring issues and

concerns raised in surveys;
• Develop engagement campaign based on research in February/March; and
• Engagement will begin in April/May timeframe.

Possible Issues 
The release of the survey is timed to avoid confusion with the November election and holiday mail. 
However, if election results are uncertain and emotions are running high, the survey release could be 
delayed to ensure feelings regarding the overall election don’t unduly influence survey responses. If the 
survey isn’t released until January, the schedule will either be revised (with focus groups taking place 
first) or delayed. 

Social distancing protocols will likely make it difficult to conduct traditional focus groups. The Consultant 
is considering a couple of alternatives. One option is to hold two smaller and shorter virtual focus groups 
(perhaps with 4-5 people for one hour) in each basin, rather than one larger, longer focus group (8-10 
people for two hours). Another option is to conduct interviews with multiple rural residents, chosen to 
reflect rural demographics and interests. 

Santa Rosa Plain GSA has faced multiple delays in implementing its Groundwater User Registration 
Program. Staff hopes to bring the final program form and website to its Advisory Committee and Board 
for review in October, and to mail out a registration awareness letter to all groundwater users in late fall 
or early winter. SCI is aware of the timing, and will work with staff in the Santa Rosa Plain basin to 
ensure that the mail survey complements and references the registration program. 

Because the GSA Boards meet every other month, and decisions on timing, schedule and survey 
questions will be need to be made relatively rapidly, staff and the consultant recommend that each 
Board appoint a liaison to provide guidance and feedback. It is anticipated that 90-minute calls would be 
held monthly with the liaisons from the three boards, from October through March (and possibly later 
into the spring). 

Staff Recommendation 
Authorize the Chair to appoint a liaison to the rural community engagement project. 

Fiscal Information 
The project is funded through Proposition 68 grant-funded services and is included in the FY 2020-21 
budget adjustments. 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach, 707-521-1837, andrea.rodriguez@scwa.ca.gov 

Page 39

mailto:ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:andrea.rodriguez@scwa.ca.gov


Agenda Item: 7C 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Board-appointed Advisory Committee Members 

Summary: The three-year term of Board-appointed Advisory Committee members ends this fall. This 
item requests Board feedback and possible reappointment of the following Advisory Committee seats: 
Agricultural interests, business community interests, environmental interests, rural residential interests 
and two at-large community interests. 

Background 
Section 8.02 of the Joint Powers Authority (JPA) creating the Agency requires the creation of an Advisory 
Committee to the Board. Exhibit B of the JPA describes in detail the composition, terms, roles and duties 
of Advisory Committee members. 

In addition to each member agency appointing an Advisory Committee member, the Committee 
includes the following six interest-based seats, which are appointed by the Board: 

• Agricultural
• Business
• Environmental
• Rural residential
• At-large community (two seats)

The JPA required the interest-based appointees to serve for three-years during their first term, with 
subsequent terms being two years. (The member-agency appointees served a first term of two years. 
The staggered terms were intended to avoid a situation in which an entirely new group of Advisory 
Committee members had to be appointed.) 

In 2017, the Board conducted a robust application and selection process to fill the six interest-based 
seats. Applicants were encouraged to provide letters of recommendations from community 
organizations to ensure that they were qualified to represent their stated interests. More than 30 
people applied – many with multiple recommendations. The following people have or currently fill the 
interest-based seats: 

Page 40



Agenda Item: 7C 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

SEAT ORIGINAL 
APPOINTMENT 

CURRENT 
APPOINTMENT 

YEAR APPOINTED 

Agriculture Matt Stornetta Matt Stornetta 2017 
Business Helge Bruckner Steve Wolf 2019 
Environment Caitlin Cornwall Caitlin Cornwall 2017 
Rural Residential Norman Gilroy Norman Gilroy 2017 
At-Large Vicki Hill Vicki Hill 2017 
At-Large Kenneth Johnson Kenneth Johnson 2017 

Current Issue 
The Board has the option of reappointing current members or re-opening the application process to 
solicit new members. Following consultation with the Chair, staff recommends that the Board consider 
reappointment of the current Advisory Committee members who are interested in serving another term 
for the following reasons: 

• There is a significant learning curve for new Advisory Committee members, as they learn about
the basin, SGMA, the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and become familiar with other
stakeholders;

• The draft GSP is in a critical phase of development, and the Advisory Committee members are in
the midst of providing significant feedback on technical and policy issues; and

• All of the current interest-based members have provided valuable feedback and contributions
and are engaged with the stakeholders they represent.

All appointees have been contacted and have expressed interest in filling a new two-year term. 

Alternatively, if the Board would like to solicit new committee members, the appointment process can 
be opened, and staff will bring recommendations to the Board in January. 

Type of Vote Required 
Majority. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

Staff Recommendation 
Reappoint the current interest-based Advisory Committee members. 

List of Attachments 
None. 

Contact  
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Proposed Policy for Decisions between Board Meetings 

Summary: Consider policy for decisions between Board meetings. 

Background 
On several occasions, the GSA has been asked to support partner grant applications or to take positions 
on groundwater-related legislation. The most recent example was a request made in late September by 
Sonoma Ecology Center and Sonoma RCD for support for a SGMA Watershed Coordinator grant 
application, which was due on October 15, 2020. A second example includes a request for support for a 
water bond that included funding for groundwater programs. 

The Petaluma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain GSAs receive similar requests, prompting staff to research 
options for a policy platform that would provide the GSA with clear guidance on how to address time-
sensitive business decisions and actions needing to take place between Board meetings. The Santa Rosa 
Plain GSA took the lead on this project, and proposed that its Board adopt a policy similar to the one 
developed by Sonoma Clean Power. After consultation with legal counsel, the following policy platform 
is proposed to provide GSA staff with clear guidance allowing time-sensitive decisions to be made and 
actions to occur, and delegate power to staff in accordance with tiers of standards, such as: 

• When time permits, bring all policy items to the full Board.

• When urgency requires action between meetings, staff should attempt to contact the Chair and
Vice-Chair to confer on matters and seek approval, which approval must be consistent with
Board’s adopted policy platform.

• If staff determine a matter requires urgent action and the Chair and Vice-Chair cannot be
reached in a timely manner, staff may make policy decisions that are consistent with the Board’s
adopted policy platform, so long as the adopted policy platform expressly addresses the issue in
question, and those decisions are communicated to the Board at the next meeting and the
Board is asked to ratify the continuing implementation of those decisions.

• This policy does not apply to decisions involving the expenditure of funds in excess of the GSA
Administrator’s authority.

Staff Recommendation 
Board consider the policy, and either approve or provide feedback for consideration at a future Board 
meeting. 
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Fiscal Information 
None. 

Vote Required 
Majority. 

List of Attachments 
1. Resolution 20-04

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, (707) 524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Resolution No. SV-20-004 

RESOLUTION NO. SV-20-04 OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY ADOPTING 

A POLICY FOR DECISIONS BETWEEN BOARD MEETINGS 

WHEREAS, the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“Agency”) was formed pursuant to a 
Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement and is the designated Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Sonoma 
Valley Sub-basin; and  

WHEREAS, the Agency seeks to provide Agency staff with clear guidance on how to address time-
sensitive business decisions and actions needing to take place between Board meetings. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency, as follows:  

The Agency hereby adopts a tiered Policy for Decisions Between Board Meetings, as follows: 

• When time permits, bring all policy items to the full board.

• When urgency requires action between meetings, staff should attempt to contact the Chair and
Vice Chair to confer on matters and seek approval, which approval must be generally consistent
with prior Board directives on similar or previously considered items.

• If staff determine a matter requires urgent action and the Chair and Vice Chair cannot be
reached in a timely manner, staff may make policy decisions that are consistent with prior
Board directives on similar or previously considered items, and those decisions are
communicated to the board at the next meeting and the board is asked to ratify the continuing
implementation of those decisions.

• This policy does not apply to decisions involving the expenditure of funds in excess of the GSA
Administrator’s authority.

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 26th day of October 2020, by the following vote: 

Gorin:    _   Hundley: _       Mulas: __ _   Prushko: ___    Rabbitt:   __    Sangiacomo:   __  

AYES: NOES: ABSENT: ABSTAIN: 
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By: Chair ______________________________________ 
I certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a regular meeting of 
the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency held on the 22nd day of October 2020, of which 
meeting all Directors were notified and at which meeting a quorum was present at all times and acting. 

Dated: _______________ 

_____________________________________   
Clerk of the Board of Directors of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, 
County of Sonoma, State of California 

Page 45



Agenda Item: 8 
Meeting Date: October 26, 2020 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator, and Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
SUBJECT: Administrator and Plan Manager Report 

Summary: The purpose of this item is to provide updates on any major developments or milestones 
since the last Board Meeting, and any significant upcoming activities. All of the items reported are 
carried out in coordination with Member Agency staff and with other Sonoma County Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies.  

Administrator & Plan Manager 
Many activities have been defined by both the Groundwater Sustainability Plan Sustainable 
Management Criteria work and the COVID-19 public health emergency, and we are working to address 
the challenges of: 

• Staffing, as outreach staff and Administrator provide extensive support to the County
Emergency Operations Center, and as other staff work from home. Solutions include loaning
equipment to telecommuting staff, expanding the number of VPNS (which allow staff to access
files and desktop), assessing family/childcare needs, and coordinating with consultants on
continuity of operations;

• Communications through ongoing, regularly scheduled meetings via email, phone and web
applications; and

• Soliciting Advisory Committee and public feedback on complex technical questions regarding
sustainable management criteria through revised meeting and facilitation plans, utilizing new
meeting tools, and revising the website to make GSP information more easily accessible.

Administrator 
August, September and October activities: 

• Helped coordinate September and October Advisory Committee meetings;
• With technical staff and staff from other basins, continued working on Sustainable Management

Criteria process and products;
• Worked with outreach staff on Monthly Updates and website updates;
• Worked with grants administration staff on invoices for Proposition 68 funding and on invoices

for Proposition 1 funding;
• Worked with the outreach staff and the consultant team on the kick-off meeting for rural

community engagement program, and on project contract; and
• Coordinated three intrabasin staff meetings to discuss items common to all three basins.
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Upcoming activity highlights: 

• Work with outreach team and consultants on drafting survey for community outreach;
• Work with outreach staff on ongoing website updates and development of a social media

program; and
• Continuing work on groundwater registration program (work was halted in March-June and

again in August-September as key staff worked on COVID-19 and then fire issues).

Plan Manager 
August, September and October activities of technical staff and consultants (GSP team) include: 

• Sustainable Management Criteria:  Developing and revising draft technical methodology
proposals for SMCs based on basin conditions, existing data, examples/precedence from other
basins, and AC input.  Work is underway on all SMCs (except groundwater storage) and is at
various levels of development, with declining groundwater levels being the most developed.
The groundwater storage SMC is being deferred until the water budget and the groundwater
declines are more developed. Water Budget:  Work continues on the development of the water
balance to reflect historical and current conditions in addition to projecting future conditions
based on forecasted climate and land use.   The numerical model is a key tool for this
assessment and is being refined by the USGS and GSP team.

• Development of Monitoring Networks:  The team is continuing its work on the Representative
Monitoring Point (RMP) Network.  RMPs are a required component of groundwater
sustainability plans in order to ensure basin conditions are adequately monitored for
measurable thresholds and objectives.  RMPs must meet certain criteria established by DWR to
ensure representative data is obtained from each of these monitoring points.   In addition to the
draft RMP network, staff has been establishing a recommended network of additional points
(e.g., wells, stream gages) to assess groundwater conditions in other areas, including adjacent to
the basin (e.g., other basins or upper watershed areas).

• Practitioner’s workgroups (four, each funded by Prop. 68 grant).  The workgroups are time
limited and comprised of subject matter experts (including federal, state, and local agencies and
NGOs) to assist staff on the following technical issues:  future rural residential water demands;
future agricultural water demands; surface water – groundwater interactions and groundwater-
dependent ecosystems. The workgroups have all met virtually or representatives have spoken to
consultants individually.

• Ongoing work with consultant Montgomery & Associates on groundwater budget; and
• Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Upcoming activity highlights: 

• Implementation of Proposition 68 technical tasks, including planning for permitting and access
arrangements for monitoring well construction and amending Sonoma Water’s existing contract
with the GSA to incorporate the scope and budget for the Proposition 68 grant.  The amended
agreement will also include services to be performed by Permit Sonoma for well/database
information upgrades and subconsultants for monitoring well construction and geophysical
surveys;
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• Providing staff support to and completing practitioners’ workgroups;
• Ongoing work on developing technical methodologies for SMCs and development of strawman

options for measurable objectives and minimum thresholds;
• Refinement of the RMP network;
• Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Staff Recommendation 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

Attachment 
None. 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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