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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, February 9, 2021 | 2:30 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Location: Zoom 

Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524-8378 

Next meeting: March 9, 2021, 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, welcomed the group and covered meeting protocol. Fred 
Allebach, Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory Committee Chairman, welcomed the group, called the meeting to 
order at 2:32 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call. The Advisory Committee members and staff 
introduced themselves to the members of public. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda and the general meeting objectives. Greg Carr mentioned in his 
comments to staff regarding Section 1 input, that it says decisions will be made by consensus. He said that 
maybe we should revise the language and add clarification that might be needed so the readers of the 
GSP don’t think that all the policies and decisions made were based on consensus of the Advisory 
Committee. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
 Staff send link / instructions for GSP section 1. Done
 Note the Feb. meeting will be extended. Done

Staff noted that Vicki Hill and Fred Allebach provided corrections/edits to the meeting summary. Fred 
Allebach moved to approve the January meeting summary and Jane Whitsett seconded and the Advisory 
Committee approved the summary to be posted with the changes requested by Fred Allebach and Vicki 
Hill. Norman Gilroy abstained. 

No public comment. 

Projected Baseline Water Budget 
Objective: Provide overview of projected baseline water budget and AC opportunity for clarifying questions  

Marcus Trotta gave a presentation overview of the modeling status.  

mailto:Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov


SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 02.09.21 2 

Questions/Comments 
Fred Allebach – On 8th Street East that there is almost a line straight down to the water treatment plant 
and there's been some members of 8th Street East commercial community to connect the dots between 
the recycled Water Facility and who want to get city water all the way down on 8th Street East. There's 
been a power struggle of people who want it and people who don't. So, if something like that does end up 
happening that would lift pressure off groundwater and put the area on aqueduct water. The commercial 
and industrial growth in that area could end up using water from the Russian River/Lake Sonoma, rather 
than groundwater. It would also generate more recycled water for offsetting groundwater use. 

Allebach (chat) – Historical is 1971-2018? 
Andy Rich (chat) – Correct. 

Allebach (chat) – Current is 2012-2018? 
Rich (chat) – Yes. 

Allebach (chat) – Out of basin but in-watershed groundwater diversions incorporated? 
Rich (chat) – Groundwater diversions? Groundwater pumping – yes. 

Allebach (chat) – Red dots spatially correspond with TAZ data? 
 Rich (chat) – They are in center of corresponding TAZ boundary. 

Caitlin Cornwall (chat) – We asked to show cannabis, even if the amounts say N/A. 

Matt Stornetta (chat) – To confirm, hay and grain is considered non-irrigated? 
Trotta(chat) – The majority of grain/hay crops are not simulated as being irrigated, with the main 
exception being where recycled water is used. See the explanation we provided as follow-up to 
our January Advisory Committee meeting (January 22 email from Tim Parker). 

Greg Carr (chat) – Will there be a similar approach to commercial/industrial and winery growth? Will 
existing commercial/industrial, and winery be accounted for in future projections? 

Rich (chat) – They're accounted for in that we are using historical values to project their future 
uses, but we are assuming they remain constant for now. 

Trotta (chat) – The correct numbers for permitted cannabis use in Sonoma Valley through Sept 2019 are 
14 acre-feet/year in the entire valley and three acre-feet/year within the Bulletin 118 Groundwater 
Subbasin. Permit Sonoma is working on updating these numbers through 2020. 

Jim Bundschu – That increased rural residential on the margin of the Baylands, where is that exactly, why 
does it seem so significant? 

Trotta – I can’t say exactly how that was determined. It came from the County’s TAZ. It was 
primarily in the Carneros/Schellville area. 
Andy Rich – The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), have a model called Urban SIM 
that they use to project for counties in the Bay Area. They break it up into small geographic areas. 
Their model accounts for traffic flow, economic changes, land availability, and socioeconomic 
factors. What we are seeing is output from that model and we are using that to prescribe the 
number of new units developed within those areas. 
Bundschu – Interesting to observe, right now there is intense Ag on the Napa/Sonoma county line 
down on Ramal Road, and across the county line in Napa, they are building a giant hotel. 
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Rich – We don’t need to look at every detail, at this point, we are using it for estimates and 
looking at an overall trend. 

Jane Whitsett (chat) – Is the traffic on Highway 121 influencing this number? 
Rich (chat) - The current traffic is not affecting these numbers. 

Carr – A follow-up to Jim Bundschu’s comment. I am OK with it being off on the TAZ 220 on the figure. I 
think it is off from the standpoint of county land-use designations. What worries me is if that high 
‘parcelization’ makes us feel like we need to do something on saltwater intrusion issue in a regulatory or 
costly way. I appreciate you looking into commercial and wineries. I reluctantly accept the approach on 
wineries, but I am not so satisfied on the commercial and industrial side because 8th Street East lies over a 
deep aquifer depression as does the golf course in El Verano. If the existing/additional development in 
these areas are being carried into the future projections, we will be close. 

Trotta – I appreciate that. We are still coordinating with Permit Sonoma and working on the 
numbers. For the golf course we are including that in the future model based on their existing 
pumping, it is our best guess for that facility. 

Allebach – Maybe once the GSP is passed, the information from the GSP can go into Permit Sonoma and 
the water-use maps will be updated. I want to comment on the TAZ 220 circle. Close to my neighborhood 
there is a 15,000 square foot house being built with a 440 ft deep well. There is a trend of more money 
coming into Sonoma Valley. The rural residential water use will increase in future.  

Andy Rich provided detailed water budget estimates and outlined next steps. 

Carr (chat) – The model seems to show many dry or normal water years for that late period...is that the 
reason for the lower net seepage? 

Rich – It is one of the reasons. It is both a function of drier conditions and increased water 
pumping during that period. 

Carr (chat) – What's M&I? 
Cornwall (chat) – Municipal and Industrial. 

Cornwall –  A couple slides ago you were saying that the decrease in stream flow that was visible in the 
later years of projection was partly due to pumping increase, but I don't see that increase in pumping on 
this graph. 

Rich – We have some statistics showing the slight increase in those values, only about a 10% 
increase throughout the future period, so there is a slight increase, but it doesn't show up too 
much, given the scale here. 
Cornwall – So it looks like the main influence on that declined streamflow is probably mostly 
climate. The implication of pumping doesn't look like it's enormous here. 
Rich – It doesn't need to be enormous to be important (to streamflow). It's also the accumulated 
pumping rate for four decades which is important. 

Cornwall (chat) – So, the GSP’s job is to make that -300 be 0, or positive? 

Carr (chat) – Storage levels are deep and shallow combined? 

Cornwall (chat) – Slide 28, the quite important bottom graph, axis label for cumulative storage change, 
should say that 0 is set at 1970. 
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Lisa Porta (chat) – The GSP requires the water budget be developed at the basin scale. 
Carr (chat) – But doesn't the groundwater level SMC get us down to the smaller areas? 
Porta (chat) – SMC are developed at specific (representative) monitoring Sites. 
Allebach (chat) – So, we want our Representative Monitoring Points to be placed near the center 
of depletion areas. 
Porta (chat) – Representative Monitoring Points are designed to be representative of majority of 
conditions within the basin.  
Allebach (chat) – What about depletion areas signals then? 

Allebach (chat) – Management areas? 
Porta (chat) – Management areas do not require their own water budgets necessarily; that is 
more on the SMC, funding, and management side. 

Allebach – A question about the slide with the total cumulative storage loss with the green line. I recall 
the Sonoma Valley groundwater management program had a total cumulative storage loss of 
approximately 40,000 acre-feet and the USGS had 17,500 to the year 2000 and then here we've got 
14,000 to the year 2020, I wonder how that changed so much? I am curious about the model and the 
confined and unconfined aquifers, and if the model accounts for the recharge and confined units. 

Rich – I would like to say the differences are because my model is more correct than theirs. Keep 
in mind, there is a lot of uncertainty in the models. From the same location, people have 
estimated different amounts of groundwater storage. There will always be uncertainty in 
projections/estimates. The model accounts for confined and unconfined groundwater systems 
and the model accounts for spatial and temporal variability in groundwater recharge. 
Allebach – At the reduced rate of cumulative loss, do you still see the need for Projects and 
Management Actions? 
Rich – We need to do Projects and Management actions when we have significant and 
Undesirable Results. The Advisory Committee needs to define what the thresholds are, and when 
they are crossed, we need to plan for Projects/Management actions. 

Norman Gilroy – In the past you have shown us the (model) cell system that lays across the whole basin. Is 
it possible to use that system to look at specific problem areas and draw the same kind of information you 
have in these graphs just in those areas or is this such a general model, it isn’t possible? 

Rich – You can, but these models are considered useful for more regional questions and not 
advisable for local predictions and estimates of processes.  
Gilroy – What would you say is a reasonable number of cells to include to not get into the type of 
problem you mention? 
Rich – If you look at our report on the model itself on the Sonoma Valley Groundwater website, 
you can get a sense of the scale that we think is reasonable to make these kind of zonation 
schemes. Twenty or more cells would probably still be very low. 

Bundschu – I am interested in surface water outflow, specifically stormwater into Sonoma Creek. Where 
can one find the outflow of surface water at the mouth of the Sonoma Creek into the Baylands? 

Rich – There's a USGS stream gauge at Highway 121 in Sonoma Creek that measures stream 
discharge into the Bay and so that's about as good as you can get.  
Bundschu – Do we have that graph or history? 
Rich – Contact us and we will get you a graph of it. 

No public comment. 
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Revisit Groundwater Level SMC 
Objective: Revisit Groundwater Level SMC and next steps in GSP preparation process 

Marcus Trotta presented an update on the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level SMC. He reviewed and 
discussed staff’s approach and methodology for setting preliminary Minimum Thresholds and Measurable 
Objectives and discussed options for defining Undesirable Results. He also mentioned next steps. 

Questions/Comments 
Cornwall – Water years are different one year to the next. I would be inclined to be looser/give it multiple 
years to show an exceedance but be more stringent on the percent exceedances. 

Carr – Seems like the groundwater levels used here could be strategically used to determine the storage 
levels.  

Trotta – There is definitely a very close connection between Groundwater Level SMC and Storage 
SMC, you will see that in the handout that will be provided after the meeting. 

Allebach – On the groundwater levels in the confined aquifers, my understanding is they don’t behave in 
terms of levels. There is a pressure issue rather than water level issue there. How are we talking about 
groundwater levels if the system is really about pressure rather than level? It is important to know if 
talking about results. In terms of Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives, I like the idea of 
balancing the two against each other and I want to account for our ag and environmental stakeholders 
with a balanced platform. It is something I would like to explore more. 

Trotta – With respect to confined and unconfined, SGMA doesn’t explicitly distinguish between 
confined and unconfined. We are using groundwater levels interchangeably for shallow and deep 
aquifer systems but, in how the two systems respond, there are hydrogeologic differences 
between the two. 
Tim Parker – It is important to note that you use groundwater levels to measure the pressure 
change (in the confined aquifers). 

Matt Stornetta – I like the idea of buying a little bit of time as things move slowly. But adversely I also 
think that being aware is helpful for users. I have a comment about the 1 percentage for the entire basin 
or the different percentages. I think that it being monitored with all these different areas, a sub area 
within our basin is going to be a little bit more helpful. I like the idea of sub basins within the basin rather 
than one percentage. 

Trotta – It sounds like if we set a certain percentage, e.g. 25% but we did see exceedances in 
several wells one year, there would be an action to keep an eye on it. We will include some steps 
in the GSP for if we start seeing a problem before it becomes an Undesirable Result. 

Cornwall (chat) – A notification could be triggered in year one of an exceedance. 

Bundschu – I agree with Matt Stornetta, we need more data. I understand we have 23 monitoring wells. If 
you divide that by 44,000 acres in the basin, each well is monitoring 1,900 acres and that's a diverse area. 
We need to think of our formulas with existing laws, we need to avoid lawyers settling our land and water 
use. The other thing I am concerned with is to restore groundwater levels to pre-2010 levels. That is 
nebulous, I am not sure what the goal is there.   

Trotta – It is really based on our historical year records. There could be an option for setting it at 
different levels. For most of the wells, it would be the average of groundwater elevations 
between 2000 and 2010. We based our initial approach on something we had in the past. It could 
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potentially be set higher, maybe something we could adjust as we move forward in the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 
Bundschu – From 2010 to 2020, lots of projects were built in the last 10 years. Maybe we need to 
make our threshold lower because the groundwater level is probably lower now than it was in 
2010. We shouldn’t trap ourselves with thresholds. 
Lisa Porta – We have seen a big shift happen in the drought; water levels have declined in many 
areas. Technically, if the Minimum Thresholds are based on each well, the areas that have the 
most decline will be exceeded first so you would see those. The Undesirable Results are set up for 
the entire basin per GSP regulation so Minimum Thresholds are by well, and Undesirable Results 
are for the whole basin.  

Allebach – I read through the 2006 USGS study of the basin. They said total storage is not a good measure 
of decline because most of the use is in certain areas. The groundwater storage metric for the whole basin 
may not give us enough fine grain with the depletion areas. 

Stornetta – In the Sonoma Valley basin we have two areas of significant depression, El Verano (more 
porous) and 8th Street (more clay). Are they user-caused or is there a difference in storage? 

Trotta – There are distinctions between the geologic framework and the geology. In general, the 
more porous should be better for groundwater storage – they hold more water than clay. In 
Sonoma Valley, many of the formations have a lot of clay. 8th Street East appears to be 
geologically controlled by the East side fault. 
(Technical note: El Verano may be more coarse-grained and more permeable, but the clay is more 
porous with lower permeability.) 

Bundschu – There are a lot of wells in the basin that are only going down .5% or less. We need to keep 
them in mind as we design the thresholds; it is a marketing problem. 

Jane Whitsett – On the Undesirable Results options, I am comfortable with many of the suggestions made 
on percentage. Is there a way to take the criteria and run it through the model and that then tells us how 
it affects users and the basin, so we have an understanding of what it means when we apply it? 

Trotta – That covers one of our next steps. Once we have the methodology it will determine what 
the preliminary Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objectives are for each of our 
representative monitoring points, and then using the output from our projected model we will be 
able to see, how those stack up with what is projected. 

Allebach (chat) – When will Prop 68 wells go in? 
Rich (chat) - They're currently being installed (the wells). 

Carr (chat) – Has the modeling effort indicated any new projected areas of decline...or is it too early to 
say? 

Rich (chat) – The model has not yet been assessed for this. It should be soon. 

Stornetta (chat) – In this example are we currently exceeding the historical low? 
Trotta – We are right at the historical low. This is from fall of 2019. 

Cornwall (chat) – If all RMPs were kept between Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objectives for the 
next 20 years, what would that do to cumulative change in storage? 
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Trotta – We don’t have an answer for that now. We are using the projected water budget to 
assess. We're hoping that we have some preliminary metrics for Minimum Thresholds and 
Measurable Objectives that we could compare the model output to help answer that question. 
Cornwall – I'm starting to feel like we're going at it a little bit backwards, if we have this great 
model, can we ask the model “What would it take to reverse the decline in cumulative storage to 
get where we need to get”? 
Trotta – I think the way SGMA is set up, you use the sustainability indicators to identify 
Unreasonable conditions and set indicators based on potential impacts to beneficial users. 
Cornwall – So we don’t have a metric for storage. 
Trotta – Our next task is to develop a sustainability indicator for storage, and we will have that 
after this meeting. 

Allebach (chat) – How can this SMC be framed to clearly delineate different Advisory Committee 
interests? 

Porta (chat) – Remember that sustainability is proven by the monitoring data that are compared to 
Minimum Thresholds/Undesirable Results, not from modeling. 

Initial Ideas for UR Options 
Vicki Hill (chat) - What are the other GSAs doing for this? 

Trotta – Throughout the state, there are a variety of approaches. Most of the GSPs that have been 
developed/submitted are from critically over-drafted basins. Some are using the 2015 baseline as 
their thresholds, and others have been selecting some year they feel was significant and 
unreasonable for their Minimum Thresholds.  
Porta – There is the historical low you are looking at as well. And how Caitlin Cornwall was 
thinking about it, in number of years more stringent with Minimum Threshold exceedances and 
vice versa. I've seen this happening elsewhere as well.  
Parker – I would add that some basins are letting their groundwater levels go down until 2042. 

Rich (chat) – https://www.ngwa.org/what-is-groundwater/About-groundwater/confined-or-artesian-
groundwater. 

Norman Gilroy (chat) – I agree with the breaking up into sub basins idea with a strategy (and monitoring?) 
for each. If the numbers show that overall, the rest of the basin is quite stable, then monitoring could be 
designed to detect detrimental changes when they occur. Same needed for the Baylands too, in my 
opinion - edges anyway if not the whole area. 

Allebach (chat) – Balance desire for long term sustainability with short term slack for biggest users, keep 
Minimum Thresholds shallower but with more stringent Undesirable Results?  Sub basins is management 
areas? 

Taylor Serres (chat) – I would have to agree with Jim Bundschu and Matt Stornetta with subbasins due to 
the extreme diversity of the Sonoma Valley Subbasin. 

Rich (chat) – Subbasins sound conceptually similar to management areas. If we choose to use 
management areas, there are additional SGMA requirements. We can give more information 
on that if desired. 

Carr (chat) – Vary by declining versus stable areas. 

https://www.ngwa.org/what-is-groundwater/About-groundwater/confined-or-artesian-groundwater
https://www.ngwa.org/what-is-groundwater/About-groundwater/confined-or-artesian-groundwater
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Allebach (chat) – More porous is alluvial formation, Glen Ellen Huchica have more clay. It doesn’t seem 
like we arrived anywhere on the SMC. (Technical note:  The alluvial formation is more permeable – not 
more porous.) 

Gilroy (chat) – Sounds like a logical way to proceed. 

Allebach (chat) – I think many had conceived of depletion areas possibly being management areas. 

Tim Parker (chat) – I believe we received a lot of good Advisory Committee member input and opinions on 
the Groundwater Level Lowering SMC that will help staff frame it into a Groundwater Level SMC 
Undesirable Result proposal statement for consideration at the March 9 meeting - thank you everyone. 

Trotta (chat) – Yes, good input on the Groundwater Level SMC. One area where any additional input 
would be welcomed is the alternative for the Minimum Thresholds we included on the slide with the 
example for "Wells with Long-Term Declines":  Whether we want to include a buffer (e.g., 4-year drought) 
to allow time to develop projects/actions before Minimum Thresholds are exceeded. Keep in mind that 
depending on how we define undesirable results (e.g., percentage of Representative Monitoring Points), a 
Minimum Threshold exceedance at a single well may not trigger an Undesirable Result.  If any of you have 
additional thoughts or input on this feel free to provide by email. 

No public comment. 

Interconnected Surface Water SMC Update 
Objective: Provide Interconnected Surface Water SMC and AC opportunity for clarifying questions 

Marcus Trotta gave an update on the Surface Water SMC including the upcoming schedule. He presented 
the revised strawman Significant and Unreasonable Statement: 

“Significant and unreasonable depletion of surface water from interconnected streams occurs when 
surface water depletion, caused by groundwater pumping within the Basin/Subbasin, exceeds historical 
depletion or adversely impacts the viability of groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) or other 
beneficial users of surface water.” 

Trotta described the potential methodology for determining Interconnected Surface Water SMC. Trotta 
then presented the Undesirable Result statement before outlining next steps. 

Questions/Comments 
Cornwall – I like the revised Significant/Undesirable statement. The biggest challenge is that our current 
state of knowledge can’t tie any specific pump or pumping to particular declines in surface water. We 
have nothing to rely on except a model/simulation. Another main issue that comes to mind, the 
groundwater conditions change slowly, surface water is the opposite, it can change very fast. I am not 
sure the model is up to this. I don’t think any monitoring other than instream monitoring will see it. I think 
our Undesirable Results needs to be a single year or less, not multiple years. Surface water is a subbasin 
phenomenon. Also, in the past we focused on summer and fall, the time of year needs to be much longer 
than in the past. 

Porta – Good points. The impact of groundwater on surface water is also delayed, the quick 
effects on surface water are probably climate driven or precipitation. It isn’t going to be the 



SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 02.09.21 9 

groundwater pumping in the summer that you are going to see the same day. We can’t 
completely equate the timeline of these two together. 
Cornwall – You can see effects very quickly; we can talk more offline. 

Ann DuBay – The work group materials will be on the website next week. We will send out a link. 

Allebach (chat) – If we correlate groundwater levels with Interconnected Surface Water but groundwater 
level is an aggregate of confined and unconfined, it seems cross-aquifer system disconnection is being 
applied to streams, doesn’t add up well…. 

Rich (chat) – We are using shallow water levels which are predominantly unconfined. 
Allebach (chat) – Thank you, all along it has been a challenge to discriminate surface and deep 
aquifer systems. 

Carr (chat) – On the revised Strawman S &R (Significant and Unreasonable) Statement. Maybe add 
"significant" in front of "exceeds" and in front of "adversely", especially given the uncertainty of the data 
base. 

Hill (chat) – I like the revised statement.  Not sure how we would define “significantly” as Greg Carr 
suggests, be added. 

Allebach (chat) – I sent comments on 2/4, I’ll send revised comments soon. I support Caitlin Cornwall’s 
Surface Water Depletion comments. 

Parker – I see a few comments in the chat regarding the revised statement about potentially defining 
significantly. We can collect those and incorporate them into the statement we bring back next month. 

DuBay (chat) – Reminder ->> all presentations are available on the website:  
www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org, under Meetings tab. 

No public comment. 

Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee and for AC to ask questions if 
needed. 

Ann DuBay said that for GSP Section 1, six Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member commented. 
Overall, most comments were positive. Vicki Hill provided great comments on editing, consistency in style, 
grammar, etc. She suggested an executive summary/road map for the document. Nobody loved the 
comment form. It isn’t really designed for these extensive comments. We will switch to something else, 
but it will take some time, so we will still use this form for Section 2. Section 2 is longer and more detailed; 
you will receive a link soon. Please provide comments, it is easier to work them into the Plan now than 
later in the year. 

We had a Board meeting in October, because the meeting was long, we put off addressing Water Quality 
SMC. In January the Board approved the Water Quality SMC. They chose Option 2 and (multiple years of 
exceedances for Undesirable Results to be triggered) and went with two additional exceedances to reach 
Minimum Threshold. There is a Board meeting in February which will cover Groundwater Level SMC, 
Surface Water Depletion SMC, and the draft budget for 2021-22. 

http://www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org/
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Permit Sonoma is holding off on doing work on recommendations from the GSA until they have money to 
do it and we received through the proposition 68 grant. We have a contract in progress, and it should be 
going to the Board on April 6. 

Andrea Rodriguez – The Rural Residential Outreach survey closed on January 15 and we had a 17% 
response rate. We are currently setting up a meeting with SCI, the consulting firm, and our Board liaison 
in the next few weeks to get the results, and data from the survey. That will lead us into our next step, 
which is the analysis of the survey and focus groups. We'll be bringing information back to the Boards in 
February. 

Marcus highlighted upcoming technical topics. He said there is a “Reduction of Groundwater Storage 
SMC” handout that will be provided following this meeting. Trotta also provided next steps for 
Projects/Actions and shared the idea of grouping conceptual Projects/Actions. 

No public comment. 

Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
Tim Parker thanked everyone for attending and for their comments. He reviewed the list of action items: 

 The Advisory Committee to review GSP Section 2, staff will send the link.
 Staff to send the Advisory Committee a link to the workgroup notes and meeting materials when

they are online.
 The Advisory Committee to read the Groundwater Storage materials when they are sent out.
 Tim Parker will provide a short legislative report at the March meeting.

Questions/Comments 
Cornwall – I appreciate all the work that has gone into the Plan, “hats off” to staff. 

Gilroy (chat) – Have we given up on legislative progress briefings?  I found that useful, and this should be a 
busy time of year. 

Parker – I will report back to you. 

Vicki Hill – Thank you for a good meeting, good explanations! 

Gilroy – The graphic representation we are getting really helps us understand the information in ways we 
might not be able to do just with numbers. Excellent work! 

Fred Allebach thanked the Advisory Committee members for their participation and ongoing feedback. He 
adjourned the meeting at 5:29 p.m. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Jane Whitsett 
Jim Bundschu 
Matt Stornetta  
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Norman Gilroy 
Steve Wolf 
Taylor Serres 
Vicki Hill 

Advisory Committee Members (excused) 
Craig Lichty 
Kenneth Johnson 

Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Lisa Porta, Montgomery & Associates, Technical Consultant 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting summary) 

Facilitator 
Tim Parker 

Other Attendees 
Tad Bedegrew (DWR) 
Nick Newcomb, Member of Public 
Reid Bryson, Member of Public 
Matt Fullner, Valley of the Moon Water District 
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