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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Tuesday, May 11, 2021 | 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Meeting Summary 

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: June 8, 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 thanked everyone for their time 
related to Groundwater Sustainability. Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory Committee Chairman 
also welcomed the group then called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay to conduct 
roll call. 

General Public Comments 
Roger Peters – I listened to Jared Huffman’s discussion yesterday on the drought situation. One take-away 
from that is how serious the situation is already. This goes back to something Norman Gilroy has raised in 
the past. There is currently much focus on getting the Plan ready for next year. I urge staff to do two 
things – work on the Plan and pre work the implementation of strategies to be ready to implement them. 
I hope it will be possible to have a post-script or addendum to the Plan considering some are saying that 
this is not a new drought but rather, it's a continuation of what started six years or longer ago. 

Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda and the general meeting objectives. The next thing you will see are 
GSP sections 4 and 5 in late May/early June. We are still planning on getting the GSP done and adopted by 
the end of December. 

Comments/Questions 
Greg Carr – So, we are not having the meeting in August? Is that sure now? 

Parker – It depends how it goes with the Plan, and the review of the Plan, it isn’t a sure thing yet. 

Caitlin Cornwall (chat) – I had said months ago that I’d be absent for one of the summer meetings, but I 
didn’t have the timing yet. Now I know I’ll be absent for the July meeting. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
 Section 3 review is out. Many Advisory Committee members provided input; deadline for input

has been extended by one week (until May 10).
 Staff sent out follow-up emails and slides.
 The previous meeting summary was corrected and posted.
 Staff will send Jim Bundschu materials to clarify the Napa Sonoma salt marsh situation.

mailto:Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Comments/Questions 
Fred Allebach – Can the entire Advisory Committee receive the Cargill salt marsh materials? 

DuBay – Yes, we will do. 

Carr – The last page of the meeting summary during the discussion on Project Management actions, 
there’s a quote from me at the top of the page. On the fourth line it reads “is a lower”. It should read “is a 
loser”.  

Vicki Hill sent a few comments by email. 

Greg Carr made a motion to approve the previous summary with the requested changes, and Ken Johnson 
seconded. The Advisory Committee agreed with the motion. 

Projects and Management Actions 
Objective: Provide overview of Projects and Management Actions model scenarios, and AC opportunity for 
clarifying questions   

Marcus Trotta provided an overview of Project and Management Action concepts and phasing for the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan, an overview of modeling results from baseline scenarios, and an 
overview of scenario Modeling for Group 1 Project and Management Actions. He also mentioned next 
steps which include 1) complete and process output from Group 2a scenarios, 2) develop and simulate 
Group 2b scenarios, and 3) identify and prioritize conceptual projects and management actions for 
inclusion in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

Questions/Comments 
Norman Gilroy – A lot of where you show the contours is south of Highway 121. 

Trotta – Yes, a lot of it is. 
Gilroy – And yet the present area where you've identified the depression is north of 121. Are you 
expecting a major expansion south from what it is now? 
Trotta – That is what the model is showing. We don’t have a lot of groundwater level data to 
calibrate in those areas, so there is uncertainty to any of these. We will look at it a little more 
closely to understand what is causing the declines in that area to be simulated by the model. 

Ken Johnson – Seems like a lot of the areas showing effects are on the edge of the basin. What do the 
labels mean on the deep zone map? It can’t be feet, I don’t think. 

Trotta – It is feet, the change from current conditions. 

Allebach – Does it imply saltwater intrusion in the south area? 
Trotta – When you have groundwater level declines adjacent to brackish water bodies, you 
certainly, increase your potential for saline water intrusion. 

Allebach – One observation on the shallow aquifer slide. Did the increase tell you anything about the use 
of recycled water? 

Trotta – It does show increases in groundwater levels in the shallow water system in that same 
area so that is one possible reason for it. We will examine the area a little more in terms of what 
is causing these mechanisms within our model. 
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Johnson – It seems odd to me that that you're getting a surplus in the shallow but a significant deficit just 
beneath that same area. It seems like there could be a boundary issue there. 

Gilroy – For a while I have been thinking about the proximity of the eastside fault. I wonder if there might 
be a connection between the low levels there and the fault itself. In Section 3, I made some comments for 
you to look at. Question is whether there is fracturing in the area that allows water in the groundwater 
table to escape to lower levels or to an adjacent area and as a result, and so draws down the water level. 
Having recharge in the area might therefore only increase the amount of water that escapes and not solve 
the problem. Is this something that should be given attention in the Groundwater Plan? Might this be put 
on the future projects list? 

Trotta – The eastside fault where it appears to act as barrier probably plays a role in the 
prevalence of the declining groundwater levels to the east of it. In addition, the fault uplifts the 
Huichica formation which makes up most of the aquifer system in the deep zone that is known to 
be a very clay rich formation. And because of the confined nature of the of the aquifer system, 
you also get those more pronounced changes in groundwater levels, whether they're increases or 
decreases. 

Matt Stornetta – Do the graphs account for any usage restrictions or project forecasts? 
Trotta - Not yet, and this slide shows the baseline. 
Stornetta – I am puzzled by the shallow aquifers showing increases in the groundwater level.  
Trotta – It could be related to boundary effects of the model or that the future climate that we 
are simulating during this initial 20-year period is forecast to be a lot wetter. 
Lisa Porta (chat) – The deeper declines in water levels probably result from predicted increase in 
groundwater pumping in the deeper aquifer in the future baseline compared to current 
conditions. 
Johnson(chat) – Is increased pumping included in the baseline scenario? 
Porta (chat) – Yes, due to predicted population increase/groundwater demand/land use changes. 
Hill (chat) – Future baseline, right?  

Johnson – These are great charts; I like the way you combine the measured and the projected 
information. 

Johnson – Is potable reuse of recycled water something we should consider? 
Trotta – We haven't been because there would have to be a significant upgrade to the water 
treatment process and there's also quite a bit of monitoring requirements that come along with 
that. The lower hanging fruit would be to utilize our drinking water from the Russian River 
aqueduct; it's much more straightforward to get permitted and has less of a negative public 
perception. 

Craig Lichty – I just finished implementing the Monterey pure water global reuse project which was about 
a $120 million project cost and had significant regulatory requirements. I think with the ability to purchase 
and convey wet-season and wet-year water from the Russian River watershed into storage and recovery is 
by far more sustainable economic. I am curious, the numbers on slide 14 (Group 2b Projects) look small. 

Trotta – Aquifers in Sonoma Valley are generally lower yielding than other areas. The Group 2a 
projects are near term likely projects. For the 2b projects, we look at the results of the 2a projects 
and then where we see areas that have continued Minimum Threshold exceedances, or not 
achieving Measurable Objectives, we would look to adding aquifer storage and recovery. 
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Allebach – I think I have heard a number of times you saying to us and to the Board that if the model 
simulations are run and a project seems too expensive, that it would be possible for the SMC to be 
adjusted. I don't quite understand that, and it wouldn't sit right with me do all this work to try to identify 
how to be sustainable and then, if it costs too much, to have the bar set lower. 

Trotta –That is something we make clear is always an option as part of our process of evaluating 
SMCs. Hopefully, with the group 2 projects and existing potential for recycled water and other 
projects, we will be able to avoid Undesirable Results. It is important to remember we have 20 
years to achieve sustainability. 

Gilroy – I would like to see us put some language in the present tense that allows the door to be open to 
further investigate the role that the eastside fault plays in the groundwater levels in that area. Right now, 
the only mention in the text relates to pumping, and there could be other issues. The current text doesn’t 
contain flexibility. 

Cornwall – Because the projections include many wet years early on, I worry that the early crucial years of 
GSP implementation are not going to be realistic enough. I know the patterns in a projection are 
somewhat randomized, but should we roll the dice again and get a better-balanced set of projected water 
years over time instead of a bunch of wet and a bunch of dry years? 

Trotta – The timing of the future projections (wet versus dry) – it is important not to get too 
wrapped up in timeframes when conditions may or may not occur but we should look at 
timeframes over the 50-year period and look at the impacts during that 20-year drought, and 
have some contingency plans. At this stage, redoing our baseline would cause significant delays 
on the technical side. 

Johnson – I want to reinforce a reservation I heard in Caitlin Cornwall’s comment. One thing that 
everyone should keep in mind is that changes in the basin will happen over a long period of time. We 
should focus on measurable objectives we can have in response to our proposed actions. 

Carr – I think the 2020 to 2070 portion of the chart that drops the groundwater storage off a cliff is a 
warning. I think that monitoring for that and modeling for that allows you to look at the 50-year period. 
How much are we looking at what is coming down the road, and what are we doing about it? That is the 
key. 

Allebach (chat) – Shallow increase could be re-perc of recycled water? 

Carr (chat) - This shouldn't be an area with much new development, so why would there be a pumping 
increase? 

Cornwall (chat) – I’m troubled by the wet years projected by our supposedly hotter climate projection. 
These random wet years could lead us to plan poorly during the crucial early years of GSP 
implementation. 

Allebach (chat) – The GSA could consider conservation messaging now, to match municipal messaging. 

Carr (chat) – Why wait until 2025? 
Trotta – We will evaluate, may move up earlier in the simulation. 

Porta (chat) – The projected future baseline model predicts an average annual increase in ag pumping of 
600 acre-ft per year compared to current time frame. Projected climate shows wetter but also hotter 
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conditions; the hotter climate results in increased evapotranspiration of crops, which means an increase 
in irrigation demands - hence increased ag pumping (not only from expansion, but also, and most 
importantly, due to hotter climate). 

Cornwall(chat) – It just looks fishy, how everything changes right at 2050. 

Carr (chat) - Why wait until 2035 for pumping limits in known depletion areas? Are there opportunities for 
storm water recharge along Sonoma Creek? 

Trotta - Recharge projects along Sonoma Creek could be beneficial for the basin and plan to be 
simulated under Group 2b..  

Public Comment 
Roger Peters – It goes back to the discussion we just had. I assume the same perspective of early wet 
years is being used by the other two basins. Is that correct? 

Trotta – Yes, they selected the same climate future. 
Peters – Then it is a generic issue. 

Trotta added that regarding the droughts and sense of urgency, we are looking for funding opportunities. 
There has been work to be able to move on some of the projects/actions to be ready if there is any 
funding that comes out of the drought to help jump start some of these. 

Parker – It seems like there may be some state and federal money coming. 

Introduction to GSP Implementation Plan 
Objective: Provide introduction to implementation plan, schedule, budget, and AC opportunity for 
clarifying questions 

Marcus Trotta gave an introduction of implementation plan contents: 

1. GSA Administration (Board/AC meetings, Finance, Operational, and Legal support)
2. Communication and Engagement (maintain/improve website and GUIDE interface, roll-out and

maintain groundwater data dashboard, community meetings, focused stakeholder group
briefings, and engagement and coordination with other agencies and regional partnerships)

3. Routine Monitoring, Data Evaluation and Annual Reporting (groundwater level and quality
monitoring, subsidence monitoring, streamflow measurements and groundwater storage
calculations)

4. Addressing Data Gaps (such as amounts and locations of groundwater pumping, role of faults with
and along the boundaries of the subbasin, basin boundary characteristics, interconnection of
streams to the shallow aquifer system, aquifer characteristics)

5. Maintaining, Updating and Improvements to Model (including focused calibration of surface
water and groundwater interaction, assessment of model boundary conditions, improve how
model represents groundwater pumping, assessment of aquifer properties assigned to model)

6. Refining, Study and Implementation of Potential Projects and Actions (assessment of conservation
and groundwater-use efficiency opportunities, managed aquifer recharge studies, assessment of
additional recycled water irrigation opportunities, study of potential policy options for future GSA
consideration)
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7. Five-year update to GSP (first updated scheduled for 2027, include any new information or
changes that have been made after 2022 submittal of GSP, updated 50-year projected water
budget)

8. Five-year budget, schedule, and funding strategy (focus on initial 5-years of GSP implementation,
pursue potential funding sources).

Next steps include 1) prioritize activities and recommended studies, 2) further develop descriptions of 
activities, 3) develop cost estimates and funding strategy, and 4) refine implementation schedule. 

Questions/Comments 
Johnson – We talked about aquifer testing before and potential recharge projects – is there utility in doing 
more site-specific recharge to quantify what the potential impacts of a recharge project could be. We 
might want to add that to a list of what kind of physical testing we might want to think about. I would like 
to propose that we incorporate a policy to all the potential projects that includes a targeted monitoring 
element to be able to evaluate the progress and impact of any of our projected projects. 

Trotta – Good points. We talked about how any project that could have impact on water quality in 
the Water Quality SMC would have a monitoring component, likewise any project the GSA would 
be developing would have to have some monitoring. 
Johnson – It makes sense to have a comprehensive approach. 
Carr – The same thing goes for stormwater capture and on farm recharge. It would be nice to 
have you know some small-scale examples of that. 
Johnson – Yes, some ability to monitor the impact. 

Allebach – I am curious, if the SMCs were changed in response to the cost of the possible projects, when 
would that likely happen? Right away? After first full model runs when the implications become clear? Or 
five years? 15 years? When would you see that? 

Trotta – We would have to evaluate as we go, it is hard to answer what the timing would be. We 
have 20 years to achieve sustainability. 
Porta – At the five-year updates, you check your interim milestones so that's a good time to see 
how you're doing and your path to sustainability, and the five year updates are really where a 
more critical look at SMC will happen and where you can change them or adopt them. You can 
also look at your monitoring networks and see if there's any changes needed for that. The annual 
reports are mostly going to help you collect and review all the information. 

Gilroy – In most of these kinds of studies, I am used to seeing a worst-case analysis. Should we be 
including one? Our job right now is to get the Plan finished. The Great Thirst article was based on upon a 
bunch of studies that had been made pre 2006. The article chose 2032 as the year in which the great 
storm took place, and then projected the drought as occurring soon afterward. We may be having the 
drought situation before that time if we experience the next 20 years as a continuing drought. And the 
question then becomes where do we go for water for the people who are already here if the piped water 
system (aqueduct) to the valley is disabled? That is a highly modellable question.  

Also, the way the GSA Board took our recommendations, and then made their decisions at the last 
meeting, indicates to me that the Board is looking at a Plan that does the least necessary to achieve 
compliance with SGMA. I see a lot of us here as being ‘action’ oriented rather than ‘get the plan 
approved’ oriented, however, and I am concerned that we won’t be ready in the event that something 
happens that we could have predicted will happen, but simply didn't think it was convenient to consider it 
at the time.  
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Allebach – I have a concern with Projects and Management actions. You would want to start with low 
hanging fruit but as I look around, where we rely on volunteer efforts first, people seem to be notoriously 
bad at solving collective issues voluntarily. A realistic scenario is that the volunteer efforts won’t result in 
as large an effect as hoped for and we will have to take a more expensive approach. 

Stornetta (chat) – Does the recycled water system have capacity for these projections? 
Trotta – We are evaluating as we go along. Building storage capacity will be important and this 
would be described as an assumption in the GSP. Summertime, we are constrained, especially in 
years like this. Wintertime, there is capacity. 
Allebach (chat) – I think they are thinking storage for winter excess. 

Cornwall (chat) – The alluvial fan upstream of Kenwood is a potential location. Adobe Canyon Rd, etc. 
Allebach (chat) – Like the Colorado River compact? 
Porta (chat) – The model does not explicitly simulate the SCWA surface water imports for urban 
users; instead, it looks at the groundwater pumping demands to make up for the remaining 
demand that is not met by imported surface water. The projected baseline includes urban 
pumping demands, as provided by the contractors, which implicitly accounts for projected level of 
SCWA imports.   
Allebach (chat) – Good idea to not wait on 5-year interval. A drought buffer is already built into 
the model and SMCs, so GSA should theoretically not need a special buffer now? 

DuBay (chat) – Other project concepts submitted for drought funding: Spread it, slow it, sink it type 
projects for rainwater capture and small storage. 

Cornwall (chat) – Could you share the submittal(s) for these projects? Would be good to see. 
DuBay (chat) – Sure! 

Carr (chat) – Very first on the list is the most important. 

Johnson (chat) - Add vertical gradient magnitude and distribution to the data gaps. 

Gilroy (chat) – From recent discussion, it seems clear that we have a distinct data gap in our 
understanding of how the proximity of the Eastside Fault affects groundwater levels in the vicinity.  I 
suggest that be a focus for the funding of a future geologic study to close that data gap. 

Cornwall (chat) – Stream-related data gap description should include spatial variability and focus studies 
on reaches most important to steelhead and other protected or rare water-dependent species. 

Lichty (chat) – The catastrophic system failures mentioned are being addressed under the American 
Water Infrastructure Act, where SCWA and other agencies are required to address reliability and 
resiliency issues with their infrastructure, including climate change, seismic vulnerability, and cyber 
security. I can explain more if you like. 

Cornwall (chat) – All or some of the AC members should/could always make a statement to the 
appropriate entity outside of the GSA, maybe Permit Sonoma and the Supervisors .I agree the boundary 
issue should be in the 5-year plan. I think we agreed on this months ago. 

Peters (chat) – What does the baseline assume re continued existing levels of imports from the SCWA? 
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Public Comment 
Roger Peters – How is it that the upper Sonoma Creek, the Kenwood Basin, or the lower part of the 
Kenwood Basin from Pythian Road down is not in the discussion? I understand the pressing need to 
address the high and medium priority basins to get this Plan in place. It was understandable that the item 
would be pushed off to some future period. The question is whether as a policy matter relating to 
interconnection of streams or surface water depletion or basin boundary issues, you should put on an 
issue to be discussed whether boundary recharacterization to capture the south portion of the Kenwood 
Basin be included explicitly within this GSA. It seems to me that the time is now to put that on the list of 
items to be considered in the future. 

Parker – Thank you for bringing that up, that's a very important point, because a lot of people 
were very disappointed to see that part of the watershed split off from the basin that has 
originally been in the voluntary groundwater management plan. 

Summary of Preliminary SMC 
Objective: Review preliminary SMC for all six sustainability indicators 

Marcus Trotta said we have gotten through all the Sustainable Management Criteria and staff has put 
together a matrix which is included in the packet. The matrix includes Significant and Unreasonable 
Statement, Minimum Threshold, Measurement, Measurable Objectives, Undesirable Results and Interim 
Milestones, and will be included upfront in Section 4.  

Ann DuBay wanted to make sure everyone received the email sent out immediately following the last 
Board meeting regarding the Interconnected Surface Water SMC. She said the Board selected Option 1, 
which can be changed at the 5-year mark. For the Undesirable Results, the Board selected Option 4 (the 
Advisory Committee preferred Option 3). The Board was concerned to go with something more restrictive 
than Option 3. 

Public Comment 
Rick Rogers – It seems like the SMC, specifically the Minimum Threshold is maintained above historical 
maximum amounts of estimated stream flow depletion. So, it seems again to be setting a threshold that is 
consistent with a stream flow depletion amounts and volumes that occurred during extreme drought 
periods. When trying to figure out whether it's appropriate and protective of instream surface water 
beneficial uses, I am worried about that. 

Trotta – Thank you for your comment. Setting the Minimum Thresholds for Sonoma Valley is 
similar to Santa Rosa Plain (the years that showed the highest levels of simulated stream flow 
depletion based on the model were the 2014 to 2016 timeframe). That doesn't necessarily 
represent the absolute worst conditions for groundwater levels near streams because it includes 
one normal year (2016) in addition to those two dry years. 

Questions/Comments 
Cornwall – I have a few different points. 1) I think it is important that there be better content for the 
conversation about streamflow, if people perceive there isn’t a problem then their response to regulating 
stream flow is different than if they perceive there is a historic problem. It is important that we can look 
at a graph showing the lowest stream flows of the year. 2) It seems conversation isn’t cognizant enough of 
the difference between the low bar of the Minimum Threshold and the high bar of the Measurable 
Objective. 3)The Board has voted, what could be done about that and when? What leverage do we have? 

DuBay – The Board is the decision body. I don’t think we have a lot of options. The Board 
appreciated the work by the Advisory Committee and have taken recommendations for all the 
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other SMCs. Unless for some reason they decide to go back and revise the SMC, I think this is 
what the SMC going forward would be. 

Allebach – I was at the meeting and realize that it's the fate of all Advisory Boards at some point to feel 
like Rodney Dangerfield. I felt the decision also was about what the Board wanted – to be more 
conservative. But I felt like they confused politically conservative with scientifically conservative with 
groundwater, because if they were scientifically conservative, they would have set their things higher 
rather than lower. So, I think it goes back to Norman Gilroy’s point of getting by with the minimum to 
satisfy SGMA. I felt like there was a disconnect there with being data-based and science-based and 
politically conservative and then I felt there was also sort of a Machiavellian element of not wanting to set 
the threshold where the Advisory Committee recommended, because that would give Fish and Game 
leverage over the GSA. I am feeling like Rodney Dangerfield, so I just wanted to go on the record, to say 
how I felt about it. 

Carr – I too was disappointed in the Board’s action. I think Fred Allebach is right about differentiating 
between political and scientific conservatives. If there was one SMC that had no or very little scientific 
basis that even when we talked about it, we didn't feel comfortable about real science behind what we 
were recommending, that's what I think was the biggest problem. Maybe our answer was to go to the 
more ‘scientifically’ conservatives to be cautious. The elected need to answer to a different set of people 
than we do and it's always important to remember that. It was disappointing, but it was rational. It occurs 
to me that groundwater pumping has very little to do in the historical record of GDEs. It is land use that 
has messed up the GDEs; we have encroached on the stream corridor from every angle. This, is why, I am 
pushing for stormwater capture. 

Johnson – I did miss a session or two where the topics were discussed. As Greg Carr said, we didn’t have a 
lot of good data on Interconnected Surface Water SMC. The appropriate way to go back to the Board 
would be with actual data that would inform change in direction.  

Gilroy – When you talked about my bringing up the issue of the Great Thirst, did you have some intention 
of discussing this without getting into trouble with the Brown Act? 

Parker – I thought that we had discussed bringing this up after the Updates and expanding them 
to have that discussion. 

Allebach (chat) - One thing on SMCs, how to make easy to understand to the public? 

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

Ann DuBay mentioned the May agenda items for the upcoming Board meeting include much of the same 
information discussed today with less detail. They will also discuss a Rate and Fee study for which we have 
put out a Request for Qualifications (we will interview consulting teams tomorrow, the Board liaisons 
from each of the basins will be making a recommendation, following the interviews). Permit Sonoma is 
spending much of their time on the Santa Rosa GUIDE program, we have a meeting scheduled to discuss 
some of the outcomes in the next week. There is a Community meeting scheduled for June 23. A press 
release will go out tomorrow and we will have a draft email that you can cut and paste and send to your 
groups. The Rural Community Outreach focus groups are completed, and the consultant SCI will be 
proposing an engagement plan based on that information. 
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Questions/Comments 
Johnson – Is there anything the Advisory Committee can do to support the work for GUIDE? 
DuBay – Let me think about that, maybe we can ask that question when we meet with the GUIDE group. 

Hill (chat) – Will an article about the community meeting be sent to the local papers? 
DuBay (chat) – A press release will be sent to the local papers -- they often print verbatim. 

Marcus Trotta reported that on the technical side, we are continuing to advance the Prop 68 Grant 
projects, particularly the four deep monitoring wells that we have funding for in Sonoma Valley. Staff is 
currently doing planning and an environmental review and getting easements for the wells. Our goal is to 
start construction in the fall timeframe. We will keep you updated. 

Questions/Comments 
Johnson – There have been a lot of questions that I have read recently questioning SGMA being able to 
meet their goals. Should we spend a little bit of time at the Community meeting discussing how we should 
be responding to these kinds of points in the editorials? 

Lichty – I couldn’t agree more, I have also been reading some of those comments, it seems 
important we have an elevator speech. 

Porta (chat) – Many of the SGMA articles relate to what's happening in the critically over-drafted basins; it 
is important to distinguish with the efforts done in the non-critically over-drafted basins. 

Hill (chat) – Thanks.  We'll get a copy too, right? 
Cornwall (chat) – But there’s still the skepticism here about whether our GSP will really set the 
basin up for water security. How well does the multi hazard mitigation plan cover this stuff? 
Porta (chat) – Keep in mind that the GSP is a long-term proactive, adaptive management planning 
approach; not an emergency trigger approach, which is taken care off by other plans/agencies - 
however, continued communication and coordination between the different water management 
entities will need to be ongoing. The GSP cannot solve all these issues, its main purpose is on 
groundwater management; but including all these potential future challenges could be mentioned 
in the implementation plan. 

Lichty – I want to let you know about the American Water Infrastructure Act. It combined two versions of 
legislation in 2013 with the Safe Drinking Water Act and it requires both water and wastewater utilities to 
develop risk and resiliency assessments and prepare emergency response plans that have to be updated 
on a five year cycle, depending on the size of the utility and how many people they're serving. When we 
look at critical infrastructure outage like the issue that Norman Gilroy brought up, what are we going to 
do? These are the kinds of questions that should be addressed by the Plan. 

Parker – One thing this group could consider is to put something narrative in the Plan that points 
to where this could be addressed. 
Cornwall – Maybe there should be another category of management criteria that are triggered if 
something major happens, like if the pipeline does down. 
Lichty – Such as a significant prolonged climate change effect that has impacted the entire 
Sonoma Napa watershed, particularly the surface waters. 

Gilroy – It is an identifiable vulnerability. It seems appropriate we have some discussion. I understand for 
those that are trying to get the Plan passed in the easiest way possible, it will be an uncomfortable 



SV GSA AC  Mtg Summary 05.11.21 11 

conversation. We have no backup situation we could switch to. If people are going to be asked to pay 
money, they will question what they get in return. 

Lichty – People are willing to pay for things that provide a value to them. I think if we were able to 
provide security within this GSA that would cover 85 or 90 or 95% of possibilities, people would 
look at it, like the way they pay for their home insurance, it may not cover every wildfire situation 
that may come at their house or every other risk, but they’ve paid a little bit of money and gotten 
this much security from it, so I think there's a really strong business proposition. It seems the final 
10% of risk belongs in a different arena than the GSA.  

Allebach – I think Norman Gilroy’s warning is realistic. And I like the idea of framing the GSP as insurance. 

Carr – I agree with the concerns. I suggest we put very clear language at the beginning of the Plan – what 
it does, what it doesn’t do.  

Hill (chat) – I agree with Greg Carr’s suggestion – in the purpose section of the GSP we can explain what it 
does and does not cover and reference how other issues are addressed by other entities. 

Lichty – Maybe we could ask for a 10 min presentation about Sonoma Water activities, they may be 
further along than I suggested, and we could provide recommendations. 

Parker – We will put that on the list as an action item. Staff will further address this. 

No public comment. 

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

 Send AC committee the recycled water/Cargill salt marsh update.
 Send AC the Group 2a projects.
 Post recycled water master plan for Sonoma Valley Sanitation District on the website.
 Share drought funding concepts.
 Develop talking points/elevator speech regarding whether SGMA can achieve their goals.
 Check with Sonoma Water on the work it is doing to prepare for extreme circumstances, and

prepare narrative in plan introduction to cover what it does and does not do.

Fred Allebach thanked the Advisory Committee members for their participation and ongoing feedback. 
Allebach adjourned the meeting at 5:48 p.m. The next meeting is June 8, 2021. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Norman Gilroy  
Vicki Hill 
Kenneth Johnson – arrived 3:16 
Craig Lichty 
Taylor Serres – arrived a few minutes late 
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Matt Stornetta – arrived a few minutes late 
Jane Whitsett 

Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Jim Bundschu 
Steve Wolf 

Members of Public 
Rick Rogers 
Roger Peters 

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

Facilitator 
Tim Parker 
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