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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Tuesday, August 10, 2021 | 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. via Zoom 
Meeting Summary 

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

Next meeting: September 14, 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 gave an overview of meeting 
protocol. Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory Committee Chairman, called the meeting to order at 
3:02 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call. The Advisory Committee members and staff 
introduced themselves to Jim (no last name presented), Member of Public, resident of Boyes Hot Springs. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda.  
Fred Allebach said that he and Jim Bundschu met with water staff to talk about recycled water. We were 
interested in how much recycled water might be available for the GSA and future recharge projects. We 
found out that potentially 700 acre-feet would be available, but there would have to be storage for that. 
There's an 8th Street East pipeline that's in the works that's been partly approved. It would go up 8th 
Street East, out Napa Road to the corner where it goes around to the animal rescue area. And then it 
would go west and hook up with the 5th Street East recycled water pipeline. It is not a Phase 2 project of 
the North Bay Water Resources but is a possible future project. 

Ann DuBay said there would be an Advisory Committee review in September to discuss issues and 
comments from the full draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan AC review. There is a Community meeting 
in October (in place of the AC meeting). We anticipate the November 29 Board meeting to discuss and 
resolve any issues and adopt the Plan. 

Comments/Questions 
Greg Carr (chat) – Same schedule for all three basins? 

DuBay (chat) – The schedules are the same for all three basins. 

Carr – Is recycled water of that quality OK for an ASR project or is that more geared toward land 
applications? 

Trotta – It is more geared towards land application – irrigation to offset groundwater. Increased 
monitoring would be required if you used recycled water for recharge projects. We are in the 
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process of adding the Projects/Management Actions section which will include assessment of 
recycled water supplies for potential future projects. 

Caitlin Cornwall – Do you have any advice about timing for going back to some of the interest groups that 
we represent as Advisory Committee Members? I think that those groups are going to have more to say 
when there is a draft available.  

DuBay – It would be good to give them a heads-up about the October timeframe. I would reach 
out to your stakeholder groups in September to let them know about that and the October 12 
Community meeting. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 

 Poll Advisory Committee members for an August meeting and ask if September would
work as an in-person meeting - done

 Make small change to previous meeting summary as requested by Greg Carr - done
 Work on an action plan for future goals and schedule for Advisory Committee – to do
 Create narrative for 10% conservation – to do

Fred Allebach made a motion to approve the last meeting summary, Norman Gilroy seconded. Caitlin 
Cornwall abstained from voting as she wasn’t at the last meeting. The AC agreed to finalize the summary 
as written. 

Open AC Forum to Review and Comment on GSP Sections to Date 
Objective: AC opportunity for comments and clarifying questions on draft GSP sections - Questions to 
consider: 

Comments/Questions 
Section 2 
Ann DuBay – Section 2 has a section about well permitting. What I am hearing is to be explicit about this 
in Section 2, and possibly in the Executive Summary. 

Lisa Porta (chat) – Many GSAs still grapple with this - it's good to include all this in Section 2, like 
Ann DuBay mentioned, and then further cover in the Implementation Section that GSAs will 
coordinate with the applicable entities to future projects and permitting implementation. 

Porta (chat) – The GSP will not have this part completely figured out yet; but be cognizant that there will 
need to be some refocus by some agencies to help implement the GSP and ensure groundwater 
sustainability. 

Caitlin Cornwall (chat) – Who makes that “refocus” happen, and when? 

Section 3 
Cornwall – If Section 1 is meant to say what SGMA tells us to do, it should document what the GSA will 
tackle, where the GSP ends and where the work of other agencies and regulatory powers begin. 

Parker – It is important to state the responsibilities of the GSA. It should be included in Section 1. 
We need to relook at the Section and ensure it is clear. 
Carr – I agree with that. I think the Project and Management Actions section should be 
comprehensive enough to identify factors that affect the Plan, but that are not the responsibility 
of the Plan to correct.  



SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 08.10.21 3 

Norman Gilroy – The comments until now focused on the communities we represent. We in the 
community need to have a Plan that is written for our constituents to understand it. One thing about the 
Plan is it doesn’t focus on the local level. I am not saying we should re-write the Plan but is there 
something we can do for the locals to situate the Plan and make it understandable for the locals?  

Porta (chat) – The Executive summary should help with the local understanding of what the Plan 
intends to do. 
Cornwall – I think the structure is dictated by DWR and I have been assuming that it's up to us to 
interpret and summarize the Plan for our constituencies. I don't think the structure is up for 
discussion. 
Trotta (chat) – I think to some degree the GSA(s) will be a lead in helping with any "refocusing" 
through coordination with other agencies etc. that we are describing in Section 7, 
(Implementation Plan).  The drought is also (and will continue) accelerating some of these 
discussions. 
Ken Johnson – There are some very technical things that will be reviewed by the state, and not 
understood by the General public. As you implement the Plan there will be more opportunities for 
engagement to help people. 
Carr – Once all the Executive summaries are available, it might be helpful to have a series of 
talking points given to the AC members. 
Porta – Remember, the GSP doesn't stop, once you send it, you can do all this stuff after it's 
submitted. The outreach to locals is probably going to pick up more after the GSP is submitted. 
Parker – Another thing that will make it more complicated is the drought discussion. 

Section 4  
Jim Bundschu – The word “historic” is used in different ways. It is very vague. Without an explanation, it 
will be confusing. 

Porta (chat) – “Historic" would mean any available data prior to SGMA enactment. 
Cornwall (chat) – I agree with Jim Bundschu on the need to define “historical”. I would prefer that 
the Plan instead use actual year ranges. 
Porta (chat) – It also refers to the historic period, as used in the modeling and water budget - is 
already clearly defined in the Water Budget section. 
Allebach – There could be a footnote that starts out with the first use of historic and staff could go 
through and particularize it to historic in the sense of the climate plan. If there are multiple 
definitions, then staff could outline their meaning. 
DuBay – We can go through section 4. I guess, we can add the water years after each reference, 
but I am not sure that might not get a little redundant. 
Cornwall – I wonder if it wouldn’t be simpler to not say historic but put a year range instead. 
Carr – General policy levels, can’t assign a range of years. Not every use of the term will have a 
range of years. 
Johnson – Could a definition page be included at the beginning of Section 4? We have an 
opportunity to be clearer. 
Trotta – I think we've tried to include that in the text, but it would be good for us to go through it 
and make sure that we are being consistent. 

Cornwall – I think we are going to hear that protections for interconnected surface waters aren’t strong 
enough. An annual amount of shallow groundwater is not sufficient to keep aquatic wildlife alive.  

Johnson – The one thing about the interdependency of streams and groundwater is the 
sparseness of data to come to any conclusions.  
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Allebach – I think the proxy data is used in science to prove all kinds of things. When we have 
historical accounts of the basin being much wetter than it is now – where did all the water go? 
We don’t have all the data. 

Cornwall – I worry we don’t have enough evidence. Is there a place in the GSP to show that? 
Trotta – The Projects and Management Actions section should hit on that. 

Allebach – The Plan isn’t as strong as it could be with regards to groundwater levels, storage, and 
interconnected surface water. 

Public Comment re Section 4 
Roger Peters – I am thinking ahead to when the Plan gets filed early next year. I am hopeful there is a way 
we can make the Plan more dynamic, that it anticipates more adverse real time situations. We may find 
ourselves in a different situation in January than now. It may be useful to have an alternative footnote 
that brings up to status while acknowledging this is the historic information we have and there are gaps in 
the information. So, I urge that as much as possible to have some way to reflect the dynamic nature of 
where we are right now and then, secondly, acknowledging that the legal situation is very much in the air. 

Section 5  
Carr – I was troubled by the discussions of the last couple of sub sections regarding data gaps. It seems to 
me that there's a qualification in a lot of the improvements to the monitoring system, based upon 
whether if funding becomes available or not. I guess I am asking for clarification. 

Allebach – I wonder how the boundaries around depletion areas will be defined. 
Carr – Permit Sonoma is already on that line. What I am looking for in Section 6 is some sort of 
commitment to do something special in those two zones, based upon the best available data and 
add to it. 
Johnson – It is something shown in a lot of graphics. I think we could pick up an elevation contour 
for the deep aquifer and say this is what we're using as the boundary of this area and manage 
that part of the basin in accordance with that. 

Bundschu – I calculate there are about 23 official wells. Does the staff feel comfortable with data from the 
voluntary monitoring wells? 

Trotta – In my recollection there are closer to 30 Representative Monitoring Point wells. In terms 
of wells that meet SGMA requirements, not every area in the basin will require the same level of 
well density. 

Allebach (chat) – Can’t have a double bind be part of monitoring plan. 

Public Comments 
Debbie Lammers – As far as GSP and work to be done, is there any detail about the properties that have 
mound septic systems which may play a role in the groundwater situation? 

Trotta – With respect to septic systems, the main way they are being applied in our Plan, is in the 
water budget that we are calculating for the basin. We are calculating the amount of water that's 
going into the basin and the amount of water that's being pumped out. This Plan isn’t focused on 
groundwater level impacts from things like septic systems. There are other regulatory agencies 
and requirements that apply to work quality monitoring for those types of SEC septic systems. 
Lammers – I'm looking at this in terms of how the county may end up drawing the parameters for 
monitoring wells. 
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Carr – Would it make a difference in situating a monitoring well whether you were close to a 
mound system versus a standard septic system? Would that make any difference for locating a 
monitoring well? 
Trotta – The only time it would make a difference is if the monitoring well is focused on the 
shallowest portion of the aquifer system for most of the monitoring wells. We are focused on a 
larger portion of the aquifer system in our monitoring network except where we are looking at 
surface water depletion impacts. 
Johnson – I have a mound system and a well which is not too far from it. The thing about the 
mound systems is that people have them when their percolation rates are not high, so that tells 
me that the communication between the mound and the groundwater is distant. I need to 
monitor the water level in my mound. Interesting question.  

Jim (no last name presented) – Back to the talk about the public workshop October 12 and the availability 
of the draft by October 1. What do you expect in terms of how that information gets out to the public in 
the response that you might project or wish for that public workshop?  

DuBay – We are still formatting the workshop. The purpose is to cover the basics of the Plan and 
an overview of each of the sections. And to tell the folks how they can comment verbally or in 
writing or online. It will be standard meeting for this kind of topic. It will be advertised in Sonoma 
Index Tribune, Sonoma Sun, Press Democrat, on our website, the Valley of the Moon website, and 
posts on social media via our partner agencies. 

Across the Board GSP Comments 
Carr – I talked earlier about risk reward. For me, there are two big risks here and one is the climate 
change model which we all understood to be the most conservative in terms of what people will do to 
prevent climate change. The other issue is the risk of the Russian River water not being available. There 
still needs to be that feasibility study to look at what how much Russian river water could possibly be 
allocated to Sonoma Valley.  

Allebach – Groundwater is an issue of supply and demand. Are we going to be using less groundwater 
when reducing supply? Conservation will be critical in future. 

Gilroy – Somewhere in the Plan we need to include something that covers worst case scenarios. What 
would happen to Sonoma Valley in worst case? The numbers I have been looking at is 40% of our water 
comes from Russian River. What would happen if the pipeline were cut off? Are we sustainable? I suggest 
something should be included in the Implementation Plan that addresses that.  

Public Comment 
Roger Peters – If we have a serious water supply issue with Lake Sonoma, how would we address it with 
the GSP? 

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

Ann DuBay said the Board received a final update on Projects and Management Actions modeling and 
received and discussed the Implementation Plan including a draft 5-year budget. The August 23 Board 
meeting, if needed, would be to discuss any remaining issues and concerns. The meeting is still on the 
calendar, but most likely will be cancelled. The September 27 meeting will take place as scheduled. 
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Permit Sonoma is working on updates to Sonoma Valley database (reached out to Valley of the Moon 
Water District and City of Sonoma for well owner data). 

Andrea Rodriguez said they have been working with the outreach consultant. There is a new landing page 
for SonomaCountyGroundwater.org. They are still developing the messaging and materials. Rodriguez 
mentioned the upcoming Drought Drop-By, which will take place on August 21. 
https://www.savingwaterpartnership.org/dropby/ 

Comments/Questions 
Gilroy – Is the Drop By only available to the City of Sonoma? 

DuBay – No, it is available to others outside the City of Sonoma but there is only a limited supply 
of kits, arrive early. 

Marcus Trotta – The main work we're doing on the technical side is writing up the remaining GSP sections 
and addressing comments on the previous one, so we can get that full draft out for review. In August, the 
only other notable technical work we're doing is related to construction of the four nested deep 
groundwater monitoring wells that we got the grant funding for, so that's moving forward. I think they're 
hoping to get that project out to bid this week with the goal of getting a contractor hired later this year 
and construction starting probably early next year, or the very end of this year. 

Comments/Questions 
Bundschu – I think you said there were $8 to $10 million budgeted for projects? 

DuBay – For operations, outreach, data gathering, monitoring annual reports, GSP five-year 
updates etc., it all totaled up to an amount that was about $1.2 million annually. Then there's an 
additional eight to $10 million and project costs in this for the five-year implementation. 
Bundschu – I must have missed what those projects are. 
Trotta – A lot is still to be determined. The Group 2a projects would include some of the capital 
projects that we're simulating, which is the extension of the recycled water pipeline and some of 
it also includes some aquifer storage and recovery upgrades. We've included estimates for what 
those would be in and what we presented to the to the Board. 

Parker – One piece of information we can send out to the to the Advisory Committee is an email that just 
came into my inbox from the sustainable ground water management office asking for people to complete 
a survey regarding this potential $300 million of funding. The Legislature is asking people to input on this 
survey as to what their needs are for funding. So, we might want to pass that along. Every bit helps in 
terms of getting the word out to the governor and the legislature on how much money is needed to help 
make SGMA a success. 

Comments/Questions 
Allebach (chat) - Can we get the survey? 

Allebach (chat) – $3.6 million for the Napa Rd pipeline. 
Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
Tim Parker thanked everyone for attending and their comments. There were no new action items from 
the meetings but lots of things to consider. 

 Work on an action plan for future goals and schedule for Advisory Committee – to do
 Create narrative for 10% conservation –to do

https://www.savingwaterpartnership.org/dropby/


SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 08.10.21 7 

Fred Allebach, Caitlin Cornwall, and Greg Carr said thank you to the Advisory Committee for holding this 
meeting and working through details. The next Advisory Committee meeting is September 14, 2021. 
Allebach adjourned the meeting at 5:29 p.m. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Jim Bundschu 
Kenneth Johnson 
Norman Gilroy 
Taylor Serres (arrived 3:10 pm)  

Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Craig Lichty 
Jane Whitsett 
Matt Stornetta 
Steve Wolf 
Vicki Hill 

Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager (joined later) 
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 

Members of Public 
Jim (no last name presented), resident of Boyes Hot Springs 
Matt Fullner, Valley of the Moon Water District (departed 3:56) 
Roger Peters (joined later) 
Debbie Lammers (joined later) 
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