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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/time: Tuesday, July 14, 2020; 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Meeting Location: Zoom 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: AnnDubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524-8378 

Next meeting: September 8, 2020, 2:30 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, welcomed the group at 3:02 p.m. then Fred Allebach called 
the meeting to order and asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call.  

General Public Comment Period 
None. 

Agenda Review and 2020 Meeting Schedule Planning and Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the agenda and meeting calendar. He reminded the Advisory Committee members 
of the July 20 public workshop and said the next Advisory Committee meeting is September 8. If there are 
any questions on the meeting materials, contact Tim Parker or Ann DuBay. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Staff to send a follow up email requesting feedback on land subsidence and sea water intrusion options 
discussed at the meeting, project and management action paper included in the packet, and questions for 
the community meeting breakout sessions. The email was sent by staff, and feedback was received from 
the Advisory Committee. 

Whitsett – Previous Meeting Summary - p6 of packet – “Where are the wells sampled for chloride?” 
Should read “When are the wells sampled for chloride?” 
Carr - Summary should say “May summary approved by the Advisory Committee” (not Greg Carr). 
Hill – Sent comments to Ann DuBay, comments will be included. 
Allebach – Sent comments to Ann DuBay, comments will be included. 

The June summary was approved by the Advisory Committee with the above-mentioned 
modifications/additions. 

Review Sustainable Management Criteria Proposals 
Objective: Review and discuss SMC proposals and discuss additional considerations and next steps 

mailto:AnnDubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, kicked off the subject. The Board’s expectation is to have policy level options 
at the level of the Undesirable Results determination. They want to see options that were considered by 
the Advisory Committee, so they can make the policy level deliberations on the Undesirable Results and 
move forward. As SGMA encourages adaptive management, it is important to remember that these SMCs 
will continue to be refined in the future after the Plan gets submitted, as new data and information is 
collected. For seawater intrusion, we currently have a lack of data that makes it difficult and challenging 
for staff to come forward with options relative to adaptive interim sustainable management criteria for 
the purposes of the Plan. We have been struggling to come up with options that are meaningful yet 
informed by data rather than an adaptive approach. Therefore, at this time we are proposing an adaptive 
management approach option, rather than a variety of options for defining undesirable results for 
seawater intrusion. 

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Allebach – This lack of data for seawater intrusion is a bonafide issue. The Board wants options. Starting 
out, we said the Advisory Committee needs to reach consensus with recommendations before giving 
them to the Board. It seems we are shifting away from the charter. 

Jasperse – Ideally, we would like to achieve consensus, that is the goal of the Advisory Committee. 
There certainly can be disagreements, it doesn’t have to be uniform. There could be consensus in 
taking an adaptive approach too, that would be within the construct of the charter. 

Carr – I don’t think there is a conflict at all, we can present the options we considered and show the 
option that we recommend. Is the Board asking for an option with no recommendations or are they 
seeking recommendations as to which option we chose? 

Jasperse – The Board would like options and not have something ‘baked in the cake’ where they 
don’t have the policy deliberation and choice for the Undesirable Result determination. In our 
working, staff think there is one approach, the adaptive approach, where we set interim 
Sustainability Management Criteria and then embark on a plan to build the data and monitoring 
systems to come up with refined SMC under consensus, rather than constructing options just to 
have options. There is some comfort if it is where the science takes us. 

Gilroy – At the last meeting I asked if other counties in a similar situation had dealt with these issues and 
we could learn something from them. Have we gotten anything from them on the three issues? 

Trotta – We have reviewed the Groundwater Sustainability Plans submitted for Monterey and 
Santa Cruz. Our consultant, Montgomery and Associates, worked on both of those plans and 
provided perspectives. Those basins have been dealing with seawater intrusion for decades, they 
don’t have the lack of data issues that we have in our basins. 
Gilroy – They must have methods they use. We seem to struggle with making decisions; we are 
dealing with something that exists out there. 
Trotta – Great points, we need to continue looking at other basins with similar problems. There 
are concepts and themes that we have taken from those areas. 

Seawater Intrusion 
Marcus Trotta went through his slides on Land Subsidence. He said that revisions, incorporating feedback 
received from the AC members, were made to options for establishing Undesirable Results:  

1. Definition of Undesirable Result Option #1 as Discussed at June 9 AC Meeting
If annual minimum threshold exceeded, or five continuous years of subsidence in any area even if
each year’s annual subsidence rate is less than the minimum threshold.
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2. Definition of Undesirable Result Option #2 (new)
If annual minimum threshold exceeded or within any five-year period cumulative subsidence
exceeds 0.2 feet total in any area (even if each year’s annual subsidence rate is less than
minimum threshold.

3. Definition of Undesirable Result Option #3 (new)
If annual minimum threshold exceeded or five continuous years of subsidence occurring over 25
contiguous acres including developed land or infrastructure facilities even if each year’s annual
subsidence rate is less than the minimum threshold.

All three updated options include the condition “AND subsidence is determined to be correlated with 
groundwater level declines due to groundwater pumping” – so that before establishing an undesirable 
result has occurred, an evaluation is made to conclude the change in ground surface elevation is 
subsidence due to groundwater pumping rather than other factors. Other conditions that apply to all 
three options include “the annual minimum threshold is set to 0.1 feet of subsidence per year and any 
exceedance of a minimum threshold is an undesirable result if the exceedance is irreversible and caused 
by groundwater pumping.” 

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Whitsett – So the InSAR method, the error is 0.1 foot. Can we measure below 0.1? 

Trotta - Yes, the measurements reported by DWR are down to 0.01/foot. 

Marcus Trotta asked if the Advisory Committee was supportive of the staff preferred option 2 and if they 
preferred any of the other conditions that could be included in presenting options to the GSA Board. 

1. Should the Undesirable Results include a minimum sized area over which subsidence occurs (e.g.
25 contiguous acres)?

2. Should the Undesirable Results also be triggered if multiple continuous years of subsidence is
observed, even if annual is less than 0.1 ft (e.g., 5 continuous years)?

Hill – The cumulative cap would be over a five-year period? 
Trotta – Correct, it is the way it is currently described. 

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Bundschu – Referring back to Mr. Allebach’s question about other counties – how difficult is it to correlate 
the fact that the ground is subsiding due to groundwater pumping? Has there been a lot of litigation when 
people in the Central Valley experienced this or is it 95% scientifically proven that it is due to groundwater 
pumping and wouldn’t end up in lengthy litigation? 

Trotta – I know areas that have experienced serious subsidence due to groundwater pumping, the 
cause has been rather obvious. Having a good level of groundwater monitoring should make it 
clear if subsidence is occurring due to groundwater pumping or not. 
Bundschu – Thank you, I bring it up because it is a new topic in our basin, there is no precedent 
set here. 
Allebach – Subsidence most likely will happen where we have depletion areas. There should be a 
special look at those areas to see if there is movement there. Maybe we have monitoring there 
already. Should be able to correlate with InSAR. 
Trotta – Good point, InSAR covers the entire basin and we would be checking groundwater levels 
in the basin and prioritizing the areas for future monitoring, it will help address the points. 
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Tim Parker asked the Advisory Committee if they were generally in agreement. 

Lichty – I am generally in agreement; I think it is quite conservative. I like the idea of considering the 25 
contiguous acres, but I am not inclined to support the Undesirable Results being triggered by less than 0.1 
feet. 
Whitsett – Similar conclusion, I support the recommendation but prefer not to have an acreage 
recommended. I do not support a trigger for anything less than .1 feet. 
Lichty – How do we do quality control on .1/foot at that location? By having an area, you could get a 
better average. 

Whitsett – I think as it is now, it is 2.5 acres the point represents. 
Trotta – Yes, the 2.5-acre value is an average of many measurement points in each 2.5-acre area. 
Whitsett – It sounds rather conclusive if you have that many data points over that size. 
Lichty – 0.1 feet is a pretty small number. 
Whitsett – That is why I don’t support it, because it is so low. 
Trotta – Great point. We have brought in Sonoma Water’s lead surveyor to help us develop a 
methodology to include in the GSP. He has already developed some ideas looking at trends.  

Tim Parker asked if the Advisory Committee was supportive of the staff recommendation to take it to the 
Board. There was unanimous approval and consensus for Option 2, see below.  

Hill – I am OK with taking these recommendations to the Board. We should explain how we arrived at 
these options. 
Lichty – Yes 
Whitsett – Yes 
Gilroy – Yes 
Bundschu – Yes 
Allebach - Yes 
Wolf – Yes 
Carr – I favor option 2. I am ok with option 1 but don’t like option 3. We have had no land subsidence in 
the valley. If there is any sign of it, we need to move before something turns inelastic. Option 2 is the best 
option. 

Marcus Trotta said there might not be lots of interest in ’25 contiguous acres’ to take to the Board but will 
probably include it for options 2 and 3. For ‘multiple continuous years’, the inclination is not to bring to 
the Board at this time. 

Seawater Intrusion 
Marcus Trotta prepared documents summarizing current options for seawater intrusion. He said the 
following changes were made to the two Undesirable Results options. 

• Reference Minimum Threshold for Chloride – inland of and based solely on baseline chloride
concentration isocontour of 250 mg/L

• Representative Monitoring Points (RMPs) are used to collect the chloride data in groundwater and
form the basis for the chloride concentration isocontours

• The average concentration for chloride results collected over one water year is what will be used to
plot the interpolated chloride concentration isocontour of 250 mg/L on an annual basis and compared
to the reference MT chloride isocontour as required by DWR for GSP annual reporting
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• The reference MT and baseline chloride concentration isocontours may be updated once chloride
data is available from additional new representative monitoring points during GSP implementation

Then Trotta provided updated options for seawater intrusion SMC for Board consideration with AC input. 

1. Definition of Undesirable Result Option #1 modified per discussion at June 9 AC Meeting
o The chloride concentration isocontour minimum threshold* is exceeded
o AND the seawater intrusion is determined to be correlated with groundwater level declines due

to groundwater pumping.

2. Definition of Undesirable Result Option #2 modified (previously Option #3)
o The chloride concentration isocontour minimum threshold* is exceeded for three consecutive

water years AND seawater intrusion is determined to be correlated with groundwater level
declines due to groundwater pumping.
* Seawater intrusion concentration minimum threshold is 250 mg/L.

Base on feedback received and the information provided, staff recommends that: 
1. Seawater intrusion inland of areas of existing brackish groundwater that may affect beneficial

uses of water is considered significant and unreasonable
2. The MT be set as a 250 mg/L chloride “reference” isocontour
3. Undesirable result determination also incorporates:

o Three consecutive years of MT exceedances
o Correlation assessment with groundwater-levels

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Lichty – Then you say the Minimum Threshold is exceeded, is that just in one location and it could be any 
location along the MT line? 

Trotta – That is the current proposal, it would be based on the contouring done and dependent 
on the distribution of wells for the monitoring network. 
Lichty – In the three-year option, would it have to be the same location crossing the MT all three 
years or could you have three separate locations where the minimum threshold is exceeded? 
Trotta – I think it would be same location. 
Lichty – So with a combination of things going on, maybe there is another option. 

Allebach – I think I remember from the staff report, there is something about averaging, is this the time to 
explain that? 

Trotta –The averaging would be for the two samples from a single well collected in a single year 
so the line itself would be of a line of average concentrations. 

Whitsett – It sounds like what we are saying is that the redline, however we establish it, anything inland of 
it is where we are trying to avoid. So, if we are taking measurements along the red line and something is 
over 250mg/l, how does it qualify as an exceedance? If we get results over 250mg/l inland of our red line, 
then we have achieved an Undesirable Result. It needs to be clarified how the exceedance has occurred. 
On the red line or Baylands areas, average of 250mg/l is not an exceedance of an Undesirable Results. The 
way it is written now, it doesn’t clearly address that.  

Trotta - Where we position the line is between the existing 250mg/l line and areas in the basin of 
existing beneficial users where there is currently fresher groundwater. An advancement of the red 
line would indicate that brackish water is moving inland towards the beneficial users. We can try 
to do a better job of describing it. 
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Parker – The intent is to describe an Undesirable Result is anything that moves north of the line 
and not address anything south of the line that is in the Baylands area. 
Whitsett – I understand the concept. What isn’t clear in the text here, is we can have values over 
250 along the redline and go over 250. If you get values like that we would have to go inland and 
see where it goes down to 250 because the contour is moving. I am not sure how it is written 
addresses those things. 

Johnson – It seems like having a specific value is useful in some respects, but we would probably want to 
see a trend, so the three consecutive years has some value. If it isn’t just at one well or one year’s 
excursion, you would want to evaluate a trend. What do we do if the value is exceeded? It is more about 
addressing how to respond when a minimum threshold is exceeded. 

Hill – It was a little disturbing to see that the GSA might accept seawater intrusion as OK in areas without 
beneficial uses. Are we accepting it as it is and not trying to decrease the amount of seawater intrusion? 

Trotta – Yes, basically, we have no evidence that seawater intrusion has moved into areas that 
have beneficial uses. 
Hill – So the line is not moving? 
Trotta – Correct. When we look at trends in the wells that we have data for, we aren’t seeing any 
that are exhibiting an increase over time. 

Hill – We need to show seawater intrusion is related to a decline in groundwater levels and related to 
pumping. Aren’t there situations where seawater intrusion is caused by groundwater pumping but there 
is no groundwater-level decline? 

Trotta – That is something that can occur, you would generally need to have depressed lower 
groundwater conditions. That is why we built in other water quality parameters that might clarify 
if the chloride increases are due to seawater or other reasons. 
Hill – It says it needs to be related to declining groundwater levels. 
Trotta – Maybe there is some clarification/qualification we can add there. 
Johnson – Maybe we can say it is a result of pumping rather than just declining levels.  

Gilroy – I understand we are writing off the area inside (seaward of) the redline. Seems like that is the 
area where the events might occur that affect seawater intrusion. An earthquake on either side of those 
could affect the subsurface soil and change circumstances. Would an earthquake be an event that would 
trigger follow up? Deliberate flooding of areas within the areas right now occurring in San Pablo Bay 
wildlife area, transitioning from brackish water to seawater. To what degree do we connect our concerns 
with groundwater within the areas in the redline with events that we can’t predict like earthquakes, and 
others that we create ourselves, like the deliberate flooding. 

Trotta – Good questions. To the potential for earthquake to make changes, I would envision that 
is not something that would trigger an Undesirable Result if it is not related to groundwater 
pumping, but it could trigger additional data collection that might require additional assessment. 

Gilroy – What we are working on isn’t just an academic plan. We are setting up a plan that presumably 
will sponsor action in certain events. Where they relate to groundwater and have sensitivity, we should be 
pointing them out, putting them on a watch list or a footnote in how we frame this. A few days ago, I 
came across one of the simulations that allowed one to put in different heights of seawater rise and see 
where flooding would take place. It is interesting the line of flooding (4-ft rise in a 100-year storm) is 
almost the red line you have on the map. The flooding comes almost to the railroad line where the red 
line is. It isn’t theoretical, folks are predicting the area will be under water in 20-30 years and we are 
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looking at a plan that is 60, 80 or 100 years. I think these are the kind of action items that we have an 
opportunity to introduce, that wouldn’t be there if we weren’t doing what we are doing. 

Allebach – Sea level is projected to rise 5’ by the end of the century; this Baylands area is going to get 
more and more brackish, and not as a result of groundwater pumping, i.e. not a GSP undesirable result. 
The deliberate dike breaching is supposed to create narwhal marshlands that resists flooding better, but 
that is a sea-flood mitigation, not a groundwater item. 

Wolf – My curiosity has to do with the availability of existing data where we can project what happens 
with incremental increases over time, I don’t think anyone is questioning it is going to happen. Where is 
sea level? How far inland would it reach with a 1-foot increase? They are predicting five feet. The rise of 
seawater levels, which is going to happen, combined with the flooding in a 100-year flood – Do we have 
data mapping available? How will it affect groundwater? 

Trotta – There are lots of studies on sea water rise and we are looking at it. In the GSP, we are 
required to project out 50 years, so we incorporate future climate data and land use changes. We 
will be incorporating sea level rise into our projections. Our model doesn’t simulate water quality 
so we can’t make predictions on where the chloride levels will increase but it can provide some 
insights on seawater rise and maybe give some indication of the magnitude of changes that might 
occur. It is work we will be doing with the model. 

Johnson – Causes me to take stock of what we are trying to accomplish here which is to set up thresholds 
we can use to monitor changes. Our monitoring thresholds are not meant to stop or control that but 
rather to inform us to the changes as they happen so we can take actions if warranted. These goals and 
thresholds are a way for us to point out when things are changing that we, the GSA would want to pay 
attention. 

Tim Parker asked if the group had concerns with the recommended option presented for defining 
Undesirable Results. 

Carr – I am in favor of the staff recommendation. I like the 3-year exceedance criteria because I think it 
will be difficult to tell if it is a real exceedance or an exceedance because of a lack of data. It seems there 
is another option in addition, there should be an option with two exceedances in different locations along 
the line. Maybe one on the northern end or eastern side. I also like Vicki Hill’s caution that we are talking 
about groundwater pumping caused exceedance. 

Allebach – I support staff recommendation with a few comments.  It seems like no matter what we say or 
plan for, we’re going to be adapting to more seawater rise effects; it’s inevitable that the red line will 
move; people and beneficial uses will have to pull back, or the whole valley will have to chip in to pay for 
mitigation; it is outside the scope of the GSA. I agree it is acceptable to have some seawater intrusion in 
the Baylands area. The lack of data is reason to cut some slack. 

Bundschu – My concern is the 3-year consecutive of just one well. Lot of weight to put on one well, is 
there way a way to address that? 

Whitsett – I think the recommendations should say three consecutive years of minimum threshold 
exceedances due to groundwater pumping. Similarly, we assess the correlation of chloride concentration 
with decreasing groundwater levels due to groundwater pumping, so we have the boundary in there that 
triggers the exceedances. 
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Gilroy – I am comfortable with the recommendation with what we are trying to do right now. Not 
comfortable that we are writing off the area within the red line. It seems we are quite sure there is going 
to be seawater intrusion longer term. Seems like the early warning area will be in the red area. If we write 
it off, it means that we don’t set up intensive monitoring to see what is happening. I wouldn’t be 
supportive of leaving the recommendations the way they are. Inside the line is outside our purview and I 
don’t’ agree with that. 

Trotta – Our initial thinking in those areas beneath (seaward of) the redline will not have any 
information about changed experiences, we don’t have information that they have experienced 
seawater intrusion until now. 

Carr – We need to keep in mind this is preliminary. The climate change information could change the red 
line entirely. What might we do if we get exceedances? How will be protect the black wells on the map 
with groundwater problems/sea water intrusion? This initial proposal by the staff is good for now. Will be 
one of the toughest areas to mitigate. 

Johnson - I think we need more extended monitoring around the margin of our red line. Greg Carr is right 
- we need to see a trend with more than one location.  I agree with Jane Whitsett on groundwater
pumping. We don’t have all the data. Seawater intrusion along the coast. There are a lot of different
methods of creating barriers; one common method in southern California is installing wells to inject
gradients to push water back out to sea, it is expensive.

Parker – Last I heard the water replenishment district is paying $20 million a year just for the 
water for the injection; it is a different economic base in Southern California. A GSA would 
struggle to mitigate something that occurred before 2015. 

Allebach – If we put the line farther into the Baylands, mucho dinero for the GSA to defend that line; does 
the GSA have that kind of money? 

Whitsett - Seawater intrusion can be mitigated by pumping freshwater into wells. 

Public comment 
Brett McIntyre – Fascinating...  https://www.beforetheflood.com/explore/the-crisis/sea-level-rise/ 

Roger Peters – Interesting conversation, I have a couple of thoughts. I have seen work done by UC 
Berkeley professors talking about the sea level rise issue. The sea water rise will have the effect of pushing 
the aquifers upward, it almost becomes surface water. The idea that might occur needs to be factored 
into how you look at groundwater levels and whether you see something triggering a concern. Looking at 
the exceedances having to be caused by pumping, would be hard to assess and may not reflect what is 
happening on the overall aquifer based on the pressure from the saltwater general rise across the board. I 
concur with Greg Carr’s and Norman Gilroy’s comments that needs to be on the horizon. I am a little 
concerned that seawater intrusion needs to be demonstrated as a result of pumping. 

Allebach – Good points as usual from Roger Peters; GSP address surface and deep aquifer. 

Tim Parker – Is the group in favor of staff moving forward with the recommended option (including above 
comments)?  

Bundschu – No, one well three years in a row is not a true reflection. 
Ken – The threshold is applied to one well but not what you do about it is not said here. This is 
about the threshold, not what you do about it. 

https://www.beforetheflood.com/explore/the-crisis/sea-level-rise/
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Bundschu – In that case, I vote yes. 
Whitsett – I accept recommended options if we revise to add “due to groundwater pumping”. 
All voted yes, except Jane Whitsett. 

Bret McIntyre – (From chat) Droughts will speed up the isocontour inland trend as sea levels rise, 
although sea level rise will, of course, imply more significant flooding in heavy rainfall events.  Both things 
can be equally true.  (Response to, I think it was, Ken Johnson). 

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

Ann DuBay - The Board hasn’t met since the last Advisory Committee meeting; they will next meet July 27. 
We will bring to them the discussion and recommendations from the Advisory Committee. They will also 
start an initial discussion on projects and actions, and some discussion on the rural outreach proposal (for 
all three basins) by SCI. 

Andrea Rodriguez – Public Outreach Progress Update – Thanked Vicki Hill and Fred Allebach who have 
held public outreach forums; the meetings went well. Let Ms. Rodriguez know if she can help with any 
outreach. The July 20 Community Workshop is coming up, mark your calendar. 

Trotta– Grants Update – Working on preliminary planning for deep monitoring wells funded by Prop 68. 
This summer is mostly doing planning and permitting for the wells, construction will likely start next 
spring, once we have locations identified we will share a map at a future meeting. 

Practitioner workgroups are helping support a couple aspects of the GSP – water demands for ag and 
rural residential growth. Have done work on both fronts. First meeting done on ag demands and we 
should have output from that group at the next AC meeting. Also, held first meeting for mapping 
groundwater dependent ecosystems, shared some initial maps and discussed a process for moving 
forward. We are looking forward to bringing some of the recommendations from that group to the 
September meeting. 

Monitoring Networks – Mitch Buttress is working on developing a fully developed description of the 
existing entire monitoring network to have a comprehensive monitoring program outside the network. 
Will send something out to get feedback from the Advisory Committee later in the summer. 

Water Budget – Andy Rich together with Montgomery Associates are working on the current and 
historical water budget. Hope to have a written description of the water budget in addition to the model 
itself, in the summer, and have a robust discussion at the September meeting. 

Tim Parker – Most work at the capital is related to Covid-19. Legislature came together and Governor 
Newsom signed $202.1 billion budget. Fortunately, $5.6 billion in budget surplus. There is some concern 
we may be losing some grant funds and maybe not full implementation money for SGMA available.  

Fred Allebach said he had a GSA Summit report to send to the GSA and will be sending it in the next day or 
so. 
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Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
The next meeting will include a long, detailed presentation on the water budget. Tim Parker asked if the 
Advisory Committee would be willing to extend the September meeting by a half hour. 
Hill – Is there any way we can start half hour earlier rather than end half hour later? 
There was unanimous agreement for a half hour longer September meeting starting at 2:30 pm and 
ending at 5:30 pm. 

ACTION ITEMS: 
Fred Allebach asked if the Advisory Committee could get an advance copy of the water budget – the 
sooner, the better. Tim Parker thanked everyone for attending and for their comments. The meeting 
adjourned at 5.25 pm. 

Attendees: 

Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Craig Lichty 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Jane Whitsett 
Jim Bundschu 
Kenneth Johnson – joined at approximately 4:00 pm 
Norman Gilroy 
Steve Wolf 
Vicki Hill 

Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Caitlin Cornwall  
Matt Stornetta  
Taylor Serres 

Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recorder of meeting notes) 

Facilitator 
Tim Parker 

Other Attendees 
Chris Petlock 
Roger Peters 
Brett McIntyre 
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