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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting - Agenda 

January 11, 2022 I 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

To join the meeting remotely, click on the link below or enter the URL directly into browser: 
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/92162795993?pwd=L245c0lDd1dQZ01STXMzQmdzTDBpQT09 

Meeting ID: 921 6279 5993 Passcode: 075557 
One tap mobile (888) 788-0099 US Toll-free 

Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, SVGSA Administrator 
Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov  Phone: (707) 524-8378 

Time Agenda Item Materials 

3:00 Welcome 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 
Call Meeting to Order – Roll Call and Introductions 
Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 

N/A 

3:10 General Public Comments 
This time is reserved for the public to address the Committee about 
matters NOT on the agenda and within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee. 

Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 
Tim Parker 

N/A 

3:15 Agenda Review, Action Items Review and Approval of Previous 
Meeting Summary 

Tim Parker 
• Review November 9 Meeting Summary

Objective: Review agenda, actions items, and confirm November 
meeting summary. 

Agenda; 
November 
Meeting 
Summary; 2022 
Meeting Calendar 

3:20 Recap of Sonoma Valley GSP Adoption Hearing 

Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator 
• Overview of GSA Board and Public Comments
• Board vote on GSP adoption

Objective: Inform AC of GSP public hearing and adoption by Board. 

Presentation 
(separate) 

3:30 GSP Implementation Overview 

Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water 
• Overview of 2022 GSP implementation activities
• Advisory Committee discussion

Presentation 
(separate) 
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Objective: Provide overview of GSP implementation activities and 
Advisory Committee role moving forward. 

4:00 Rate and Fee Study Introduction and Next Steps 
Rate and Fee Study Consultant Team  

• Rate and Fee Study Introduction
• Study Schedule Overview
• Advisory Committee discussion

Objective: Introduce Rate and Fee Study schedule and next steps. 

Presentation 
(separate) 

4:45 Updates 
Ann DuBay and Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 

• Revised Outreach and Engagement Plan
• Development of work groups for Outreach and Engagement

Plan revisions
Marcus Trotta 

• Annual Report overview
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory 
Committee - AC to ask questions if needed. Solicit volunteers for 
Outreach and Engagement Plan work group. 

Presentation 

5:20 Closing Comments 
Fred Allebach 

N/A 

5:30 Meeting Adjourns 

• Next Advisory Committee Meeting – Tuesday, March 8
• Next Board Meeting – Monday, February 28

N/A 

Special Accommodations: If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact 
Ann DuBay at (707) 524-8378 or by email at Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov. Notification of at least 48 hours 
prior to the meeting will assist staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide 
accessibility of the meeting.  

Meeting Documents: Materials are available for review at Sonoma Water, 404 Aviation Blvd, Santa 
Rosa, 95403, during normal business hours. Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will be 
available to the public. The agenda and agenda packet materials are also available at: 
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/ 

Public Comment: Members of the public may attend meetings of the Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory 
Committee and may comment before Advisory Committee consideration of individual agenda items, or 
during General Public Comment on any matter within the jurisdiction of the Advisory Committee. As 
needed, time limits may be placed on public comments to ensure the Advisory Committee is reasonably 
able to address all agenda items during the meeting.  
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

November 9, 2021 | Draft 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 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, opened the meeting at 3:04 p.m. and welcomed the group. 
Fred Allebach, Chair also welcomed the group and then Ann DuBay conducted roll call. Susan Gorin, 
Sonoma Valley GSA Board Chair, addressed the Advisory Committee members and thanked them for a job 
well done. The Advisory Committee’s first meeting was October 24, 2017, you have met 39 times as an 
Advisory Committee including through the pandemic, fires, etc. On average there have been nine 
attendees at each meeting totaling 880 hours of volunteer time. You have provided hundreds of 
comments on the GSP. Board Chair Gorin specifically thanked Fred Allebach for his hours of service. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 

 Work on action plan and future schedule/goals for AC – done, will be discussed at meeting.
 At end of public review period, share comments with the Advisory Committee members – done,

included as part of meeting packet.
 Create narrative for 10% conservation – still to do.

Vicki Hill provided small corrections to the September meeting summary. Fred Allebach made a motion to 
approve the previous meeting summary with the requested changes, Greg Carr seconded. The Advisory 
Committee agreed, and the summary will be posted with Vicki Hill’s changes. 

Draft SVGSP Review and Discussion of Comments 
Objective: Inform AC of new comments that have come in and how they are being addressed. 
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Questions/Comments 
Allebach (chat) – Are Marcus Trotta’s slides aimed at public comment received after the public meeting, 
and the public meeting comments are addressed elsewhere? Or does this address the whole lot of 
comments? Does this include all the questions raised at the public meeting? 

Trotta – Tim Parker sent out a detailed summary of the public meeting along with Questions and 
Answers. 

Fred Allebach – Does the GSP make a link between the disadvantaged communities in the Valley of the 
Moon (VOM) service area and VOM drawing 20 plus percent groundwater? 

Trotta – That is something we are noticing in the GSP. Majority of disadvantaged communities in 
the space are within the service area of VOM. Unlike in the Central Valley, we don’t have a lot of 
areas where disadvantaged communities rely on private wells. 

Caitlin Cornwall – When you say you are adding information and clarity to methodology, (GSP slide 14), to 
what degree are you changing the maps and findings?  

Trotta – We aren’t proposing any changes to the groundwater dependent ecosystem map at this 
point but to one portion of the interconnected surface water map, adding the areas of Baylands’ 
portion of the basin. 

Cornwall – Some of you may remember that after the voluntary groundwater management program 
wrapped up, several of the group, put together a handoff letter. I wonder if there is any interest from the 
Advisory Committee to do a similar thing. Before we forget everything, we should try to put a more 
approachable face on unresolved issues that might be hard to tease out in the long technical document. 

Greg Carr – Are you referring to talking points? I am not sure what that would involve. 
Cornwall – What is the GSA going to tackle and when and in what order?  I am just not sure that 
all our work should end with the production of this very large paper Plan. 
Carr – I would be interested if it was productive. I have been using Sections 6 and 7 as my guide, 
that is what I will be waving around as things move forward. 
Gilroy – Do you see that as added to the Plan or a document we would use generally? 
Cornwall – I wouldn’t see it added to the packet. 
Gilroy – I would support something like that. I think we have an excellent framework in the Plan, 
but I don’t think we have a strategic plan. I don’t think the state asked for a strategic plan. For 70-
80% of the comments I have heard, most people are expecting policy to come out of this as 
relates to groundwater. We have representation from a large range of groundwater users, we can 
look to balance the needs of the different constituencies. I would support the idea of doing 
something more strategic in the coming months. 
Ken Johnson – Sounds like you are thinking how the Advisory Committee should weigh in on how 
we think the Plan should be implemented, and what kind of priorities might be important overall 
for the basin, is that what you mean? 
Gilroy – That summarizes it for me. 
Cornwall – The gap between what the GSA can do and what land agencies need to do is big, it 
makes me worried about the ability of those two pieces coming together to do the job. 
Johnson – I agree, the policy gap is there and needs to be filled. 
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Allebach – I think that it would be a fun project for continuity’s sake to draw a line through the GSP to 
where we are now, that could be an Advisory Committee thing to do, if we're only going to meet every 
couple of months. I agree with the idea of connecting on the strategies.  

Carr – I appreciate a lot of the changes in Sections 6 and 7. In chapter 6.4.1 Assessment. The narrative in 
the paragraph refers to an assessment. We should say ‘development’, not ‘assessment’. I think it is 
important to change. 

Allebach (chat) – I agree with Greg Carr’s comments on ‘develop’ rather than ‘assess’. 
Trotta – To be clear, changing ‘assessment of policy options’ to ‘develop policy options’ to make it 
more actionable. 

Carr – In Section 7, one of the comments referred to developing a more elaborate outreach program for 
future activities. One of the ways to get a better response from the Latino community is to put an 
outreach method that specifically targets Spanish speaking folks.  

Allebach (chat) – [T o Ann DuBay]) – I have some disadvantaged community maps to share if 
you’d like. 
Trotta – Specifying some targeted outreach – I would have to check with Ann on that, it sounds 
like that's probably doable for the disadvantaged Spanish speaking community. 
DuBay – We are already making changes to 7.2.2 to ensure we specify that disadvantaged 
communities are part of that. We are going to do some new tribal engagement also for the 
implementation plan. Spanish language outreach is going to be very important so we will specify 
that. 

Carr – Also, the comment about having Representative Monitoring Points (RMP) for interconnected 
surface water along some of the smaller streams. I believe we have 10 or 11 RMP and all but one is 
located on Sonoma Creek. I don’t know if it is technically feasible, but to the extent we can add an RMP to 
a smaller stream, it would be a response to the comment. 

Carr – In Section 7.2.4 where we talk about data gaps, I don’t think we are incorporating a specific data 
gap research for land use, we don’t have anything that says we are going to get some numbers. Maybe a 
methodology, we still don’t have a good baseline or a good handle on what we are expecting and future 
commercial, industrial, and winery uses. If these changes were made, I would be ready to raise my hand 
and be enthusiastic about the Plan.  

Vicki Hill (chat) – I agree with Greg Carr about land use data gaps. 
Allebach (chat) – My land use prescription: the more straws, the less per straw. 
Trotta – The land use data gaps that you were speaking to, I think they are there, I probably need 
to drop better connections, because we have a specific study that we propose in section 7.2.4.1 
for approving information on existing water wells and groundwater extraction within the basin. In 
reading it here, it looks like it is meant to be inclusive of all groundwater uses within the basin, 
but it only specifically mentions residential and agricultural groundwater users. I think, including 
commercial, industrial, and other groundwater users there and tying it a little tighter to land use 
is how I suggest, to address that. 
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Carr – My only other comment is that the resource agencies statewide and climate change discussions are 
very appropriate, and those agencies are going to be making comments throughout the process. Staff’s 
biggest challenge will come from those comments. 

Cornwall (chat) – I support all Greg Carr’s edits. 

Trotta (chat) – Regarding the comment on future improvements to the Interconnected surface water RMP 
network, section 5.4.2 identifies the following tributaries as data gap areas with plans to fill - "These data 
gap areas include Sonoma Creek in the northernmost portion of the Subbasin, Felder and Rogers Creeks 
near the western Subbasin boundary, Arroyo Seco near the eastern Subbasin boundary, and Sonoma 
Creek north of Highway 121. Multilevel groundwater monitoring wells planned for installation in 2022 will 
provide data on shallow groundwater conditions in the Arroyo Seco, Felder and Rogers Creeks, and 
Sonoma Creek north of Highway 121 data gap areas." 

Allebach (chat) – The model is a tool in our toolbox. SMCs will anchor the GSP in actual conditions, 
for PMAs. 

Carr (chat) – Maybe what you're talking about is a "Work Plan"...very useful on a year-by-year basis to 
focus on the specific activities that would be conducted. 

Allebach (chat) – Arroyo Seco! 

Carr (chat) – If we predict wet years in the beginning and they turn out dry, then won't we be more likely 
to address declines earlier in the future? 

Hill (chat) – Is there some wording we can put in the document to address Greg Carr’s last 
comment? That regardless of the modeling, we are prepared to address adverse conditions and 
the SMC set that up. 
Jasperse – We are making some clarification edits in the text, and we are also going to present a 
climate fact sheet. We looked at 20 futures and 10 models. None of the models will have the 
sequencing right. If you look at the 8.5 versus 4.5 it is the more severe scenario over the period. 
Temperature is a big facture. Overall, variability is important. We need to use a 50-year forecast. 
For our area, most climate futures show it will be wetter in future. What does matter is the 
variability and temperature, that is going to drive our water management. It isn’t the sequence. 
The modeling will change. Every edition of the Plan will have a climate model update. 

Johnson – Reviewing comments, I was struck how the public latched on to projections. Jay Jasperse’ 
characterization of it being an ensemble of lots of models – it isn’t about predicting the future; it is about 
predicting variation. It is hard for non-technical people to think of the model for the sake of variability. 

Jasperse – We had the opportunity to pick a scenario that was good for our region. 
Johnson – I want to assure Tom Conlon that we talked about climate change proportional to how 
it’s covered in the document, we talked about lots of other things as well. 
Cornwall – Is it possible to convey information on future climate without using graphs, so people 
don’t latch onto sequencing? 
Carr – I think we twist ourselves in knots trying to explain a technical aspect of this to a public that 
is rather unknowing and why 8.5 versus 4.5. We should emphasize two things 1), it is a guess, and 
2) it is not important to be accurate, we are prepared if conditions worsen.
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Matt Stornetta (chat) – How will private party documents be verified? I must have misunderstood Marcus 
Trotta referencing the Valley Oak depth to groundwater metric. What were the variables that changed 
that metric between 30’ and the 80’ listed in the comment on page 9? 

Cornwall (chat) – The “Coalition” letter says “This recommendation is based on a recent 
correction in TNC’s rooting depth database, after finding a typo in the max rooting2 depth units 
for Valley Oak. This resulted in a specific change in the max rooting depth of Valley Oak from 24 
feet to 24 meters (80 feet).” 
Stornetta (chat) – Thank you. 

Public Comment 
Tom Conlon (chat) – I am looking for the comment related to "include concrete triggers and timelines for 
PMA implementation". I tried searching the packet for keywords "timeline" and trigger", but I can't seem 
to locate this comment. Is this comment in the packet? 

Allebach (chat) – I think that comment was from the public meeting set of comments, which the 
AC got today but are not in the packet. They will be in the GSP. 
DuBay (chat) – There are several comments provided in the links in the comment spreadsheet. My 
apologies, but I can't remember off the top of the head which comment letter included that 
specific comment. 
Conlon (chat) – I've just completed searching for the word "trigger" in all the PDFs linked in the 
packet table (p13-17) and still couldn't find this comment. If someone can locate this comment, I 
would appreciate seeing its author & context. Thank you Mr. Allebach, I see! 
DuBay (chat) – In response to Mr. Conlon’s request for information on the comment regarding 
providing concrete triggers for projects and management actions, that comment is a carry-over 
from the Santa Rosa Plain slides (its Advisory Committee met yesterday). The comment was from 
Russian Riverkeeper, but specific to the Santa Rosa Plain. The comment won't be included in the 
Sonoma Valley comment files. Apologies! 
Conlon (chat) – Thank you. Understood, and I appreciate this additional context. The reason I 
asked is that this comment reflects some more recent (post-comment-period) discussions I have 
been having (which I believe are relevant to this GSA too). I'm happy to elaborate verbally if the 
committee will entertain public comment on this agenda item today (or perhaps follow up later if 
there is interest). Thanks. 

POLL 

1. On a scale of 1-5, what is your general opinion of the GSP as modified by the comments
discussed today?

1 0% 
2 0% 
3 38% 
4 63% 
5 0% 
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2. Pls describe your response to the previous question.

• The plan is comprehensive and thorough, but we could spend another year making it
even better!

• I support the GSP, I left all my comments on the table and feel heard by staff.
• I am a 3.5. I’m still concerned that we aren’t tackling policy options or conservation

urgently enough.

3. Are there any items in the GSP as modified, based on the comments, that might raise concerns
with the group(s) you represent?

• No items that would raise concerns from today.
• I think that we have done the best that we can do in the time that is available...now it’s all

about implementation.
• For Disadvantaged Communities, they will be concerned about the fee study and if water

costs will go up to do aquifer storage recovery at Valley of the Moon Water District.
• There are going to be people who like the water supply aspects more than those that are

regulatory...and those who believe the opposite.
• From the agricultural perspective continue to reflect on an initial phrase “fair and

equitable”.  I expect after implementation and review of the successes and failures we
will be able to make necessary adjustments. I agree that the plan is comprehensive
enough for submission to the GSA.

• The plan lacks a strategy component that others in policy and land use action case follow
when making long-range decisions or responding to emergencies or unexpected events
that affect groundwater. Otherwise, I agree that we aren’t tackling policy options or
conservation urgently enough.

• For the GSP, I feel confident that continued Advisory Committee involvement will make a
difference, I hope we all stay on.

4. Do you recommend adoption of the GSO by the GSA Board?

Yes 100% 

Public Comment 
Tom Conlon – I appreciate all the work going into this report. I haven’t been deeply involved until the last 
few months. I think many members of the environmental community and comments until now have been 
focused on the modeling. While it is an important component, we can’t predict the future, the future will 
differ from the model. More important are the projects and management actions being triggered and an 
understanding of consequential actions. It feels right now that we still have a lot of obscurity if certain 
groundwater milestones are exceeded. This group can extend everyone’s understanding of what the 
future may hold. It is easier to have a hypothetical conversation than when the tank is running dry. I feel 
that we would be in a different place with a protracted second or third year of drought. It will give us 
more time and more opportunities for collaboration and problem solving if we address the tougher issues 
sooner. Thank you for allowing me to comment. 
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Roger Peters – The wet/dry issue was picked up in many comments. As you read through it, the impact 
isn’t clear. An example of phrasing and how it affects things; Page 3-1-29, relevant to Figure 3-38 referring 
to projected mean precipitation for different periods. The second period is quite specific and the first is a 
very general statement. Perhaps you want to play with the wording, maybe you say the ‘majority of years 
are wet’, it seems more transparent, if you do that. Referring to what Norman Gilroy said, it seems that at 
some point it would be prudent to think of a stress test case and commit to it. That would go back to Tom 
Conlon’s comment about when we need to act. I would be more comfortable with ‘front loading’ dry 
rather than wet in the model.  

SVGSA Advisory Committee Future Roles, Responsibilities, Next Steps 
Objective: Assess Advisory Committee member perceptions of the GSP after review of comments received.  

Tim Parker gave an overview of proposed future roles and responsibilities of Advisory Committee 
members and presented the 2022 meeting schedule. 

Questions/Comments 
Cornwall – What is your thinking about the water market topic? 

Jasperse – The drought funding that we're looking at both in Sonoma to put in aquifer storage 
recovery wells and Sonoma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain are kind of jumpstarting things in terms of 
the capital facilities. SGMA in the long term is going to get us to some sort of a management, 
whether its water markets or some other mechanism. 
Cornwall – I think a lot of environmentalists are sort of opposed to things that connect the word 
‘water’ with the word ‘market’, but I think it's a smart way if it's done right to get water from 
where it's in excess to where it's in deficit, so I am in favor of pursuing it. 
Johnson – It sounds like it is happening on more of a regional or statewide process right now and 
are in a good position to take advantage of it when the right time comes. It looks like something 
in which we want to be more engaged. 
Cornwall – From a communications and marketing point of view, it might be a good idea to 
dribble out a couple of stories in Sonoma County over the next couple of years of good things 
done using some of those approaches in other parts of the State, so that it's not an alien concept. 
Jasperse – Although I think there's a lot to be worked out, the GSAs are going to have a role to 
play in any kind of aquifer storage and recovery that occurs in a SGMA basin whether it's here, 
Santa Rosa Plain or Petaluma Valley. I think the drought is really the one driving right now. 

Carr (chat) – To go forward with something along the lines that Caitlin Cornwall was advocating, we need 
to have the county and GSA Board develop a coordinated workplan that shows the GSA tasks in concert 
with the tasks of County PRMD and other departments. That can be reviewed each year by the Advisory 
Committee. 

Cornwall (chat) – Yes! Thank you. 

Allebach – I had mentioned a dashboard to put on the GSA website so people can check it, tracking water 
for the public would be a good dashboard. Some way there could be a simple graphic tied to the 
sustainable management criteria. 
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Trotta – Yes, it is something we have been developing, we have good progress starting with 
Sonoma Valley. It is a graphical dashboard where you can click on different wells, see how they 
are against measurable objectives. 
Whitsett (chat) – Nice to see progress on the dashboard idea! 
Allebach – [To Marcus Trotta], I suggest you look at Thomas Harder’s material on sustainable 
management criteria and see how he has the little thermometer graphic. If you have something 
next to graphs that shows people they are in a good bandwidth, that would be helpful. 

Gilroy – A while ago I brought up a worst-case scenario, I see no sign of that on the workplan. How does it 
get included/discussed? 

Parker – We don’t have a workplan/agenda yet, it can be included. 
Gilroy – As long as there is a place to discuss it. I also suggest the thoughts that Caitlin Cornwall 
suggested today, be included as well. 

Public Comment 
Debbie Lammers (chat) – Any plans to provide county/GSA press releases with updated information on 
the progress of these matters? Including information on the Advisory Committee input, etc. 
(Added verbally) – Press releases are very helpful; they reduce public concerns and questions if there is 
regular good information coming from the Advisory Committee, GSA, and staff. The more public 
information that comes from the meetings like today, the better. It gives the public some confidence of 
progress. 

DuBay (chat) – Thank you for the comment and idea. Yes, there will be outreach around progress. 
Press releases are a good idea. 

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

Ann DuBay said the Board met at the end of October. They had a good discussion about the GSP, we 
discussed the community meeting and comments received long with edits made. The plan now is for a 
Board meeting/Public hearing on December 6. The Board members will receive a very short update on the 
final Groundwater Sustainability Plan, they will review comments that came in and how they were 
addressed, take public comment, and consider adoption of the Plan. 

Public outreach – Presentations on the GSP have been given at Sonoma Valley Citizen’s Advisory 
Commission, Valley of the Moon Water District Board and Sonoma City Council meetings. The 
presentation to Sonoma Water/County Board of Supervisors will be on November 16. We had 40-45 
people attend the Community meeting. For those of you that didn’t attend, a meeting synopsis and 
Questions and Answers are available on the website. 

Andrea Rodriguez mentioned that the airborne electromagnetic survey is expected for next Monday (a 
couple days later than planned). Outreach has been done so people know what is going on. People in the 
flight path have been notified by letter by DWR. 

Marcus Trotta – Prop 68 funded work from DWR to construct up to four Representative Monitoring Points 
(RMP) in the basin. Staff put out a bid a few months ago; we received one very expensive bid, so we went 
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back for a re-bid. We did get more than one bid this time and one appears to have come in within our 
budget so hopefully we will be able to construct three wells; two on the east side of the Eastside Fault, 
the third location would be near the intersection of Arnold Drive and Felder Road. The total number of 
RMP will be less than four because of costs related to equipment. Bids are due tomorrow, there will be 
more to report in terms of next steps after that. We hope to start drilling in the April timeframe.   

Comments/Questions 
Carr (chat) – It would be very valuable to stress to the Board of Supervisors the importance of a 
coordinated effort by the County and GSA with appropriate County budgetary support. 

Johnson – Agree. 
Hill – Ditto. 

Public Comments/Questions 
Tom Conlon (chat) – Announcement: Possible future GWSA PMA? I have made a personal commitment to 
go NET-ZERO on wine consumption by 2050... in the meantime, I'm selling future water offset credits to 
anyone interested (please send payments, only $0.02/gallon! via Zelle to tom@geopraxis.org) Thx! 

Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
Tim Parker said 

 Create narrative for 10% conservation.

Tim Parker thanked everyone for their work and said it had been a pleasure to work with them over the 
years.  

Carr – I am used to long frustrating planning processes, many things can go awry, this was a little rushed, 
but it has been a good process. I think staff did a very transparent, objective job to help put this together. 
Thank you to staff and Tim Parker. 

Cornwall – Amazing amount of work! 
Johnson – As a relative newbie in the group, I want to express my appreciation for the devotion of 
the group since the start of this conversation. I feel lucky to be involved. I appreciate everything 
that everybody has done. 
Jane Whitsett – I feel the same way, good exchange of information, good group to work with. 
Matt Stornetta – Everyone is watching, we are all concerned, there will be consequences in the ag 
sector if what we are saying is incorrect. I think we did the best we could have done, we have 
listened to staff, and they have presented us with good data. 
Gilroy – Thank you to everyone here, I have enjoyed the process and met some new good minds. I 
think the dialogue with well owners hasn’t really begun yet, we will see more of that as the Plan 
goes on. I worry the Plan is going into a dark phase, being considered in Sacramento but forgotten 
here. We will need all brains to work through the fee study to obtain public support. I hope we 
can stick together and see it through. 
Vicki Hill – I want to echo what Greg Carr said about the group, the work, the staff. I appreciate 
everybody working together and being so responsive.  

Cornwall – I think we are leaving the biggest topic, on how to protect stream flows, on the table. I hope 
we can continue to make the management of groundwater more informed. I am grateful we have 
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Sonoma Water folks to work with and look after multiple interests. I think it's a good step toward a better 
future, it's not everything that I wish it could be, but what is. 

Allebach – I am concerned that the disadvantaged community will be paying disproportionally for aquifer 
storage and recovery. I don’t know how the calculation will work, hopefully the GSA will work something 
out. From the standpoint of the process, it has been great. I am very happy to have been involved. 

Ann DuBay – I have enjoyed immensely working with you, now I am looking forward to implementation. 
Thank you. 

Marcus Trotta – It has been a great group to work with, provided lots of good ideas, perspectives, 
provided a good framework for us to work with. It has been challenging at times, now I look forward to 
putting it into action. Thank you. 

Jay Jasperse – I started working in groundwater in Sonoma Valley in 2001 so I have been working on this 
for a while. There has been a lot of change, it isn’t perfect, lots of hard work. I appreciate the staff. It is 
good to see this pivot now from planning to doing. 

Public Comment 
Tom Conlon – I haven’t attended many of the meetings but have heard the spirit is different from the 
other GSAs. I look forward to resolving remaining issues in the future.  

Carr – I hope you continue to attend, it would be very productive to have you follow along. We 
need a broader perspective of public involvement. 

Roger Peters – Having participated for a long period of time, I compliment you for dedication and the 
preparation and the staff, all the work. It is a phenomenal piece of work. As member of public, maybe 
pushed points too far sometimes. You collectively have a great understanding. Thank you again. 

Debbie Lammers – Thank you for the opportunity for public to attend and be kept apprised of matters. 

Fred Allebach – The next Board meeting/public hearing is Monday, December 6 at 4:00 p.m. The next 
Advisory Committee meeting is to be confirmed. The meeting adjourned at 5:35 p.m. 

[Added post meeting]  
Simone Peters – Thank you for the opportunity to attend these meetings over the last few years to 
capture the group’s work. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Fred Allebach 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Greg Carr 
Jane Whitsett 
Kenneth Johnson – arrived later 
Matt Stornetta 
Norman Gilroy  
Taylor Serres 
Vicki Hill 

Page 12 of 20



SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 11.09.21 11 

Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Jim Bundschu 
Craig Lichty  
Steve Wolf  

Staff/Presenters 
Susan Gorin, Sonoma Valley Board Chair 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager – arrived later 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting summary) 

Facilitator 
Tim Parker 

Members of Public 
Roger Peters – arrived later 
Tawny Tesconi 
Tom Conlon 
Debbie Lammers 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
2022 Meeting Calendar 

Board Meeting Zoom Information 

Advisory Committee Meeting Zoom Information 
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/92162795993?pwd=L245c0lDd1dQZ01STXMzQmdzTDBpQT09 

Board Dates & Topics Advisory Committee Dates & Topics 
January 11 

• Recap of SV GSP Adoption Hearing
• GSP Implementation Overview
• Rate and Fee study introduction
• Outreach and Engagement Plan Process
• Annual Report Process

February 28 
• GSP Implementation
• 2021 Annual Report status briefing
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Annual Report update
• Additional meeting topics TBD

March 28 
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Additional meeting topics TBD

March 8 
• Draft Annual Report
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Revised Outreach and Engagement Plan
• Additional meeting topics TBD

April 25 
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Revised Outreach and Engagement Plan
• Additional meeting topics TBD

May 23 (if needed) 
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Additional meeting topics TBD

May 10 
• Rate and Fee study discussion
• Additional meeting topics TBD

June 27 
• Final Rate and Fee report/Fee adoption
• Additional meeting topics TBD

July 12 

August 22 

https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/96441789806?pwd=dG5mL3VHekJtcnZ4Z0o3RUtBUzVtZz09 
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September 13 

October 24 

November 28 (if needed) November 8 

Community Meetings 

● Stakeholder Meetings on Fee, March-April, Dates TBD
● Community Meetings on Fee, April-May, Dates TBD
● GSP Implementation, Fall 2022, Date TBD
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Outreach & 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
History

•Stakeholder assessment (2015)

•Advisory Committee created (2017)

•Outreach & Engagement Plan adopted (2018)

•Website(s) created and updated (2017-current)

•Stakeholder list developed and maintained (2017-current)

•Monthly email updates (2017- current)

•Mailings to well owners - 1

•Community workshops/meetings - 8

•Public meetings (Board & Advisory Committee) - 63

•Free media (radio/television interviews; news articles)

•Paid media (newspaper ads; Facebook ads)

•Social media through Sonoma Water; member agencies; Board and
Advisory Committee members

•Rural community engagement survey, focus groups (2021)

SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 21/11/2022
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GSP: Outreach 
and Engagement

Section 1 and Section 7.2.2 generally describes engagement through 
GSP implementation, including:

• Ongoing Advisory Committee meetings

• Informing, educating, and soliciting feedback through social media,
website, periodic community/town hall meetings, focused stakeholder
briefings, and paid and free media

• Reaching out to and meet with organizations that represent DACs
(including Spanish-language engagement), farmers, environmental
interests, rural landowners, and business interests

• Conducting new government-to-government communication with
federally and non-federally recognized Tribal governments

• Development of GUIDE and data dashboard

• Education programs on specific topics, such as the importance of
well maintenance, management, and best practices with the goal of
empowering well owners

• Focused ongoing coordination with land use and regulatory agencies

SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 31/11/2022
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Specific questions, 
issues and 
considerations 
regarding outreach 
and engagement 
during GSP 
Implementation

•Rural well owners: Communicating GSP/GSA benefits,
assistance, costs, rights
o Identifying beneficial education programs

•Disadvantaged community engagement: Renewed effort, new
round of contact

•Spanish language outreach: Assessment of need

•Tribal engagement: Renewed formal contact from GSA chair

•Agricultural and Business outreach: Affirm current
information channels and identify gaps

•Municipal suppliers: Assess and respond to needs

•Mutual and PUC-regulated water suppliers: Assess and
respond to needs

•Outreach/engagement implementation timeline

• Prioritization, based on budget constraints

SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 41/11/2022
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Next steps
•All-basin outreach/engagement mini-task
force (up to 3 Advisory Committee
members from each basin)
oThree 90-minute virtual meetings, Jan-March
oTwo to three hours reviewing drafts/materials

•Advisory Committee review and comments
(March meeting)
•Possible Board review and adoption (April
meeting)

SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 51/11/2022
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