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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting - Agenda 

January 12, 2021 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 to Meeting Order – Roll Call and Introductions 
Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 

N/A 

3:05 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. 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

N/A 

3:10 Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

Agenda (packet) 

3:12 Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting 
Summary 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

November Meeting 
Summary (packet) 

3:15 2021 GSP Completion Process and Schedule 
o Overview of Schedule
o Process Discussion
o Monthly Updates on Progress

Ann DuBay, Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Objective: Review approach to GSP completion schedule and 
process, and discuss any additional AC considerations 

2021 Meeting Schedule & 
Presentation Slides 
(packet) 

3:45 Projects and Management Actions 
o Review of Advisory Committee feedback
o Criteria
o Next steps

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Objective:  Review AC feedback and next steps 

Summary of Advisory 
Committee Feedback; 
Presentation slides (packet) 
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4:05 Projected Water Demands 
o Overview Presentation
o AC Questions and Discussion
o Next Steps

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Objective: Review projected water demands and next steps in GSP 
preparation process 

Ag and Rural Residential 
Memoranda (packet); 
Presentation Slides 
(separate) 

5:00 Updates 
Ann DuBay, Administrator 
 Board Meeting Summary

Andrea, Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
 Public Outreach Progress Update

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
 Surface Water Depletion SMC

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

5:25 Review Meeting Action Items and ask for any Closing 
Comments 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 
Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 

5:30 Meeting Adjourns – Next Meeting Date February 9, 2021 

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 also 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 

Draft Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, November 10, 2020 | 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Location: Zoom 

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

Next meeting: January 12, 2021, 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, welcomed the group and covered meeting protocol. Fred 
Allebach, Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory Committee Chairman welcomed the group, called the meeting to 
order at 3:04 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call. DuBay highlighted the presence of Matt 
Fullner, Acting General Manager for Valley of the Moon Water District and Chelsea Spier from DWR, who 
indicated she was attending in case any questions come up for DWR. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda Review and 2021 Meeting Schedule Planning and Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda mentioning that some slight changes had been made. He also 
mentioned there are 10 confirmed meetings scheduled for 2021 with an additional two scheduled ‘if 
needed’. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Greg Carr’s questions about 1) the status of Permit Sonoma to modify the well application form and 
procedures, and 2) if the current well monitoring program in the valley based on the existing groundwater 
plan, is being carried out. Ann DuBay said staff has reached out to Permit Sonoma to get a status report. 
Permit Sonoma have put in requests for action but haven’t received results yet. Ann DuBay and Marcus 
Trotta will meet with Permit Sonoma next week to discuss these topics and Prop 68 to see how they can 
help move some of the things along. Many of Permit Sonoma staff have been pulled off projects to 
respond to wildfire and ongoing COVID-19-related emergencies, so response times are slower than usual. 

Greg Carr asked if the Permit Sonoma meeting outcome could be brought to the next meeting. Ann DuBay 
said she would add it to the January meeting agenda. 

Vickie Hill emailed comments/technical corrections to the previous meeting summary. Caitlin Cornwall 
moved to approve the October meeting summary with the requested comments/corrections, seconded 
by Ken Johnson. The Advisory Committee approved the previous summary to be updated with AC 
comments received, finalized and posted. 

SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 11.10.20 1 
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No public comment.  
 
Introduction to Projects and  Management Actions  
Objective:  Review approach to  projects and management actions and discuss additional considerations  
and next steps  
 
Marcus Trotta introduced  GSP requirements for  Projects and  Management actions  to address  Undesirable  
Results. He presented the general process for  Projects  and Management  actions used to achieve  
sustainability as needed  and provided  a time schedule and examples.  
 
Questions/Comments  
Vicki Hill (chat) –  The  slide indicates that projects will be grouped.  Will it  be possible to separate out 
projects and look at  them individually?  

Trotta –  That is possible,  though  we will have  to weigh the resources needed to  simulate  
individual projects using the model.  We can discuss  it  as we move along.  
Parker –  They will be described separately in detail so  you  can look at  the projects separately,  and  
they  will be grouped for the modelling.  

 
Carr –  Following up with Vicki Hill’s comment, I would  hope we’ll be able  to play  with the project  and  
management actions in terms  of their results separately.   

Trotta –  Yes, I think those types  of questions  can be answered, even if we are to  group some of  
the projects together depending on the geographic distribution. It’s going to depend on how  we 
end up simulating (modelling)  the projects.  
 

Marcus  Trotta said staff was looking for input  on  the  example conceptual projects and management  
actions  and preliminary screening criteria.   
 
Bundschu  –  I hope that people could pay attention to surface  water velocity as it’s passing off rooftops  
and driveways into  our streams.  
 Caitlin Cornwall –  Is that the same as storm water capture?  

Bundschu  –  No,  capture is  something else. Velocity is  simply how fast creeks  come up and go  
down. There are  more hard surfaces,  causing them to react more quickly to rainfall.  
Trotta –  It  sounds like you  are promoting low-impact  development type  of  programs that would  
reduce  hardscapes  and allow for infiltration basins  on  site.  
Bundschu  –  I am no expert, but it seems the  velocity of runoff in  our basin  now  is much  quicker  
than  it  has been historically. Maybe  there are  ways to  slow it down as people build new  
hardscapes.  

 
Cornwall –  Project ideas: 1) If projects restrict pumping or do no net loss, that would be greatly facilitated  
by having a  market or matchmaking system. Another thought is that zero net use  should  not only  apply to  
new developments but to  expansions  or remodels. 2) The timing  of use matters,  and  it is important there 
is no increase in use during critical times of year.  3)  Project criteria –  important it doesn’t cause third party  
impacts.  4)  In terms of what the community  is most interested  in, when we evaluate projects,  it i s  
important to show who benefits and who pays.  
 
Hill (chat) –  Important  criteria: getting the  most bang for the buck;  minimizing other environmental  
impacts; funding availability.  Community concerns: costs to residents; potential restrictions  on pumping 
that would have significant impacts.  

      SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 11.10.20 2 
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Carr –  I agree with  what has been said  so far. I want to make sure the list includes well metering and  
regulatory actions  that limit supply, not just limit demand.   
 
Ken  Johnson  (chat) –  Demand reduction projects  would seem to require  metering as a tool.  
 
Bundschu  –  If you  can’t monitor, you  can’t manage.  Suggest  to  add metering in the projects.  
 
Allebach  –  Looking at the different types of projects, I  see many  of them are going to be quite expensive,  
like recycled water. Stormwater capture could be one that would be relatively  easy to do  but  we need to  
discriminate between which aquifer system it is in.   
 
Cornwall (chat)  –  Why “emergency”  criteria?  
 
Matt Stornetta (chat)  –  Was the recharge project near the Vets building considered successful?    

Fred Allebach  (chat) –  Yes.  
 
Stornetta  (chat) –  What volume  was injected and in what timeframe?  Does SGMA have a work-around for  
standard water rights?  

Marcus Trotta (chat) –  Yes, I  believe Matt  Stornetta  is referring to  our Aquifer Storage and  
Recovery  Pilot project with the City  of Sonoma. It  was  successful and  you can find a presentation  
on the pilot here:  http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/05.14.19_SV-AC-
Meeting-ASR-Presentation_ada.pdf. 12 acre-feet was  injected and  then recovered over ~ 6  
months. While I don't  think there is a "work-around" on standard water rights, SWRCB has  
developed "streamlined" water rights permitting process  -  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/applications/groundwater 
_recharge/  

 
Norman Gilroy  –  Who is in  charge? In  the long run, we are going to need  a good idea of who is running the  
groundwater  conservation  process. We seem to be assuming  it  is going to be government, maybe  that  it  is 
mandated somewhere,  and I haven’t seen it. In New  Zealand they  made a very  early decision to have  
community  management. As an example, groups  of  Ag  groundwater users came together  voluntarily to  
manage how they use groundwater  at different times  of year.  The government  provided an overview  
project with levels.  When they got to  the levels the users  managed the process.  It  could work with  
residential well owners  but would be  much  more complex. I  mention it because  otherwise  we wouldn’t  
think about it. In  the  past  when I  mentioned  this, I was rewarded with resounding silence, I  hesitate to  
bring it up again but  hope it is well received.  
 
Greg Carr (chat) –  Norman  Gilroy’s  idea might work well in  the  Seawater  Intrusion area where the GSP  
could establish the limits  on withdrawal and the landowners could work  out  the  shares.  
 
Public  Comment  
Chelsea Spier  –  We have  our Prop 68 grant  and right  now  the first round is starting for critically  over-
drafted basins There  will be around  $7 million available in 2022. To be eligible for the grant, the projects  
and management actions need to be  in  the Groundwater Sustainability Plan.  
 Parker –  Perfect, that’s a great reminder of state funding.  
 
Matt Fullner (chat) –  There was a  lot of support for stormwater capture at VOMWD's recent  Local Hazard  
Mitigation  Planning  public hearing/community workshop.  https://www.vomwd.org/local-hazard-
mitigation  
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ACTION ITEM: Tim Parker asked that any additional comments or ideas for projects and management 
actions be sent to Marcus Trotta by November 24. 

Water Quality Degradation Sustainable Management Criteria 
Objective: Review Water Quality SMC proposal and revised draft GSP section narrative and next steps to 
take to Board 

Marcus Trotta gave an overview of the draft GSP Water Quality SMC Section in the meeting package. He 
showed the proposed approach for Minimum Thresholds in the meeting package slides. Staff is planning 
to bring the recommended SMC with Advisory Committee member input and vote totals to the January 
25 Board meeting. 

Questions/Comments 
Ken Johnson – We need to make a distinction between a Minimum Threshold exceedance and an 
Undesirable Result. Is it going to be repeatable or validated exceedance, and is there a trend we see over 
time? Groundwater tends to move rather slow so we should add an aspect of timing. 

Cornwall (chat) – I looked at my notes on this. We heard previously that the (water quality) data is reliable 
and frequent. That’s why I voted for zero exceedances (with regards to water quality monitoring). 

Carr (chat) – If we had more monitoring wells, maybe we could be more flexible in the Undesirable 
Results. 

Johnson (chat) – I agree. Decision making needs to consider an adequate amount of valid data. 

Cornwall – Last time we gave comments, we asked about frequency and reliability of sampling, and we 
were told the wells are sampled more than once or twice a year so you can establish a trend. That 
information matters to the way the Board might decide this. 

Trotta – The frequency of sampling varies by well. Municipal wells are sampled quarterly, some 
smaller commercial wells are sampled once a year. Wells with arsenic have a higher frequency of 
sampling per year. 

Allebach – These Constituents of Concern (COC) – are we looking at having all the exceedances collapsed 
into one exceedance or each have their own monitoring? It wouldn’t be accurate to collapse them all. 

Trotta – In Options #1 and # 2, minimum threshold exceedances for any single constituent would 
cause an Undesirable Result and under Option #3 minimum threshold exceedances would need to 
occur for at least two of the three COCs. 
Allebach – What is the severity bar for health consequences of the three Constituents of Concern? 
Trotta – Arsenic is considered the most toxic, nitrate next, then TDS. 

Bundschu – If you had zero tolerance and the owner over-pumped then that would cause the whole circle 
of contaminated wells to tip the research. One Minimum Threshold is rather severe. 

Matt Stornetta – When a Minimum Threshold is triggered, what surrounding area is impacted and what 
would the consequences be, what would be the next steps? 

Trotta – It depends on how many nearby monitoring wells there are to assess the magnitude of 
the impact. In terms of what could be done to mitigate the problem, we would need to know the 
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cause. If the cause was triggered by an exceedance of another SMC, then the burden would be on 
the GSA to address through projects and actions in the Plan. 

Johnson – I suggest we steer away from Option #3. Having an Undesirable Result with more than one 
constituent may miss the mark, I am thinking Option #2 these days. 

Gilroy – When this goes to the Board, are you going to give them our input? I think we are dealing with a 
question that we don’t really have an answer for. I find myself at a disadvantage, this isn’t my field. 
Maybe Ken Johnson could decide, he knows the most about it. 

Johnson – I think Norman Gilroy is right. The Board weighs issues and takes time to make decisions. They 
care about our recommendation. 

DuBay – The Board didn’t decide on this at the last meeting, it will be brought to the January 
Board meeting. They appreciate the Advisory Committee recommendations and look to what 
other basins are doing. The Board will review this in January and probably decide at their February 
meeting. 

Carr – We are making the decision without all the necessary data. The Board’s decision is going to be a 
balance of politics and data. Also, remember that the GSA needs more information before settling on the 
process. It is why I keep coming back to monitoring and metering. The staff has been very good at 
pointing this out. 

Cornwall – I agree with Greg Carr about monitoring and metering. I keep thinking about what Jim 
Bundschu said about one rogue pumper. In pumping water in the Baylands, we are assuming it causes a 
problem for more than one pumper. If it isn’t true, it changes the importance of what I said about one 
exceedance. 

Trotta – Good point. The monitoring network is supposed to be representative of conditions in 
the basin. They are intended to serve as indicators of the surrounding areas. 
Cornwall – OK, they are all public supply wells and the problem is experienced by more entities 
than just one pumper. 

Allebach – I like the one exceedance, I am persuaded that arsenic is a serious health issue. If just in one 
area, I would hope staff is sophisticated enough to not put a remedy on that. 

Tim Parker said staff would like to hear your preferred option. 

POLL VOTE for Water Quality SMC: 
1 I am supportive of the following additional exceedances for Minimum Threshold: 
Zero - 4 
One - 4 
Two -1 

2. For Undesirable Results, I am supportive of: 
Option 1 - 4 
Option 2 - 5 
Option 3 - 0 

These recommendations will be brought to the Board. 
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Bundschu – We just voted on something that’s measurable, it is based on well monitoring and not based 
on the model. We will have more and more votes down the road. I am not certain how you feel about 
using models to make policies. How often will the models be updated? How quickly can the policies by 
changed? 

Johnson – It is important to think of consequences of what we are talking about. The model we have been 
looking at is a flow model examining movement rather than chemical constituents. I look at the model to 
see how a situation may play out. These criteria are our warning system even though we may want to link 
them together sometimes to possibly evaluate the impact of a given project. 

Bundschu – This vote was easy because it was based on true data. What happens when we make 
decisions about things that are modelled and then we find out the model is wrong? How quickly will the 
Board be able to adapt to changes? 

Johnson – The model will always be backed up by real data in the case of the model. The goal is to 
have it totally supported by the data. 
Trotta – Our view is that the model is to help us inform our decision on how we set our criteria. 
When it comes to Undesirable Results, those will have to be set on measured data. In terms of 
opportunities to adjust, models will have to be changed going forward. The 5-year update that 
SGMA requires represents the best time to evaluate policy decisions. 

No Public Comment. 

Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria for Depletion of Interconnected Surface 
Water 
Objective: Review approach to developing Sustainable Management Criteria for Depletion of 
Interconnected Surface Water 

Marcus Trotta introduced the Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water SMC and described the 
conceptual process for developing the SMC provided in the meeting package slides. SGMA requires the 
identification of interconnected surface waters, and of groundwater dependent ecosystems. The GSA 
must set Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives to prevent further significant and unreasonable 
impacts. The GSA must define Undesirable Results based on a combination of minimum threshold 
exceedances. 

Trotta mentioned key challenges for Surface Water Depletion SMC including data limitations; technical 
complexities in identifying fraction of surface water depletion caused by groundwater pumping; and 
surface water rights. 

He provided an update on the GDE mapping and surface water depletion practitioner work groups and 
described next steps provided in the meeting package slides. 

Questions/Comments 
Carr (chat) – Would we be deciding Minimum Thresholds and Undesirable Results for surface water 
without worrying about surface water rights, thereby leaving those considerations to later in the process 
of drafting the final GSP? 
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Cornwall  (chat)  –  I have the same question. We need to account for  volume and timing of pumping from  
shallow wells,  even  if GSA can’t regulate those  wells.  There are  three  lines on this graph  but  only  two   
axes  are  labeled.  

Trotta –  That  is correct,  we would need to account for volume and timing of pumping from  
shallow wells.  

 
Carr (chat)  –  Are the  monitoring wells hydrologically connected to the streams?  

Johnson  (chat) –  In the sense that they are either gaining or losing, yes,  they are "connected" we  
are focusing on  where the  zone between is saturated, I believe.  
Carr (chat)  –  But there are situations  where wells are considered part of the surface flow.  

 
Cornwall (chat)  –  We don’t have Tiger salamander, but we do have  Pacific  Giant salamander. Will send  a 
note to  staff.  
 
Carr (chat)  –  Why 100 feet  distance  from  streams for  riparian  habitat?  

Trotta –  I would have to check  with  our biologist doing the  mapping. I think it  might just have  
been wanting to be near streams and having a way to  map it in GIS.  

 
Allebach  (chat)  - Are  these complete  basin maps?  
 Trotta  –  Yes, the mapping of the GDEs  and  interconnected surface water covers the entire basin.   
 
Gilroy  (chat)  - Re the “it’s pretty low right now”  comment a few minutes ago, I had the attached  message 
on  my  email this  morning from a friend: any thoughts  why Sonoma Creek would  be increasing its flow just  
now  without any rain?  The  water level behind the dam at Larson  Park was 2’ below  the rim for a month  or  
more. Now the water is at  the top and  overflowing. Not  much, but significantly.  Any reasons available for 
why?”   And  the  suggestion of “leaky vineyards?”.   Any thoughts on  that?  

Cornwall  (chat)  –  As leaves  fall and trees shut down in  autumn,  they use  much less water. This is a 
phenomenon that  happens  every year.  Also, irrigation  has ceased in vineyards, right?  
Stornetta  –  Correct.  

 
Carr (chat)  - Add commercial/industrial users, recreational users.  
 
Hill (chat) –  There are rural residential  users of surface water.  
 
Carr (chat)  –  It seems like the difficult problem will be  determining whether groundwater pumping is  
causing impacts to the GDEs  or not.  
 
Allebach  (chat)  - Maybe water budget work  on the model will be able to ascribe pumping to GDEs?  
 
Johnson  –  Can you  talk about the  screen interval f or these wells  versus the stream bed  elevation.  

Trotta –  I  don’t have the information  in-hand. Maybe  30-40 feet deep, they are all less than 50  
feet deep.  We tried to construct them so that the screen elevations are right below the stream  
bed elevation.  

 
Cornwall  –  What about groundwater  pumping outside the basin boundary that  could  affect  surface water 
that is inside  the basin boundary?  

Trotta –  For interconnected surface  water, that would be within  the basin itself. To the extent we 
use the model  to help with  the development of the SMC, the model includes demands from  
outside  the basin and it’s  often within the  watershed.  It is  mostly based  on available data sets.  
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Tim Parker asked for input from the Advisory Committee on what a Significant and Unreasonable 
statement should look like. 

Questions/Comments 
Hill – I looked at the examples on the strawman and thought they were good. I would add one word 

“adversely” so it would read “adversely impact” rather than just “impact”. On the Santa Cruz example, I 
don’t know why it says priority species, I don’t know what that means. It seems like it should be any 
species in any groundwater dependent ecosystem. In the San Joaquin example, they talk about a 
significant adverse impact, you will have to define what that means. 

Cornwall – The Ecology Center went looking for direct impacts on stream flow from surface water users or 
near stream wells. We monitored several locations in the upper half of the watershed streams that are 
important for steelhead and did not find direct and obvious signals in the rise and fall of stream flow. 
Have you drawn the same conclusion that the problematic relationship between groundwater pumping 
and surface flows is not primarily from surface water diversions or big near stream pumps? It is more of a 
generalized problem where pumps that are further from the stream are draining the watershed. 
Regarding the statement about significant and unreasonable, we have a few legally binding government 
recovery plans for water dependent species. Our statement should have something to do with pumping 
causing significant and unreasonable results if it effects surface water that stops or reverses recovery of 
the species. I would like to frame it in a more positive way. 

Allebach – Who is impacted = human systems, What is impacted = the indicator species plants/animals. 
Trotta – These are beneficial users and uses of surface water, not groundwater. 

Carr – Is the monitoring network we are using considered monitoring wells for this factor? 
Trotta – The type of wells you are referring to are similar to riparian wells, it is less of a geologic 
differentiation than a permitting difference. 
Carr – Are any of the monitoring wells for this SMC in the surface flow regime? 
Trotta – All the wells are within an aquifer system either adjacent or underlying a stream. 

Johnson – It is interesting that we are charged to make a distinction between climatic effects on surface 
water as distinguished from groundwater impacts on surface flow. That is going to be hard. They are so 
closely related. I am wondering if the mapping you showed, these are narrow places, in the sense of our 
groundwater users in the basin, this won’t be a big issue as far as groundwater impacts on them. Climate 
will have a much bigger impact. 

No Public Comment. 

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

Ann DuBay gave an update on the October Board meeting. It was a very full agenda. The Board 
reviewed/approved recommendations for SMC Seawater Intrusion and chose 50-acres minimum size area 
over which subsidence occurs. They also had a discussion on the RCP emissions and decided on RCP 8.5. 
The Water Quality item was deferred until the January meeting. Mike Sangiacomo was appointed as 
Board liaison to the Rural Residential Outreach Program. 
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Andrea  Rodriguez gave an update  on the  Rural  Residential Outreach  Program.  The Board liaisons  are  
working  with  contractor  SCI  Consulting Group  and staff on survey components. She said the survey,  
tailored  to each basin,  will be  available  in English and Spanish  and is expected to  be mailed out at the end  
of November/early December. Rodriguez asked  the Advisory Committee to continue outreach to  
stakeholders; if  you need support,  please  contact  her.  
 
Marcus  Trotta  –  Two of the practitioner work groups  were already covered today.  Water demand  
projections  for Rural Residential and  Ag  were  discussed at  the last  meeting  and the  Board  was briefed  on  
the methodology for both.  We should have  memos out on  both soon.  
 
Grants  –  We are  working on planning for most of the  work related to deep monitoring wells,  we have  
funding for  four.  We are now getting  environmental clearance for both and  working with access issues.  
The goal is to be  drilling next  spring and  summer.  
 
No  Public Comment.  
 

Review Action Items and  ask for any Closing  Comments  
Tim  Parker thanked everyone for  attending and  for their comments.  He reviewed the list of  action items:  
 
 Advisory Committee  members to email staff input  on SMC for Depletion  of Interconnected  

Surface  Water, and  Projects/Management  actions  by November  24.  
 Ann DuBay  to add  ‘Permit Sonoma  Update’  to  the January  Advisory Committee  agenda.  
 The next  Advisory Committee  meeting will be  Jan. 12, 2021 and  the next Board meeting  will be  

January  25, 2021.  
 
Fred  Allebach  thanked everyone  for participating  and  noted  it  takes lots of volunteer  work!  He wished  
everyone Happy Holidays  and  adjourned  the meeting  at  5:25  p.m.  
 

Attendees:  
Advisory Committee Members (present)  
Fred Allebach  
Greg  Carr  
Jane Whitsett  
Jim Bundschu  
Kenneth Johnson  
Norman Gilroy   
Steve Wolf  
Vicki Hill  
Caitlin Cornwall  
Matt Stornetta   
 
Advisory Committee Members (absent)  
Craig Lichty  
Taylor Serres  
Staff/Presenters  
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley  GSA Administrator  
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager  

SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 11.10.20 9 
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Marcus Trotta,  Sonoma Water, Technical Staff  
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water,  Technical Staff  
Andrea Rodriguez,  Outreach Staff  
Pete Parkinson,  Consultant   
Lisa Porta, Technical Consultant  
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide  (recording  meeting  summary)  
 
Facilitator  
Tim Parker  
 
Other Attendees  
Chelsea Spier (DWR)  
Matt Fullner  (Acting  General Manager for Valley of the Moon Water District)  

SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 11.10.20 10 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
2021 Meeting Calendar 

Board Meeting Zoom Information: 
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/96441789806?pwd=dG5mL3VHekJtcnZ4Z0o3RUtBUzVtZz09 
Meeting ID: 964 4178 9806# 
Passcode: 722795# 

Advisory Committee Meeting Zoom Information: 
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/92162795993?pwd=L245c0lDd1dQZ01STXMzQmdzTDBpQT09 
Meeting ID: 921 6279 5993# 
Passcode: 075557# 

January 25 January 12 
● 2021 GSP Completion Process & ● 2021 GSP Completion Process & Schedule

Schedule ● Projected Water Demands
● Projects/Actions Introduction ● SWD SMC Update
● GW Quality SMC - Decision ● Projects/Actions Update

February 22 February 9 (Extended Meeting) 

   

 
   

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
   

 
  
    

  
    
   
  
  

 
  
  
  
     

 

   
  
    
  
  
    

   
    
    
   

 

  
    
    
   
   

    

  
  
  
   

 

  
   
  
   

  

  
   

● Projected Baseline Water Budget ● Projected 50-year Baseline Water Budget
● Initial List of Projects/Actions ● Revisit GWL SMC – MTs/MOs
● SWD SMC Update ● Introduction to GW Storage SMC
● Introduction - GW Storage SMC ● Initial List of Projects/Actions

● SWD SMC Update – MT/MO methodology

March 22 March 9 
● GW Storage SMC - Decision ● GW Storage SMC – MTs/MOs/URs
● SWD SMC – Decision ● SWD SMC – MT/MO/UR
● GWL SMC -Decision ● GWL SMC -URs

● Approach to Project/Action Scenario Modeling

April 26 (if needed) April 13 (if needed) 

May 24 May 11 
● Revisit SMCs (as needed) ● Project/Action Scenario Modeling Results
● Project/Action Prioritization ● Revisit SMCs (as needed)
● Introduction to Implementation Plan, ● Introduction to Implementation Plan, Schedule and

Schedule and Budget and Financing Budget
Mechanisms

June 8 
● Implementation Plan, Schedule and Budget

SVGSA 2021 Meeting Calendar 1 

Board Dates & Topics Advisory Committee Dates & Topics 
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July 26 
● Implementation Plan, Schedule and

Budget - Decision
● Draft GSP Review Process
● Well Registration Program

July 13 
● Draft GSP Review Process
● Well Registration Program

August 23 (if needed) August 10 (if needed) 

September 27 
● Public Review Draft GSP Resolution
● 90-Day Notice to Cities and Counties

of Intent to Adopt GSP

September 14 
● Draft GSP Review Discussion

October 25 (if needed) October 12 
● Initial Fee Study Discussion

November 22 
● Draft Resolution to Adopt GSP for

January meeting

November 9 

December 14 (if needed) 

2022 
January TBD 
● Adopt GSP

Community Meetings 
● May 2021 Public Workshop - Draft Sustainable Management Criteria and Projects and

Management Actions
● September 2021 Public Workshop:  Public Review Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan
● Groundwater Sustainability Plan submitted to California Department of Water Resources by

January 30, 2022

SVGSA 2021 Meeting Calendar 2 
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 This is it. 

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 1 

• GSP  is due  January 31,  2022.  No
exceptions.  No excuses.

• DWR  has no ability to  extend the date
or provide  lenience  – the  date is  in statute.

• The submission  process  is  a lengthy one,
and  a  time buffer is needed  to  ensure
there are  no glitches  or  technical issues.
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 2021 GSP 
Schedule and 
Process 

What happens if we’re late or if the GSP is
incomplete? 

• If late  or if deemed inadequate, DWR  refers the
basin  to the  State  Water Resources Control Board
for intervention.

• If incomplete, the GSA  has six  months to  address.

• If GSP is  approved by  DWR, the agency may still
recommend corrective actions.

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 2 
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 2021 GSP 
Schedule and 
Process 

What does this mean for the Advisory
Committee? 
More work between meetings. 
Staff will provide the GSP sections sequentially  and will ask  you  to 
review  and provide  comments  in writing. 
◦ Comments will be submitted th rough  the GSA  website. 
◦ The  general  public  and Board may  also comment on the  sections. 
◦ There will also be  an opportunity for you to  review the  final draft GSP  in 

early fall. 

To increase time spent discussing issues/concerns at the meetings,
presentations will  be  shorter,  and it will  be assumed that AC 
members have read materials.  

More communication with your stakeholder 
groups. 
Regular check-ins will avoid last-minute surprises. 

Public meetings will be held in May and in fall. 

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 3 
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GSP Schedule – Sonoma Valley 

GSA Board Meeting GSA Advisory Committee Meeting GSA Community Meeting

1/25 3/22 5/27 7/26 9/27 11/221/12 2/9 3/9 5/11 6/8 7/13 8/10 9/14 10/12 11/9TBD TBD TBD

GSP Public Hearing

TBD
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Advisory
Committee & 
Board Calendar 
for 2021 

Two additional Advisory Committee 
meetings, for a total of 10 

Two additional Board meetings, for a 
total of eight 

Some meetings may be longer than 
normal – we will give you a heads up, 
but please think about keeping your 
calendar clear on the evening of AC 
meetings 

Board Dates & Topics Advisory Committee Dates & Topics 
January 25 

• 2021 GSP Completion Process &
Schedule

• Projects/Actions Introduction
• GW Quality SMC - Decision

January 12 

• 2021 GSP Completion Process &
Schedule

• Projected Water Demands
• SWD SMC Update
• Projects/Actions Update

February 22 

• Projected Baseline Water Budget
• Initial List of Projects/Actions
• SWD SMC Update
• Introduction - GW Storage SMC

February 9 (Extended Meeting) 

• Projected 50-year Baseline Water
Budget

• Revisit GWL SMC – MTs/MOs
• Introduction to GW Storage SMC
• Initial List of Projects/Actions
• SWD SMC Update – MT/MO

methodology
March 22 March 9 

• GW Storage SMC - Decision • GW Storage SMC – MTs/MOs/URs
• SWD SMC – Decision • SWD SMC – MT/MO/UR
• GWL SMC -Decision • GWL SMC -URs

• Approach to Project/Action Scenario
Modeling

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 5 
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Advisory
Committee & 
Board Calendar 
for 2021 

Two additional Advisory Committee 
meetings, for a total of 10 

Two additional Board meetings, for a 
total of eight 

Some meetings may be longer than 
normal – we will give you a heads up, 
but please think about keeping your 
calendar clear on the evening of AC 
meetings 

April 26 (if needed) April 13 (if needed) 

May 27 

• Revisit SMCs (as needed)
• Project/Action Prioritization
• Introduction to Implementation Plan,

Schedule and Budget and Financing
Mechanisms

May 11 

• Project/Action Scenario Modeling
Results

• Revisit SMCs (as needed)
• Introduction to Implementation Plan,

Schedule and Budget
June 8: 

• Implementation Plan, Schedule and
Budget

July 26 

• Implementation Plan, Schedule and
Budget - Decision

• Draft GSP Review Process
• Well Registration Program

July 13 

• Draft GSP Review Process
• Well Registration Program

August 23 (if needed) August 10 (if needed) 

September 27 

• Public Review Draft GSP Resolution
• 90-Day Notice to Cities and Counties of

Intent to Adopt GSP

September 14 

• Draft GSP Review Discussion

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 6 
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Advisory
Committee & 
Board Calendar 
for 2021 

Two additional Advisory Committee 
meetings, for a total of 10 

Two additional Board meetings, for a 
total of eight 

Some meetings may be longer than 
normal – we will give you a heads up, 
but please think about keeping your 
calendar clear on the evening of AC 
meetings 

1/12/2021 SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG 

October 25 (if needed) October 12 

• Initial Fee Study Discussion
November 22 November 9 

December 14 (if needed) • Draft Resolution to Adopt GSP for
January meeting

January TBD 

• Adopt GSP
Community Meetings 

● May 2021 Public Workshop - Draft Sustainable Management Criteria and Projects
and Management Actions

● September 2021 Public Workshop: Public Review Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

● Groundwater Sustainability Plan submitted to California Department of Water
Resources by January 30, 2022

7 
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  GSP Conceptual Projects 
Update 
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Questions Posed at November AC Meeting 

• What are the most important criteria to consider for project 
concepts and management actions? 

• What project concepts and management action examples do you 
think would generally be supported by the community? 

• What concerns would you and other similar stakeholders have 
with any of the project concepts and management examples? 

• Are there any other project concepts or management actions not 
listed in this presentation? 
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AC General Comments to Date 
• Additional data and monitoring are key to success 

• Need monitoring to validate whether groundwater is (or isn’t) 
contributing to desiccation trends of riparian ecosystem 

• Increase volunteer monitoring effort – large public interest 
• Do not leave off concepts for lack of data, but identify data needs 
• Need to have projects well translated so public can understand 
• Management action to engage community and property owners to facilitate 

access to private property for projects needed 
• Maximize benefits per cost, minimizing any potential negative impacts 
• Preference for minimized, zero, or positive third-party impacts 
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AC General Comments to Date – Project Types 

• Consider assessing an off-stream storage project to assist in
maintaining minimum stream flows for fisheries

• Add/Incentivize smaller retention/recharge projects on private lands to
reduce runoff and increase recharge

• Incentivize hardware/software for residential customers to automate
landscaping water use efficiency measures

• Change reservoir management, then public education to conserve and
increase efficiency, and then projects
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AC General Comments to Date – Project Types 

• Reduce runoff with large rainfall and encourage more recharge
• Great potential for increasing LID
• For Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR), identify adequate underground

area and locations to store water during the wet, winter months when
there is underutilized aqueduct capacity.

• Stormwater capture/retention/recharge on Nathanson Creek (Sonoma
Valley)

• Integrate SDC into basin water supply (Sonoma Valley)
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AC General Comments to Date – 
Management Actions 

• Zero net on new development and remodel and replant -
Consider exempting ‘local-sale’ food crops from zero-net 

• For any projects that restrict pumping or are zero-net gw 
demand use water market to match demand needs to supply 

• Demand timing needs consideration - no net loss during 
summer-fall – add pumping/storage in winter 
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AC General Project Concerns to Date 

• Cost to residents 
• Equitability (projects that disproportional affect lower income, 

disadvantaged population) 
• Potential substantial restrictions on GW pumping 
• Need for significantly more monitoring in next five years 
• Conveyance of recycled water to needed areas 
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AC General Project Concerns to Date 

• Cost and access to redistributed pumping and demand reductions
• Footprint of recharge projects and how best to use land year round
• Potential impact of ASR projects on shallow groundwater
• Ensure that projects do not reduce summer-fall streamflows
• How will model intelligently address ability of multiple small cost-

effective projects to address climate versus larger more costly
projects like ASR?
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Existing Projects/Programs 
Many projects have  historically and/or currently been successfully 
implemented  within  the region  that have  benefited groundwater  resources: 

• Conservation and Water  Use Efficiency  (both urban and agricultural  programs)
• Recycled  Water for irrigation in  lieu of  groundwater (agricultural and  landscaping uses)
• Use  of  imported surface  water from Russian River system in-lieu of groundwater 

(urban demands)
• Low-impact development (LID) practices

Questions to consider  for  GSP:  Are there opportunities to expand or improve  efficiency  of  
these  programs?  What is cost/benefit  of these  projects/programs (e.g.,  acre-ft/$). What is 
GSA’s role  in future planning, implementation, and financing? 

• We will not have answers to all these questions for  the GSP. Part  of the 
implementation program  for the  GSP can include studies  to address them.
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Existing Studies Examples 

Leverage  studies completed or underway within the region that  have 
potential to  benefit groundwater resources to  develop other conceptual 
projects for  GSP: 

• Groundwater Banking Feasibility Study
• Aquifer  Storage and  Recovery (ASR) Pilot Study  (Sonoma Valley)
• Stormwater recharge studies/investigations
• Stormwater  Resource Plans (SWRPs)
• On-Farm Recharge Studies
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Key Points 

The number  and types of projects and  management actions 
potentially needed to  achieve  the  sustainability goal will depend 
upon: 

• basin conditions;
• development of  sustainable  management criteria (SMCs);
• and water budget information. 

When  and if  to implement specific projects and management actions 
is ultimately the decision of the GSA. 

Page 32 of 50



Next Steps 

1. Outreach to member  agencies and  others on  conceptual projects
2. Develop criteria for ranking/prioritizing  projects  and management 

actions
3. Develop process for  simulating/evaluating conceptual  projects

with computer model
4. Simulate  conceptual projects using baseline  50-year projected 

water budget
5. Identify  and  prioritize  conceptual projects and  management

actions  for inclusion in the  GSP
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Extra Slides 
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Example Conceptual  Projects 

• Increase water conservation  and use  efficiency
• As  a whole  - Beneficial  reduction in water  loss,  waste  or use
• Conservation  – policies,  programs,  incentives  and practices 

to help change  social  behavior
• Use efficiency  – minimization  of the  amount  of water used 

to accomplish a  function, task,  result
• Concepts include incentives  and grants to  fund high

efficiency  appliances, education and stewardship programs 
in urban and rural settings

• Continue  building on improvements  in irrigation  efficiency
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Example Conceptual  Projects 

• Increase recycled  water  use 
• Proven successful in southern Sonoma  Valley to reduce  

pumping demand with associated increases  in groundwater 
levels  

• Sonoma  Valley County Sanitation District will have additional 
tertiary treated recycled water available in the future 

• Plan to bring  additional a  recycled water online  to help 
address groundwater sustainability 
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Example Conceptual  Projects 

• Groundwater banking  with potable  drinking water:  Aquifer  
Storage and  Recovery  (ASR)  Project  to recharge deep  aquifers 

• Feasibility study and Sonoma Valley pilot project  demonstrate  
project potential 

• Use  of imported  contract Russian River water for  recharge  
• Recharge  would through ASR  wells into  deeper aquifer 
• Recharge  water recovery through same or nearby wells  
• Sonoma Water  Contractor  for  use of  imported  Russian River  

water 
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Example Conceptual  Projects 

• Stormwater capture/use or  recharge of captured  water:  Surface 
Water Infiltration Project  to recharge  shallow  aquifer

• Conceptual projects developed thru Stormwater  Resource  Plan
• 23 of 60 projects in  Petaluma River  and  Sonoma  Creek watersheds 

would  provide  water  supply benefits thru capture  and above 
ground storage

• 23  projects  would provide  infiltration into a  water  supply aquifer 
and 26  into a  non-water supply aquifer

• Initial conceptual projects  have potential to help  address 
groundwater issues
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Example Conceptual  Projects 

• Water Markets  Concept 
• Buyers  and sellers  would trade water  through  short- and long-term  

leases and  permanent sales of their  water  rights 
• Short-term  transfers lessen the economic impact of shortages 

during  droughts  by shifting  water  to  activities and places where 
the lack of water  will be more costly 

• Long-term  and permanent transfers accommodate geographic 
shifts  in  water  demand  as  the economy changes and the 
population grows 

• Would  require  (1) accurate  market  data,  (2) group consensus,  and 
(3) easy and  transparent  transactions 
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  DRAFT  1 1/4/21 

Agricultural Water Demands Practitioner Work  Group  

Summary  Report/Update to Sonoma County  GSA  Advisory Committees  

January 4, 2021  

 

Work Group Overview  

The Agricultural Water Demand Projections  Practitioner Work Group  was assembled to  help  develop  
estimates of  future  changes in crop acreage to inform  water demand projections  in three Sonoma  
County  groundwater basins/subbasins (Sonoma Valley,  Petaluma Valley, and Santa Rosa Plain)  over the  
50-year planning horizon for Groundwater Sustainability  Plans (GSPs). Specifically, work group  members  
were asked to consider whether acreage for the following major crop  types are likely  to contract, stay  
the same, or expand  over the 50-year planning horizon:  

•  Vineyards  
•  Irrigated pasture  
•  Dairies  
•  Grain and hay crops  
•  Truck, nursery,  or berry  crops (including row  vegetables and field crops such as hops)  
•  Orchards/deciduous fruits  and nuts  
•  Cannabis/hemp  

The work group  met on June 23rd,  August 6th, and October 15th; members  include:  

•  Keith Abeles, Sonoma County Resources Conservation District  
•  Andy Casarez, Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner  
•  Nick Frey, representing  vineyard interests  
•  Brittany Heck, representing non-vineyard agriculture  
•  Rhonda Smith, UC  Cooperative Extension  
•  Tawny  Tesconi, Sonoma County Farm Bureau  

At the June  23rd  meeting,  work  group members estimated  that for all crops  during the GSP planning 
horizon, the three subbasins can expect a general reduction  of farmed acreage crop types  with the 
exception of vineyards  and cannabis/hemp.  Many work  group members  further indicated that  in the  
near  term (5-10 years) vineyard  production  could  contract, primarily due to  market forces and an  
oversupply  of grapes. Water supply availability, population growth/land conversion for residential use,  
and land prices in general were cited as the primary  causes for contraction  of other agricultural uses.   

To  further vet  these assumptions, staff developed a  survey for work group consideration in  advance of  
the  August 6th  work group  meeting.  In responding to the survey, a  majority of work  group  participants  
said that a significant contraction  of farmed acreage (defined as at least 5%  of total acreage  per year) 
should be expected for the  following crop types:  

•  Dairies  
•  Grain and hay crops  
•  Orchards/deciduous fruits  and nuts  
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• Irrigated pasture 

Likewise, a majority of work group participants felt that the following crops types would experience 
either a continuation of existing farmed acreage or expansion: 

• Vineyards 
• Truck, nursery, or berry crops (including row vegetables and field crops such as hops) 
• Cannabis/hemp 

During the August 6th meeting, work group members generally confirmed these results, but noted that 
projections are highly uncertain due to a number of unforeseeable factors. That said, they agreed that 
common assumptions such as rising land value and cost of production will be determinative factors in 
overall agricultural production (and the corresponding water usage by crop type). They requested a 
similar survey be distributed to a larger group of growers in the subbasins to confirm these assumptions. 
Sonoma Farm Bureau offered to distribute the survey to its members, the Community Alliance with 
Family Farmers (CAFF), and the California Winegrape Commission on August 18th. 

Public Survey Results 

As noted, a survey was developed to poll agricultural practitioners in the three subbasins. 43 
practitioners provided response; geographic distribution of respondents is provided in figure 1 below. 
Additionally, 19 or 43 respondents owned or operated vineyards, 7 indicated non-vineyard, unspecified 
agricultural operations, and the remaining 17 declined to state their business or organization. 

Figure 1: Geographic distribution of survey respondents 

Public survey responses were generally in line with feedback received from work group members, and 
included the following key takeaways: 

• General continuation or reduction of farmed acreage for all crop types except truck, 
nursery, or berry crops and cannabis/hemp. 

• Water supply availability, population growth, land conversion and prices and market forces 
were cited as the primary reasons for the agricultural contractions. 

• Responses on vineyard acreage ranged from substantial contraction to moderate expansion. 

DRAFT 2 1/4/21 
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Extrapolated Historical  Crop Data  

In  order to  place the  survey results within the frame of reference of  historical changes in cropping  
patterns, land-use data from  1960  to 2018 (every  5  years until 1990,  then every  2 years thereafter) for  
vineyards; irrigated pasture; grain and hay;  truck  crops; and  orchards/deciduous  fruits and nuts were  
compiled using Sonoma County crop reports  (https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/Agriculture-Weights-and-
Measures/Crop-Reports/).    

The  historical trends  for each crop group  were then  extrapolated  from  2020 to 2070  based on  statistical 
regressions  of the 2000  - 2018  county-wide crop report  data.  The regressions include high, median, and  
low growth trends  correlating with the 75%, 50% and  25% percentiles.   Attachment 1  includes a  
memorandum  with all survey results and  analysis of trends  in  historical crop  acreage,  which was  
provided to  work  group members, Advisory Committee and Boards  at their October  meetings.    

During the October  15th  meeting, work group  members noted that  the relatively high  historical growth  
trends  for vineyards from  2000  –  2018  are likely not indicative of future  trends.   One work group  
member suggested further evaluating potential changes to  vineyards by researching  available market  
information from industry information  sources,  such as the  Wine Market Council; Wine Institute;  
Turrentine, Gomberg  &  Frederickson; and Ciatti Global Wine and Grape  Market reports.  Research into  
available information from  these sources,  which are primarily focused  on near-term  markets for bulk  
wine and grapes, generally  indicated that  the underlying driver for  wine demand--alcohol consumption  
generally and  wine specifically--has been flat, and  wineries  & wine  marketing organizations are working  
to grow that demand  (with many sources noting the substantial uncertainty surrounding the future).   
However, no  quantified future projections were identified through this additional research.   

In  order to  help  account for this information  and work  group member  input,  the historical cropping  
trends for vineyard projections were  scaled downward by utilizing only the more  recent (2008-2018)  
historical crop trends.   Evaluation  of the historical growth pattern  for vineyards  indicates this time 
period  exhibits  a more moderate  increase in acreage  in comparison with  the longer-range 2000-2018  
time period  used  for other crops  and better  reflects  more recent trends for this crop  (fig. 4  of 
Attachment 1).  

Proposed Approach  

At the October 15th  work group meeting,  staff provided a suggested  approach for 50-year crop  
projections, consisting of:  

• Calculating  a range  of projections for each crop  type based on  survey results and  historical land 
use with data extrapolated  through 2070; 

• Utilizing  the calculated mid-range of  these high/low projections for the  50-year  projected water 
budget.  

Staff then used  a combination of the survey results and historical extrapolated  data  to develop the  
proposed cumulative projection ranges  for each crop type across all three basins.  The higher (more  
positive/less negative)  of the growth rates from the opinion polls and  the historical extrapolated data is  
used for  the high growth projections and the lower (less positive/more negative)  is used for the low 
growth projections.   In order  to  balance and  help reconcile the practitioners input on projected  cropping 
changes with  the historical  extrapolated data, the following  procedure was followed:  

DRAFT 3 1/4/21 
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• Where the most frequent survey responses indicated  expansion (positive  growth), the high 
historical extrapolated trend was used for the ranges; 

• Where the most frequent survey responses indicated  no or negligible growth, the median 
historical extrapolated trend was used for the ranges; 

• Where the most frequent survey responses  indicated  contraction  (negative growth), the low
historical extrapolated trend was used for the ranges. 

.   The  calculated  proposed  high,  mid-range, and low growth trends,  are as follows:1  

Vineyards  

• High growth:  36%  increase over 50 years  or 199 acres  per year (based on  the median  historical
extrapolated trend) 

• Low growth:  0% over 50 years  or  0 acres  per year  (most frequent survey response) 

Proposed 50-year GSP projections (mid-range): increase of 100 acres per year or  a 18% increase 
over 50  years (total 4,978  acre  increase over 50-years  across the  three basins/subbasins) 

Irrigated pasture  

• High growth:  10% decrease over 50 years  or -9  acres per year  (based on most frequent survey 
response) 

• Low growth:  138% decrease over 50 years  or -122  acres per  year (based  on the low  historical
extrapolated trend) 

Proposed 50-year GSP projections (mid-range):  decrease of 57  acres  per year or a 65%  decrease 
over 50  years (total  2,872 acre decrease  over 50-years  across the  three basins/subbasins) 

Grain and hay crops  

• High growth:  62% increase  over 50  years or  31  acres per year (based on the low  historical 
extrapolated trend) 

• Low growth:  10%  decrease  over 50  years or  -5  acres per year (most frequent survey response) 

Proposed 50-year GSP projections (mid-range):  increase of 13  acres per year or a  26% increase 
over 50  years (total  654  acre  increase over 50-years  across  the three basins/subbasins) 

Truck, nursery, or berry crops (including row  vegetables and field crops such as hops)  

• High growth:  70% increase  over 50  years or  23  acres per year (based on the high  historical
extrapolated trend) 

• Low growth:  5% over 50 years  or  2  acres per  year  (most frequent survey response) 

Proposed 50-year GSP projections (mid-range):  increase of 12  acres per year or a  38% increase 
over 50  years (total  611  acre  increase over 50-years  across  the three basins/subbasins) 

 
1  Cannabis and hemp projections were not included at this time, as total farmed acreage is currently negligible and 
limited historical data is available to extrapolate projections. Staff will  re-evaluate  inclusion of  cannabis/hemp 
projections in the 5-year  update to the GSP.   
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Orchards, deciduous fruits  and nuts  

•  High growth: 10% decrease over 50  years or -2 acres per year (based on most frequent survey  
response)  

•  Low growth: 178% decrease over 50 years  or -34  acres per year (based  on the median historical 
extrapolated trend)  

Proposed 50-year GSP projections (mid-range):  decrease of 18  acres per year or a 94%  decrease  
over 50  years (total  893 acre decrease  over 50-years  across the three  basins/subbasins)  

Application of Projections  into 50-Year Water Budgets  

Based on  the  proposed  projections above and subsequent input from  the Advisory Committees in all 
three subbasins and  work group members,  staff  will develop  the  projected  50-year  water budgets using 
the mid-range  growth trends for each crop.   The procedures for geographically distributing the changes  
in cropping patterns for the  50-year model simulations  are described in  Attachment 2  and take into  
account physical characteristics (e.g. slope, elevation,  aspect,  soil type, etc.), as well as possible  
constraints, such as conservation easements, and parcel zoning.   The projected land use changes  
detailed in Attachment  2  will then be used as input  datasets for each groundwater flow model which  
calculate the  associated groundwater demands for each crop after taking into account available  
information  on irrigation practices and availability  of recycled water or surface  water sources.  
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TO:   Sonoma  County  Groundwater  Sustainability  Agencies  

FROM:   Pete  Parkinson,  AICP  

DATE:   December  22,  2020  

SUBJECT:  Rural  Residential  Housing  Unit  Projections  

This  memo  summarizes  the  methodology  used  to  develop  a  range  of  rural  residential  housing  
unit  projections  for  use  with  the  required  projected  water  budgets  for  the  three  Groundwater  
Sustainability  Plans  (GSPs).  These  projections  include  rural  residential  growth  anticipated  to  rely  
on  groundwater  in  the  three  basins,  including  water  from  individual  domestic  wells  and  from  
independent  water  systems  that  rely  on  groundwater  (e.g.,  mutual  water  companies  and  
similar  entities).  The  projections  do  not  include  development  where  water  is  provided  by  a  
large  public  water  system1.  The  projections  cover  the  entire  50-year  planning  horizon  in  the  
GSPs  (2022  to  2072)  and  are  summarized  in  the  attachment.  
 
Public  agencies  typically  do  not  generate  50-year  projections,  mainly  because  of  the  
considerable  uncertainty  associated  with  future  land  use  and  economic  conditions.  The  starting  
point  for  most  projections  is  the  local  general  plan,  in  this  case  Sonoma  County’s  General  Plan  
2020.  However,  the  projections  in  General  Plan  2020  only  extend  to  the  Plan’s  horizon  year  of  
2020,  so  another  source  for  data  and  projections  is  needed.  It  is  noted  that  the  California  
Department  of  Finance  projects  a  15  percent  decline  in  Sonoma  County’s  population  by  2060,  
but  this  projection  is  not  useful  for  estimating  the  rural  residential  subset  of  Sonoma  County’s  
land  use  future.2  
 
Despite  the  lack  of  projections  beyond  the  General  Plan  horizon  year,  this  analysis  assumes  that  
the  foundational  planning  policies  adopted  by  the  County  and  the  incorporated  cities  will  
remain  in  place  for  the  duration  of  the  GSP.  These  adopted  planning  policies  focus  most  
residential  growth  into  the  cities  and  designated  unincorporated  urban  service  areas.  All  nine  
cities  in  Sonoma  County  have  voter-adopted  urban  growth  boundaries,  which  are  assumed  to  
remain  in  effect  throughout  the  GSP  planning  period.  As  a  result  of  these  policies,  residential  
growth  in  the  rural  areas  has  historically  been  low  and  is  expected  to  remain  that  way  into  the  
foreseeable  future.  
 

 
1  For  analysis  purposes,  large  public  water  systems  include  municipal  purveyors  and  other  public  water  systems  
serving  over  500  connections.   Most  of  these  large  public  water  system  service  areas  are  included  in  water  demand  
projections  through  2045  that  are  currently  under  development  for  2020  Urban  Water  Management  Plans  
(UWMPs).   These  UWMP  projections  will  help  inform  the  development  of  future  groundwater  projections  in  
service  areas  for  large  public  water  systems.   
2  California  Department  of  Finance.  Demographic  Research  Unit.  Report  P-2A:  Total  Population  Projections,  
California  Counties,  2010-2060  (Baseline  2019  Population  Projections;  Vintage  2019  Release).  Sacramento:  
California.   January  2020.  
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While  the  local  land  use  plan  does  not  provide  useful  projections,  the  Sonoma  County  
Transportation  Authority  (SCTA)  develops  and  maintains  a  countywide  transportation  model  as  
part  of  the  Comprehensive  Transportation  Plan  (CTP)  to  forecast  future  traffic  volumes  and  
patterns.  The  current  CTP  has  a  horizon  year  of  2040.  The  transportation  model  includes  
projections  of  land  use  changes  (residential  and  non-residential)  in  approximately  900  Traffic  
Analysis  Zones  (TAZs)  throughout  the  County.  These  land  use  projections  at  the  TAZ  level  are  
based  on  the  projections  in  PlanBayArea  2040,3  supplemented  with  a  finer-grained  analysis  of  
local  development  activity  and  consideration  of  general  plan  buildout  capacity,  based  on  input  
from  local  planning  agencies.  In  addition  to  the  2040  land  use  projections,  the  SCTA  model  has  
the  added  advantage  of  providing  a  geographic  distribution  of  the  projected  housing  unit  
growth.  
 
Using  SCTA’s  TAZ  data,  we  have  developed  rural  residential  growth  projections  for  three  
scenarios  that  provide  a  high,  medium,  and  low  range  of  growth  rates,  as  shown  in  the  
attachment.  The  “low”  scenario  corresponds  to  general  plan  buildout,  which  is  low  mainly  
because  of  the  short  time  horizon  for  the  current  general  plan  but  relies  on  the  geographic  
distribution  from  the  SCTA  model.  The  “medium”  scenario  is  based  on  PlanBayArea  2040  and  
the  “high”  scenario  is  25  percent  above  PlanBayArea  2040.  Separate  projections  were  made  for  
areas  within  each  groundwater  basin  and  for  areas  in  the  contributing  watershed  for  each  basin  
which  are  also  included  in  the  domains  of  the  models  which  will  be  used  to  estimate  the  
projected  water  budgets.  These  are  shown  as  “in-basin”  and  “watershed,”  respectively,  on  the  
attachment.  The  geographic  distribution  of  future  growth  is  the  same  for  each  scenario  and  is  
based  on  the  land  use  projections  in  SCTA’s  model.  
 
The  following  paragraphs  describe  how  these  projections  were  developed  to  ensure  that  we  are  
only  looking  at  rural  residential  growth  that  affects  groundwater  demand.  
 

  The  analysis  excludes  any  portion  of  a  TAZ  that  is  either  outside  the  basin  or  watershed  
(as  the  case  may  be),  or  within  a  large  public  water  system.4  Areas  within  a  large  public  
water  system  service  boundary  will  be  accounted  for  in  the  groundwater  model  by  
taking  into  account  data  projections  from  2020  UWMPs  or  other  water  system  
projections  currently  being  developed.  GIS  data  was  used  to  calculate  the  percentage  of  
land  area  in  each  TAZ  that  is  relevant  to  this  analysis  (i.e.,  within  a  basin  but  outside  a  
municipal  boundary).  That  percentage  was  then  applied  to  the  SCTA  model’s  housing  
unit  projections  to  arrive  at  an  adjusted  projection  for  each  TAZ.  The  resulting  data  and  
projections  were  further  analyzed  for  anomalous  situations.  

 
3  The  regional  planning  agency  for  the  Bay  Area,  ABAG/MTC,  develops  population  and  housing  projections  for  each  
city  and  county  in  the  region  as  part  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  and  Sustainable  Communities  Strategy.  
The  current  version  of  this  plan,  PlanBayArea  2040,  includes  projections  to  the  year  2040.  
4  Large  public  water  systems  include  the  Town  of  Windsor;  Cal-Am  (California-American  Larkfield  PUC  service  
area);  the  cities  of  Santa  Rosa,  Rohnert  Park,  Cotati,  Petaluma,  Sonoma  and  Sebastopol;  Penngrove  (used  
geographic  extent  of  Penngrove  detailed  in  the  US  Census  TIGER  database);  and  the  Valley  of  the  Moon  Water  
district.  
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  Most  anomalies  occurred  where  a  TAZ  straddles  a  municipal  boundary,  but  the  
projected  housing  unit  growth  will  occur  within  the  municipality,  not  in  the  rural  portion  
of  the  TAZ.  Since  growth  in  the  rural  areas  is  expected  to  be  relatively  low,  these  
anomalies  were  identified  by  scanning  for  TAZs  that  showed  a  high  growth  rate  (e.g.,  
more  than  a  25%  increase  over  25  years).  These  TAZs  were  then  checked  on  a  map  to  
determine  whether  growth  would  likely  occur  within  the  municipal  boundary  or  in  the  
rural  area.  In  nearly  every  situation  where  this  was  checked,  the  likely  growth  was  
determined  to  be  within  the  municipal  boundary,  not  in  the  rural  area,  so  the  
projections  for  that  TAZ  were  adjusted  downward.  
 

  In  the  community  of  Penngrove  (part  of  the  Petaluma  Valley  Subbasin),  domestic  water  
is  provided  by  the  privately  owned  Penngrove  Water  Company.  Within  this  portion  of  its  
service  area,  the  PWC  uses  water  from  the  Sonoma  Water  aqueduct  rather  than  
groundwater,  so  this  usage  should  not  be  included  in  groundwater  demand  projections.  
However,  the  PWC  service  area  map  does  not  correspond  to  the  location  of  actual  
connections  (actual  connections  are  in  a  much  smaller  area).  Considering  this,  the  
Penngrove  area  defined  by  the  TIGER  Census  database  was  used  as  the  service  area  
instead  of  the  published  service  area  as  it  reflects  the  likely  extent  of  the  service  area.  
The  portion  of  the  PWC  service  area  outside  of  Penngrove  relies  on  groundwater  (most  
notably  the  Canon  Manor  West  area  in  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain  Basin)  and  is  included  in  the  
rural  residential  projections.  
 

  The  numerous  mutual  water  companies  in  the  three  basins  create  an  additional  issue  
because  geographically  dispersed  rural  residential  parcels  draw  water  from  a  single  
shared  well  (or  well  field).  For  these  areas,  the  projected  growth  will  be  distributed  
throughout  the  relevant  TAZs  as  described  above,  but  the  current  baseline  groundwater  
pumping  for  the  mutual  water  company  will  be  assigned  to  the  known  location  of  the  
water  company  well(s),  where  data  is  available.  Projections  of  housing  unit  growth  in  
TAZs  encompassing  mutual  water  companies  should  not  be  interpreted  as  projections  
for  those  water  providers;  no  attempt  was  made  to  project  housing  unit  growth  or  
future  water  demand  for  mutual  water  companies  but  additional  housing  unit  
development  is  accounted  for  at  the  TAZ  level.  It  is  noted  that  the  areas  served  by  most  
mutual  water  companies  are  largely  built  out  and  substantial  additional  residential  
development  is  not  anticipated.  
 

  Since  the  low-growth  TAZ  level  projections  based  on  SCTA’s  model  only  went  to  2040,  
these  figures  were  extrapolated  out  to  2072.  This  was  a  straight-line  extrapolation  
based  on  the  growth  rates  calculated  in  each  TAZ  from  2015  to  2040  (the  period  
covered  in  SCTA’s  model).  Consideration  was  given  to  decreasing  the  growth  rate  after  
2040  as  the  County’s  rural  areas  approach  buildout,  but  a  straight-line  extrapolation  was  
chosen  due  to  the  considerable  uncertainty  with  long-range  projections.  The  projected  
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growth  was  divided  evenly  into  5-year  increments  to  correspond  to  the  time  frames  in  
the  groundwater  model.  
 

  The  figures  in  the  attachment  do  not  include  Accessory  Dwelling  Unit  (ADU)  
development  in  the  rural  areas.  However,  ADUs  will  be  accounted  for  in  the  
groundwater  model  by  including  a  water  use  factor  based  on  new  ADUs  as  a  percentage  
of  new  dwelling  units.  Data  from  2014  to  2018  shows  that,  on  average,  the  number  of  
new  ADUs  was  25  percent  of  the  number  of  new  dwellings  (with  a  low  of  15%  and  a  high  
of  35%  per  year).  The  water  use  factor  assumes  that  ADUs  do  not  result  in  additional  
outdoor  water  use,  so  the  per-unit  water  use  factor  for  new  ADUs  is  a  fraction  of  that  
used  for  new  dwellings.  
 

  While  these  projections  were  in  development,  the  ABAG  and  MTC  were  (and  remain)  in  
the  process  of  updating  PlanBayArea  to  a  2050  horizon  year.  A  key  feature  of  this  
regional  planning  process  is  the  Regional  Housing  Needs  Allocation  process,  or  RHNA.  
The  RHNA  process  provides  the  number  of  new  housing  units  that  each  city  and  county  
must  plan  for  over  the  next  eight-year  planning  period  (2022-2030).  Although  the  RHNA  
process  is  not  finalized,  preliminary  information  indicates  jurisdictions  throughout  the  
Bay  Area  are  likely  to  receive  a  substantially  larger  housing  allocation  in  this  upcoming  
cycle.  Substantial  uncertainty  remains  about  the  final  RHNA  numbers.  The  RHNA  
process  and  the  planning  necessary  to  distribute  these  additional  housing  units  at  the  
jurisdictional  level  will  not  be  completed  in  time  to  be  integrated  into  the  initial  GSPs.  
Given  this  timing  and  the  substantial  uncertainty  surrounding  the  RHNA  numbers  
themselves,  no  attempt  was  made  in  this  analysis  to  forecast  future  housing  based  on  
new  RHNA  numbers.  

 
As  shown  in  the  attachment,  the  growth  rates  in  the  three  groundwater  basins  are  projected  to  
be  quite  low  under  the  low,  medium,  and  high  growth  scenarios.  Even  the  “high”  growth  
scenario  shows  less  than  1  percent  growth  annually.  As  discussed  above,  this  is  to  be  expected  
in  the  rural  areas  of  the  County.  Nonetheless,  the  three  scenarios  provide  a  reasonable  range  of  
projected  rural  residential  housing  unit  growth.  
 
These  projections  will  be  revisited  and  updated  for  each  5-year  update  of  the  GSP.  The  
projections  contained  in  the  SCTA  traffic  model  will  remain  a  useful  tool  for  medium-term  
projections  (i.e.,  20  years)  and  the  TAZs  will  remain  useful  for  projecting  the  geographic  
distribution  of  rural  residential  growth.  In  the  first  5-year  GSP  interval,  the  upcoming  round  of  
RHNA  allocations  will  be  finalized  and  local  planning  agencies  will  complete  the  planning  
necessary  to  distribute  those  additional  housing  units  throughout  their  respective  communities.  
In  addition,  the  County  will  likely  make  substantial  progress  and  perhaps  even  complete  its  
General  Plan  update,  which  will  provide  useful  insights  and  updated  population  and  housing  
forecasts.  
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In  addition  to  using  the  adopted  planning  documents  for  each  update  of  rural  residential  
growth,  it  is  recommended  that  permitting  activity  be  tracked  in  each  basin  and  watershed,  at  
the  TAZ  level  if  possible.  This  will  help  validate  the  results  obtained  using  the  SCTA  model  data  
and  improve  the  accuracy  of  projections  over  time  as  implementation  of  the  GSPs  occurs.  
 
Attachment:  Rural  Residential  Housing  Projections 
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Attachment: Rural Residential Housing Projections 

Sonoma 
Valley, In 
Basin 

Sonoma 
Valley, 
Watershed 

Petaluma 
Valley, In 
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Watershed 
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SRP, 
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Total 
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Housing 
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2987 

2843 

1021 

1399 

7116 

0.2% 340 

0.1% 98 

0.1% 67 

0.1% 44 

0.2% 612 

0.6% 986 

0.4% 630 

0.5% 286 

0.1% 101 

0.5% 2077 

0.7% 1235 

0.5% 791 

0.6% 361 

0.2% 126 

0.6% 2599 

5649 0.2% 560 0.5% 1734 0.7% 2170 
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