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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, January 12, 2021 | 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: February 9, 2021, 2:30 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, then welcomed the group, called the 
meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay to conduct roll call. The Advisory Committee 
members and staff introduced themselves. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda Review and 2021 Meeting Schedule Planning and Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda and the general meeting objectives. He also mentioned a Permit 
Sonoma Update would be added to today’s agenda during Updates. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
 Advisory Committee members to email staff input on SMC for Depletion of Interconnected

Surface Water, and Projects/Management actions by November 24 – DONE.
 Ann DuBay to add ‘Permit Sonoma Update’ to the January Advisory Committee agenda – ADDED

TO TODAY’S AGENDA DURING UPDATES.

Vicki Hill emailed a few comments/technical corrections to the previous meeting summary. Jane Whitsett 
moved to approve the November meeting summary with the requested comments/corrections, 
seconded by Greg Carr. The Advisory Committee approved the previous summary to be updated, 
finalized, and posted.  

No public comment. 

2021 GSP Completion Process and Schedule 
Objective: Review approach to GSP completion schedule and process, and discuss any additional AC 
considerations 

Ann DuBay said we have one year, and two and a half weeks left to turn in the GSP to DWR. Because of 
the public review process, we are aiming to get the draft done this summer. There have been rumors the 
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deadline might be extended because of Covid-19 but it seems this isn’t correct, DWR has no possibility to 
extend the date because it is in the Statute. In order to meet the deadlines, there will be more work 
required between meetings for the AC members and more communication needed with stakeholder 
groups. GSP Sections will be released sequentially between meetings for Advisory Committee to review 
and provide feedback to staff in writing. The Board and public will also have the possibility to review the 
sections as they are released. There will also be an opportunity to review the entire document in late 
summer/early fall. 

Marcus Trotta presented the draft GSP schedule for Sonoma Valley. He reiterated there is much 
information to get through in the first six months of the year with the goal of having a first draft of the 
entire GSP available in the July timeframe. The plan is to send out one section for review each month. 
Staff hopes to adopt and file the GSP in December, but if for some reason we need more time, we could 
have a special meeting called in January. 

Questions/Comments 
Greg Carr – I am not worried about the extra work between meetings but am concerned about the short 
amount of time for the Advisory Committee discussing content to arrive at a recommendation.  I am not 
satisfied with the Water Budget that is on today's agenda; It is an important component of the GSP. On 
the stakeholder effort, there have been problems setting up some meetings, especially with the 
environmental groups, because of Covid-19. I see no reason why the State can't go back and change 
legislation if there's enough push from some of the committees that may be having the same problems 
we are. I'm not saying give up on the timeline; we should try. Lastly, the slideshow shows that if the GSP is 
submitted incomplete, we have six months to resubmit it. Is that in the Statute? 

Tim Parker – I believe it is in the Emergency Regulations. It is fine to carry a message to DWR that 
there is some concern about getting this done with adequate stakeholder input by the deadline. 
Remember, the GSP will not be perfect when submitted and will be updated regularly. 
Trotta – We will strive to put together as robust a GSP as possible. As we have gone along, we 
have tried to be as transparent as possible about data gaps and we understand from DWR that it 
is OK for us to acknowledge this. It is important that we have a plan to fill the data gaps and 
improve the GSP during the implementation phase and in the five-year updates. 

Tad Bedegrew (chat) - Regarding the question about "Incomplete" GSP's, the GSA's have 180 days after 
DWR's assessment to address any deficiencies. This language can be found in the Final GSP Emergency 
Regulations, specifically in 23 CCR § 355.2(e)(B). Here is a link that contains the referenced regulations:  
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/ID433B1F821274891B46411B5E9948CF2?viewType=FullTex
t&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default) 

DuBay (chat) - All, please remember that you can ask Andrea Rodriguez and me to help organize your 
stakeholders, if that would be helpful. We can set-up a zoom meeting using our account, send out 
invitations and make one of you the 'host' when the meeting gets started (so we can drop off and your 
meeting can be private). 

Jim Bundschu – When we submit the Plan, will it include who pays for what? 
Trotta – The Plan needs to include a plan to fund the Plan. Cost and budget estimates would 
identify budget sources. In terms of fees that could potentially come out of the Plan, the schedule 
for that, those discussions would start later this year and be worked on in more detail after the 
Plan is submitted.  

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/ID433B1F821274891B46411B5E9948CF2?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/ID433B1F821274891B46411B5E9948CF2?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
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Fred Allebach – If we all do our homework well, we will have more time for discussion at meetings.  
 
Vicki Hill (chat) – So we will be reviewing sections at the same time as the public, not in advance of public 
release? 

Ann DuBay (chat) – That's correct; although we anticipate that it will be primarily AC and Board 
members who will be commenting on the sections as they are being released. Most of the 
material you will have already seen pre-release (for example, you've seen the first three sections 
and much of the SMC materials) 
Allebach (chat) – Will public comments go in the tracker? 
(Yes, public comments will go in the tracker.) 

 
No Public Comment. 
 
Projects and Management Actions 
Objective: Review AC feedback and next steps 
 
Marcus Trotta presented an informational report of Project and Management feedback from Advisory 
Committee members from all three basins at recent meetings and, identified planned next steps.  
 
Questions/Comments 
Jane Whitsett – I believe there is a list of data gaps; I don't know if I can retrieve those very quickly. But 
what I'm curious about is how addressing data gaps and the GSP fits with these projects that will 
eventually end up in the GSP. Are they one and the same or are they totally different?  

Trotta – In addition to any projects that would be needed to avoid Undesirable Results and 
achieving Measurable Objectives, we will need to study data gaps through additional monitoring; 
that will be part of the implementation plan. Both the data gaps and the projects and actions will 
end up costing money in the future. 
Whitsett – It would be helpful soon, so we don’t lose sight of them and we integrate them into 
the whole project. 

 
Greg Carr – I like the list of projects and actions you put together. Two of the depleted areas are a focus of 
project and actions and one of the options is the ASR injecting water into the deeper aquifer. I want to 
make sure we look at well restrictions on deep aquifer well drilling in those areas. The part that leads into 
the budget side is the lack of projections of any commercial and industrial development on 8th Street East, 
and the recreational and other uses in the El Verano golf course area. I am troubled by the fact that we 
aren’t attempting to project those and look at what that might mean for the ASR project or potential deep 
well pumping restrictions. 

Trotta – It should be considered and discussed by the committee as we look at projects and 
management actions, and we need to make sure it gets on the list. 

 
Steve Wolf – Following Greg Carr’s comments, I have a question about what current surveys (well data) 
might be available on existing wells within the 8th Street corridor. Properties on the east side are zoned 
for warehouse industrial use. There is city/municipal water to McArthur and no municipal water between 
there and Carneros Business Park. Is there a survey about existing wells, and looking ahead, at build-outs, 
and the demand for water to serve those properties? 

Trotta – We have data for some wells in the region that are voluntarily or required to report 
groundwater levels. We have data estimates from pumping of those wells recorded in our analysis 
and Plan. 
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Wolf – What is the work that has been done projecting the water needs in those zone properties? 
Trotta – We will go through the residential projections; maybe that would be a good opportunity 
to revisit that question.  

 
Fred Allebach – In the depletion areas, due to the amount of acre feet already lost, and desire by some AC 
members to restore groundwater to levels above 2015, the GSP should call for voluntary conservation and 
demand management measures in these areas immediately. Various materials refer to maintaining 
normal beneficial use levels, but if the “account” is already overdrawn, this normal level of use, by the top 
two user classes (82% of groundwater use by ag and rural residential users), doesn’t and won’t pencil out 
if the groundwater level SMC is set to 2015 and before. 
 
Bundschu – In establishing projects, is it possible to identify the shortage of acre-feet in the areas? That 
would determine the starting project size. Secondly, there will be some projects that include other basins, 
particularly Santa Rosa Basin (Russian River). What is our ideal goal for wells, for the environment, for 
keeping Sonoma Creek with water in it? There are lots of questions that make it hard to focus on our 
charge of these projects. It would be a shame for us not to be instructed by the county as to how much 
water we are looking for acre-feet wise. 

Trotta – All great points, that is the projected water budget we are developing. We also have the 
existing water budget that provides some insights to the acre-feet numbers in terms of loss of 
storage. It is really where we end up setting our SMCs, especially for groundwater levels, that will 
help determine what that amount is. 
Bundschu – On the water budget we have been presented, the groundwater acre storage 
shortage over the last ten years is 600 acre-feet a year. Is that a place to start? 

 Trotta – Yes, that is starting in the right ballpark. 
 
Allebach (chat) – Jim Bundschu is right, the three basins will all be looking to possibly increase supply from 
the Russian River for winter excess ASR projects, maybe the Russian can’t supply every basin’s wish list at 
the same time? 
 
Trotta (chat) - In terms of potential for Russian River water to supply ASR for all 3 basins, our 2013 
Groundwater Banking Feasibility Study https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/185/media/182081.pdf  
looked at availability of water from Russian River and capacity within our aqueduct and found that in the 
wintertime, when ASR water would be recharged, there is availability both in the river and aqueduct for a 
reasonably sized recharge program.  Section 2.5 of the report I linked above provides the analysis of water 
availability. 
 
Carr (chat) – Are the comments based upon all basins or just Sonoma Valley? 

DuBay (chat) - All basins. 
 
Hill (chat) – When will the criteria for prioritizing projects be drafted? 

Trotta (chat) - We plan to have criteria for prioritization drafted for the February AC meeting. 
 
Caitlin Cornwall (chat) - A question for a future meeting… What role does the Advisory Committee have 
after the GSP is accepted by DWR? 

Parker – That will be covered in the Implementation Plan, it is one of the last elements of the Plan 
development process. 

  

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/185/media/182081.pdf
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Public Comments 
Roger Peters – On the next steps, I didn’t see anything that addressed getting together project 
information that could be used to test the temperature of stakeholders. Putting some acceleration on 
common projects will help assuage fears that there are restrictions ahead. I think it would be important to 
give some sense of incentives and the financing that might be available. Final point is that lots of the 
critical over-drafted basins have already filed their GSPs and I hope we could look at their projects and use 
those as a quick list to present to stakeholders. 
 
Whitsett – Following Roger Peters’ comments, in my meeting with the City of Sonoma, they spoke to the 
idea of a public engagement program, sooner rather than later, to solicit input on the development of 
projects and implementation. 
 
Projected Water Demands 
Objective: Review projected water demands and next steps in GSP preparation process 
 
Marcus Trotta presented an overview of assumptions for projected rural residential water demands based 
on practitioner work group efforts. He said staff was looking for feedback on assumptions from the 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Pete Parkinson provided a recap of the projection methodology from the October Advisory Committee 
meeting. 
 
Andy Rich presented the results of projected new rural residential growth in Sonoma Valley. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Carr (chat) - Does size of circle indicate number of parcels? 

Rich – Yes, parcels that will be developed and will have housing units/rural residential 
groundwater use. Regarding the dots that are in the wetland area in the South part of the basin, 
we might have to do some work to make sure that those parcels for development are outside of 
the areas prone to sea level rise. This is a model used to make these predictions and is based on a 
kind of a traffic model.  

 
Johnson – On the planning study, I'm curious how often the general plan is updated and how it will be 
coordinated with the GSP updates. 

Parkinson - There is no set time interval for updates of the general plan. 
 

Johnson – It seems that each dot is associated with a single specific TAZ. Is that why they are lumped in 
different sizes in one location? 

Rich – There is a boundary of a TAZ and then I showed one dot to reflect the number of new 
parcels that will be distributed throughout the TAZ. 
Ken Johnson (chat) – Each dot is associated with a single TAZ? 
Rich (chat) – Yes, each dot is associated with a single TAZ. 

  
Vicki Hill – If you look at the chart and you have the ‘within the basin number’ and the ‘watershed 
number’, I assume the watershed number is the watershed outside the basin as it is the lower number? 
 Parkinson – Yes. 

Hill – We might want to make that clear. Lastly, how did you get to .1%, that means it is a tenth of 
a percent growth per year, right? When you do the math, I came up with more than what is being 
shown here. 



SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 01.12.21 6  

 Rich – There is a rounding issue. 
 
Greg Carr – The large circle in the Baylands area is probably that big because it is a huge land area and I 
know that the general plan densities there are very low. The concern I have about using that in the model, 
if that tilts water demand too high in the saltwater intrusion area that might cause us to think we need 
more control of the saltwater intrusion issue. 
 
Allebach – What kind of acre-feet are we looking at in the near term (20 years) and how might it affect 
possible depletion areas? 

Rich – About 350 acre-feet additional pumping per year by rural residential water users by 2070. 
 
Whitsett (chat) - Is this population growth? 

Allebach (chat) – Housing unit growth. 
 
Cornwall (chat) – Why so many in the Baylands, and where are those located? Sea level rise makes this 
seem problematic. 
 
Cornwall (chat) – Yes, the Baylands is big but is there even decent groundwater in most of it? 

Rich (chat) - Yes, Baylands’ water quality is poor, but in areas on periphery it is potable. 
 
Allebach (chat) – Maybe the big dot in the south is Burndale area? 
 

POLL SURVEY Rural Residential 
Do projection ranges and proposed median values seem reasonable? 
 
Yes = 44% 
No = 22% 
No opinion = 12% 
I have additional questions = 22% 

 
Carr (chat) - These projections are the best that we can do at this point. 
 
Cornwall (chat) - I said no because 25% on top of Plan Bay Area seems high. But I’m not adamant about 
that. 

Rich (chat) - We are not using the additional 25%, we are using the midrange scenario. The 
midrange scenario is the Plan Bay Area scenario. 

 
Matt Stornetta (chat) – I would like more time to review this, but it is outside my area of expertise. 
 
Whitsett (chat) - I also would like more time to review. 
 
Marcus Trotta provided a quick overview of the agricultural projections methodology that staff presented 
in October. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Stornetta – I've had an issue with the grain and hay crops the whole time. It seems like 26% growth is kind 
of misrepresenting on this. And then one slide shows grains upwards of 8,000 acres, again, it doesn't 
seem like it's a sound representation. If all the Baylands is included in that then, yes, I guess I could see it 
being relevant, but if it's included in your irrigated lands, then it seems inaccurate. 



SV GSA AC Mtg Summary 01.12.21 7  

Trotta – I believe the acreage shown in the map is not necessarily indicative of acreage that is 
irrigated or not. We are using information from DWR’s previous crop mapping to determine that. 

 Rich – I need to review it to make sure it is correct.  
 Stornetta– Does it account for any evapotranspiration? 

Rich – Yes, the climate model will be used to calculate groundwater pumping demands in the 
future.  

 Stornetta – As climate becomes drier the evapotranspiration will happen at a higher rate. 
 Rich – Yes, the model will reflect that. 
 
Allebach – I am curious how the climate portion of the model is going to modify the practitioner 
projections. 

Rich – Are you asking if the climate projections impact the projections of agricultural areas? The 
answer is no, there is no interplay between those two. 
Allebach – Climate change is one level of change that would impact the agricultural forecast so it 
seems like there would be some interplay between them. 
Rich – There is interplay in that a warmer and drier climate will necessitate more groundwater 
pumping. 

 Allebach – Did the practitioner workgroups account for things changing? 
Rich – I think everyone understands climate is changing but quantitatively, it had little bearing on 
their forecasts. 

 
Caitlin Cornwall – I vote to include cannabis, even if it is just a placeholder; it will be increasing. Second, it 
seems like there is a mismatch between what the maps mean versus what water demand projections 
mean. It seems that by 2070, there is going to be quite a bit less irrigated agriculture in the Baylands 
because of sea level rise. Third, whenever possible in documentation, I would like to see the ranges 
contained. The more we can emphasize the range of uncertainty, the better. 
 
Stornetta (chat) – Are grains and field crops irrigated? 

Rich (chat) – For the historical model, we relied on the DWR crop mapping to determine whether 
grains/field crops are irrigated. For future land use I believe I set it up so that new grains/field 
crops are irrigated. 

 
Carr (chat) – Orchards totally disappearing by 2070? No olives? 

Rich (chat) – Correct, there will be no olives under these projections. 
 
Whitsett (chat) – It seems there should be some projection for cannabis/hemp, even if it is not very 
accurate. 
 
Stornetta (chat) – Agreed, cannabis seems like it should be incorporated. 
 
Carr (chat) – Is 2070 map supposed to be coordinated with projected acreage?  it looks like there are 
orchards mapped on the 2070 map, but the projection is 0. 
 
Stornetta (chat) – Agreed, cannabis seems like it should be incorporated. 
 
Cornwall (chat) – Third vote for including cannabis whenever possible, even if just to say, “not included 
due to uncertainty”. 
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Trotta (chat) – I think including cannabis and hemp as placeholders is a good idea to make clear that we 
will incorporate as more information comes available for 5-year updates. 
 
Craig Lichty (chat) - Recent forecasts indicating greater sea level rise versus previous estimates, increased 
bay levels will drive additional seawater intrusion as well as potentially inundate Baylands? 
 
Public Comment 
Roger Peters –Just a couple of comments on the rural residential usage in the formula on the model. It 
looks to me like it's about 240 gallons per day per household. I'm not sure if that's net of recharge from 
septic system. I don't know the source but that seems high to me. And related to that is I don't know how 
you've tried to factor in technological changes, for example, people moving to instant hot water. So just a 
question on how those are put together and work into the model. 

Rich – For the outdoor component, we did some mapping of turf areas in the Sonoma Valley and 
looked at parcel size and came up with a kind of statistical relationship between parcel size and 
turf area and then we look at the local climate station to get an estimate of the irrigation depth. 
For the indoor water use, we looked at winter water use by Valley of the Moon water users and 
then prorated it for the rest of the year. For the septic return flow for indoor water use, we are 
assuming that 80% of indoor water use returns a septic return flow for all parcels that are served 
by their own supply. 
 

POLL SURVEY - Agriculture 
Do Projection ranges and proposed median values seem reasonable? 
 
Yes = 60% 
No = 20% 
No opinion = 
I have additional questions =20% 

 
Questions/Comments 
Whitsett (chat) – I voted "No" in light of suggestions to include cannabis/hemp.   
 
Carr (chat) – Would it be possible to get an enlarged 2070 map, especially showing the depleted areas and 
the saltwater area?  
 
Cornwall (chat) – I already submitted my poll as a ‘yes’, but I agree with Matt that grain projections seem 
unlikely considering sea level rise. 
 
Allebach (chat) – Sea level rise is supposed to push fresh water up, so Baylands may stay viable for grain 
for a certain period of time and then collapse all at once as salt water finally overwhelms the fresh water 
over-layer. 
 
Marcus Trotta gave an update on municipal purveyor projection methodology. 
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Allebach – The one place that I've seen a clear connection with disadvantaged communities for a high 
population of disadvantaged community would be in the intersection with groundwater pumping and 
VOM Water District. If their percent of groundwater use is 20 to 30% and they would like more, then 
that provides a nexus for groundwater directly with disadvantaged community members that's clearly 
documented. It seems like this would be a great rationale for doing an ASR project in the El Verano 
depletion area. 
  
Ken Johnson (chat) - Municipal numbers are groundwater only or total (including surface water)? 

Rich (chat) – Groundwater only. 
 
Carr (chat) – I think that VOM uses groundwater primarily for emergencies...is that factored into the level 
of future usage? 

Rich (chat) – VOMWD has been using groundwater for supply purposes recently... is my 
understanding. Their projections in the model reflect the values they indicated they would pump. 
Allebach (chat) – VOMWD now has groundwater mixed into overall supply at diff % through the 
year, up to the high 20% groundwater now, they want more. 

 
Cornwall (chat) – This annual variability analysis, that you did for municipal demand, seems important for 
ag demand, too. 
 Trotta – We will be using the model to simulate ag water demand; variability will be captured. 
 
Whitsett (chat) – I agree with Caitlin Cornwall’s comment. 
 
Rich (chat) – We don't have observed ag pumping to assess, but yes, it will be different. 
 
Johnson (chat) – Were the wet/dry years selected from the climate model scenario? Or was another 
method used to assign which year was what? Please clarify. 

Rich (chat) – Yes, the selected climate model output was used to assign wet/dry years. 
 
Carr (chat) – Is growth in SDC and the Springs Area factored into this demand or is that to be analyzed in 
updates? 

Trotta – The primary water supply for VOM is the imported Russian River so I would say the 
groundwater projections play less of a role. 
Carr – I could see where that would fit. But SDC is only served by wells, perhaps there is a plan to 
extend public water to them. It seems like an outlier. It should be clarified. 
Hill (chat) – My understanding is that SDC has its own water supply. It has its own spring/water 
source.  It is served by springs. 

 
Cornwall (chat) – SDC has plenty of water to supply its own future redevelopment, is my understanding, 
though it might also connect to pipeline for potable water. 
 
Johnson (chat) – I agree that SDC development could be very significant. 
 
Allebach (chat) – The SSP (Springs Specific Plan) RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Allocation) now is over 
300 units for the 6th cycle. RHNA doesn’t equal production, but VOMWD may have a % figure of 
groundwater attached, 20%. 
 
Hill (chat) – I agree with Greg Carr about increased wineries and 8th St. East development. 
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Trotta (chat) – Given that the future development of SDC is uncertain we have not included it in future 
projections at this time but will plan to make note of importance of tracking and incorporating as plans 
are developed during GSP implementation.   
 
Carr (chat) – Is the Sonoma Valley voluntary well monitoring program still being carried out? 

Trotta – Yes, we have not actively been recruiting new volunteers due to staff resource 
constraints as we develop the GSP but are continuing to collect and compile data from 
volunteered wells. 

 
Greg Carr – There are some things missing from the Water Demands estimates: 

1. Projections related to wineries and commercial/industrial development particularly in the 
depleted areas in the 8th St. East development. We should be able to assume some acre/feet 
demands. It is critical to add it. 

2. We need to be clear on where the new parcels are going to be in the saltwater areas. 
  
Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee and for AC to ask questions if 
needed. 
 
Ann DuBay – The Board will meet in January and February. They last met in October and didn’t review 
Groundwater Quality then so we will be asking for a decision at the January meeting. The February 
meeting will cover a draft budget for next fiscal year, a baseline water budget introduction, a discussion 
on Surface Water Depletion, an introduction to Groundwater Storage, and an initial project/actions list. 
 
Permit Sonoma Update – Proposition 68 grant provides funding for enhancement of Permit Sonoma data 
and their well information. We need a contract to spend the money. There is a contract in process 
between Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water for Prop 68 work. The contract is on track for the March 
Sonoma Water Board meeting and will have it for the Groundwater Sustainability Board most likely in 
April. 
 
Andrea Rodriguez – Rural Community Survey was mailed on December 1 and is due January 15. So far, 
Sonoma Valley response rate is about 17% and SCI is happy with that. Next steps include survey analysis 
by SCI, focus groups, and a high-level summary at the January 28 Board meeting. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Hill – Can surveys be sent in after the deadline? 

Rodriguez – Yes, please continue to send them in, it would be best to do it online. 
 
Marcus Trotta gave an update on Surface Water Depletion SMC, provided the current strawman, and 
feedback from the Interconnected Surface Water practitioner workgroup. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Cornwall (chat) – For the streamflow SMC: I agree that “historical” is problematic. At the very least, define 
“historical.” Better is to have a functional target instead of a past date target. 
 
Carr (chat) – Are there any streams in Sonoma watershed that have a maintained streamflow created by a 
dam or other artificial structure? 

Rich (chat) – No, there are no significant managed streams. 
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Johnson (chat) – We need to make sure the methodology also addresses gaining/losing stream reaches. 
 
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: 
 
 Staff will be sending a link and instructions for review/comments of Section 1, Introduction of the 

GSP.  
 The next meeting will be an “extended” meeting. The poll done at the meeting showed a 

preference for starting half hour earlier rather than ending half hour later. 
Tad Bedegrew, DWR – Earlier, there was a question about DWR’s assessment of GSP specifically related to 
the term incomplete and where that language came from. As Tim Parker and Marcus Trotta suggested, 
that language is from the Emergency Regulations. I included some information on that earlier at the 
meeting along with a link. I just wanted to point this out so that interested folks can check it out. And if 
anybody has questions related to it please feel free to reach out to me. 
 Tim Parker asked if there was any news on extending the GSP deadline. 

Bedegrew – I have heard that in a few GSAs there is a desire to extend deadlines, but I am not 
aware of any formal requests. I will dig into it a little more and get back to you. 

 
Fred Allebach thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 5:38 p.m. 
 
Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Fred Allebach 
Greg Carr 
Jane Whitsett 
Jim Bundschu 
Steve Wolf 
Vicki Hill 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Matt Stornetta  
Craig Lichty 
Taylor Serres 
Kenneth Johnson 
 
Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Norman Gilroy  
 
Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Pete Parkinson, Consultant  
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting summary) 
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Facilitator 
Tim Parker 
 
Other Attendees 
Gina Lisa Tamayo, Member of Public 
Roger Peters, Member of Public 
Tad Bedegrew (DWR) 
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