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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting - Agenda 

May 10, 2022 I 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/83892121487?pwd=Qy9OUG5MS2NVUlk1Q1F4MmFocWdzQT09 
Meeting ID: 838 9212 1487 

Passcode: 703109 
   833 548 0282 US Toll-free 

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

Time Agenda Item Materials 

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

N/A 

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

Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

N/A 

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

Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 
• Review March 8 Meeting Summary

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

Agenda; 
March Meeting 
Summary 

3:20 Rate and Fee Study 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting 

• Describe direction from GSA Board and present feedback from
community meetings

• Updates from neighboring basins
• Overview of current extraction estimates and assumptions
• Discussion of selected Rate and Fee Study methodology and

considerations for fee amounts
Objective: Receive AC input on Rate and Fee Study options and 
proposed fee amounts.   

Presentation 
(separate); 
Summary of 
current extraction 
estimates/ 
assumptions 
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3:50 Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Implementation Update 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, and Rob Pennington, Permit Sonoma 

• Public comments to DWR on the GSP
• Governor’s Executive Order N-7-22 – Item 9a and b. Well

Permits
• Annual Report Submittal
• Prop 68 Grant-funded activities

Objective: Provide update on key GSP implementation items. 

Presentation 
(separate) 

4:20 Updated Public Outreach Plan 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water 

• Overview of updated Outreach Plan
• AC discussion and input

Objective: Provide information and receive AC input on update 
outreach plan. 

Draft Outreach 
Plan 

4:40 Updates 
Ann DuBay and Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 

• Public Meetings
• SVGSA Board Meeting

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

5:20 Closing Comments 
Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman 

N/A 

5:30 Meeting Adjourns 

• Next Advisory Committee Meeting – July 12
• Next Board Meeting – Monday, May 23

N/A 

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

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

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

Page 3 of 27

mailto:Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/


SV GSA AC Draft Mtg Summary 03.08.22 1 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

March 8, 2022 | Draft Meeting Summary 

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

MEETING SUMMARY 
Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, opened the meeting at 3:01 p.m. and welcomed the group.  
He said that neither the Chair nor Vice-Chair could attend today’s meeting. Ann DuBay conducted roll call. 

General Public Comments 
Roger Peters – I have three questions. 1) Carneros Winery – an application was submitted in 2016 to 
expand the winery from 250,000 cases to 2.5 million cases. It was going to be approved by Permit Sonoma 
with a waiver of hearing. I believe there was a question about water use. That application used Zone 1 
characterization. It raises the question: at what point does the GSA provide input into these kinds of 
proceedings? Who from the GSA will submit comment? 2) Amazon project on Hwy 121, it is under review 
and referral, comments were due on February 28. Referral included a study by BA engineering that 
addressed the impact on groundwater and saltwater intrusion. I don’t know if the agency submitted any 
comments, it raises the question of Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water looking at things and this agency 
looking at things. Who is handling what? 3) Sonoma Development Center – there is a scoping memo out 
now for CEQA purposes. Will GSA provide comments on scoping? Who is handling what? 

DuBay – Robert Pennington will provide some of that information in his presentation today. 
Vicki Hill – Thank you for bringing up the projects. I look forward to hearing the response from 
Rob Pennington. 

Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda and upcoming calendar. Our next meeting is May 10, this is the last 
opportunity to provide rate/fee input before the community meeting on March 29. We will do a follow up 
by way of notes or a survey to gather input on the rate/fee study as there are so few Advisory Committee 
members here today. 

Action Items Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 

 Create narrative for 10% conservation explaining conservation goals to ag community – DONE

Questions/Comments 
Jim Bundschu – Regarding recycled water and the existing contract with Napa Valley and the Bay 
Refurbishment counties. It was discussed at our last meeting, and I had requested that someone continue 
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to monitor that contract so that Sonoma Valley basin can claw back some of that recycled water. I would 
like the action to be that someone from staff follow up with that. 

DuBay – Sonoma County Sanitation District has staff who monitor the contracts, are you asking 
for GSA staff to monitor it? 
Bundschu – There is no sense doubling effort. The contract is not negotiable until 2024. I would 
just like to ensure it is addressed. 

 DuBay – We will check in with the staff in charge of the project. 
Greg Carr – Let’s contact the district and come back to this group at the next meeting with an 
answer – who is monitoring it/is it being monitored? 

 
There was no review/approval of the previous meeting summary because there wasn’t a quorum. 
 
Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Inform AC of Rate and Fee Study progress and receive AC input on key elements 
 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting gave an update on the Rate and Fee Study progress. He provided an 
overview of the background, well data sources, funding sources, budget, and timing. Bradshaw was 
looking for input from the Advisory Committee in preparation for the Community workshops. 
 
Tim Parker asked if we should eliminate the wellhead fee as it needs to go for voter approval. Mr. 
Bradshaw reminded everyone that the wellhead fee option is not proportionate, everyone would pay the 
same regardless of how much they pump. 
 
Considerations/Questions for Fee Structure 
Basis of Costs 
Budget for grant revenue (approximately 40% of costs) to keep rates down? 
 
Fee Structure 
Only groundwater users? 
All water consumers? 
 
Timing and Pace 
Implement in July 2022 and/or re-visit revenue structure in Year 2 or Year 3? 
 
Questions/Comments 
Vicki Hill – I agree with Jerry Bradshaw about disproportionate effects. 
 
Greg Carr – I lean towards ‘nailing’ the users. I like the regulatory fee for groundwater pumpers, and 
parcel tax for general. I am skeptical about passing a parcel tax, especially with current economy. I would 
like to say that the groundwater users will pay the bulk of the fees. Throw out the wellhead fee. I would 
like to see a carve out, maybe under Prop 218 fee for property owners who contribute water to the 
groundwater basin/recharge. The more complicated the fees are, the more accurate they probably are. 
The agencies that have been paying for this, they are supported by rate payers, and they won’t want to 
pay twice. On the grants, I think we need to assume that no grants will be available. The initial budget 
should assume no grants, down the road it is easier to reduce a fee rather than charge more. 
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Norman Gilroy – In Option A there are 3,000 well parcels, and in Option B, there are 12,600 well parcels, 
four times as many. I would expect the cost to drop to 25%. You said there was a difference. What is it?  

Bradshaw – Even though parcels quadruple, the bulk of the pumpage is on ag parcels. Even if you 
add 8,000 parcels paying at a half acre-foot per resident, it doesn’t change the math as much as 
we thought.  
Gilroy – Are you saying that the parcels at the lower rate are in the ag or rural residential 
category? 
Bradshaw – The 8,000-9,000 additional parcels are mostly city parcels. 
 

Gilroy – If I were presented with this document, I would want to see the benefits laid out in a much more 
detailed way. Not theoretical benefits, but real benefits. I saw very little of that justification in Santa Rosa 
Plain. This is going to come up more and more as we talk about fees. I think we should include one to 
two slides that demonstrate in detail how we protect the water supply and groundwater, and recharge 
groundwater deprived areas. There are ways to connect administrative costs with benefits; I think we 
should look for ways to do that. I heard again the issue of well users not having any costs. Well users 
would say we have considerable expense with installation, maintenance, and repair. It isn’t that well 
owners have zero costs and piped users have no costs. It needs some recognition; it would be good 
politics. I think the issue of state intervention should be played carefully; it sounds like a threat. It isn’t 
good politics to threaten the folks. I would like to see an explanation of what Mr. Bradshaw just 
explained to me about option A to option B, maybe a sub paragraph to that slide. 
 
Carr – Follow-up to Mr. Gilroy’s comment. Once we have a short list of options, it would be good to 
provide specific numbers for specific examples of properties. 
 
Gilroy – I presume these numbers are based on the first year or is it an average?  

Bradshaw – The costs are based on average. They start low and go higher in year three and four 
when doing your Plan update, data gaps, it is an average of five years. 
Gilroy – And it would be expected in the higher years that there wouldn’t be grants available from 
the state to cover those costs? 

 Bradshaw – If grants come in, they could cover large costs in year three and four, and maybe five. 
Gilroy – What happens if the costs in a year are less than expected? Does it go in the next year’s 
fund? 
Bradshaw – Absolutely. If costs go down, they could lower fees commensurate with what the five- 
year fiscal plan looks like at the time. 

 Gilroy – Would rate change year by year? 
Bradshaw – They very well could, we are structuring the rate to be the same for all five years. If 
rates need to be increased, the agency will have to go through a formal process to raise the rate. 
If the rate can be lowered, the agency can simply decide to reduce it. 

  
Bundschu – $165 in Option A is very expensive. I am curious as far as acre-feet used and growers being 
asked to cut by 10%. I assume costs would go up a little bit because you pump fewer acre-feet. The wine 
industry is very competitive. If we can’t review the fees for five years and the cost of grapes go up, we 
become less competitive in the wine industry. On budgeting, there is more than a quarter million for 
data collection and operating costs of $479,000. That is a lot. There is some overlap, there might be 
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some ways to save money in that budget. I am surprised at the expense. Government fees generally go 
up over a period of years. I hope we can review the first five years more quickly and compare what it 
costs us growers here compared to other basins per acre-feet to be sure we are somewhat equitable 
with their costs. 

Trotta (chat) – On cost of operational/admin budget versus data collection. The $479K listed for 
operations/admin includes approximately $147,000 for annual routine data collection and 
reporting required by SGMA. The $260,000 compared, cited is for filling identified data gaps and 
improving monitoring networks. 

 
Steve Wolf – I congratulate Jim Carr on his questions. I like what Greg Carr and Norman Gilroy have to 
say. I don’t have a strong position yet on which fee method to follow. 
 
Hill – Just looking on the surface, I like the option that applies to all the parcels but have there been any 
studies on how the lower economic communities would either be proportionately or disproportionately 
affected by these options? Is one option going to impact them more than another based on the 
demographics of the valley? 

Bradshaw – We haven’t singled out an equity study. We have looked at types of crops that might 
have to pay higher rates than other crops. The per acre-foot has some equity built in but we 
haven’t focused on the impacts of the lower income communities. 

 
Carr – If we were to pull out some project and management actions that benefit certain areas, that could 
reduce the fees generally. The downside of that is that people in affected areas will pay more. 
 Bradshaw – We can look at that. 
 
Bundschu – I hope that a member of staff looks at costs of water in other basins so it can be compared to 
our basin, it is important we stay competitive with other areas. 
 
Carr (chat) – Are mutual water companies included as "public system pumpers? 
 Trotta (chat) – Yes, they fall under Small Public Systems. 
 
Public comment 
Roger Peters – I am not clear on how the Prop 218 approach works. Is the proportionality applied to 
proportional uses of groundwater or all water? 

Bradshaw – We are in discussion with Legal Counsel to know what our boundaries are going into 
this. Proportionality is a strict requirement but there are different ways to calculate 
proportionality. We are still exploring to know if it is a viable option. 

 
Permit Sonoma Progress 
Objective: Provide information on Permit Sonoma tasks. 
 
Robert Pennington presented the Prop 68 funded projects that Permit Sonoma is working on currently. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Carr – Thank you for the update, good to see the progress. 
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Ken Johnson – I did notice on your form, that you have the state well numbering included in the 
application process. Is the state well number something you already have before you drill? 

Pennington – That would not be on the application, but it is a required field prior to the work 
permit. 
Johnson – You talked a little about maintenance and management – we’ll hear more about that 
when it is more standardized? 

 Pennington – We will be preparing a report and will get it to you when it is available. 
 
Hill – You have a new, more extensive well permitting application. You are asking well owners to update 
their information? Are you going to be asking for new information from “old” wells? Is there a process to 
do that? 
 Pennington – We don’t plan to go back in time, it is for wells moving forward. 
 Hill – On the GUIDE system, what is water usage estimate based on? 

Pennington – The GUIDE program is intended to provide information to the public that was used 
for the fee/study. 
Hill – Some newer projects such as wineries need to be monitored when they get a well permit. 
How does that jive with the estimates you are making? Actual uses could be different from your 
estimate per acre. 
Pennington – For parcels that have water meters, actual water use could be used instead of 
estimates. Not all the information has been brought into the fee study but could be used to 
update the database. 
Marcus Trotta – That is where the GUIDE program comes in. Well owners can see water 
estimated for their parcel and have an opportunity to provide information. 

 Hill – Seems like it would be useful. 
 
Norman Gilroy – Thank you for your presentation. I am delighted to see we are making headway in this 
area. I wonder if the database could be adjusted to include cumulative demand from new applications as 
they are approved. It would be nice to see, maybe annually, how much is being approved in land use 
approvals and how much groundwater use is being approved in land use approvals. Since you have an 
actual groundwater reporting, it would be good to see actual reporting. We are constantly trying to figure 
out the effect this use combined with another use is having. Need to bring some data together. Can it be 
added? 

Pennington – The database hasn’t been set up for this, but it probably could be added without 
too much more work. 
 

Johnson – The opportunity for review is great. I would expand the scope of potential reviews for 
permitting to include things like conjunctive use, applications, and recharge projects. I endorse the 
opportunity to do reviews for discretionary applications of all kinds that impact any groundwater – 
whether putting it in or taking it out. 
 
Hill (chat) – I support the combination approach for GSA review.  I would include the two acre-feet per 
year as the only criterion. 
 
Gilroy – We have talked a long time about the land use side of the GSA. We sent a report to GSA staff 
about seawater intrusion potential for a project in the southern end of the valley, asking for input. If there 
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were a system where we could be assured on the public side that these things are looked at in the context 
of the Plan, it would make the Plan more meaningful. We need to think a little more carefully about the 
combination approach. Vicki Hill’s approach might be a good way to do it. 
 
Carr – I think having a close relationship with Permit Sonoma is important. I was skeptical about reviewing 
projects and that comes from a concern over holding public hearings with project applicants and the 
process. Maybe Permit Sonoma can come back to us to explain how it could work. I am more interested in 
having our role be one of advising Permit Sonoma on how to maintain and improve a database of water 
use, to recommend how projects manage their water, and to recommend when applications should b be 
metering their water after their approval, I think that is a more constructive role. There needs to be a 
management side of this that looks at all the monitoring. It needs to focus on where groundwater is being 
proposed for extraction. The point about recharge is a good one. I am still not convinced reviewing 
projects is the right thing for us.  
 
Public comments 
Roger Peters – I am not sure how the public would react to showing parcel- by-parcel water use. 
Consumption, be it electrical or water, is considered private information.  

Pennington – At this point, only average data is presented. We may need to check with Legal 
Counsel if we can show actual use.  
 

Roger Peters – I agree with Greg Carr on land use management and monitoring, it is equally or more 
important to the GSA and the county in understanding the impacts of a particular project and the 
cumulative impact of other projects in the area. 
 
GSP Annual Report 
Objective: Provide update and receive feedback.   
 
Marcus Trotta shared key figures and findings of the 2021 water year Annual Report. He also provided 
implementation progress and plan water year 2022 activities. Trotta is hoping to have a draft report for 
the Advisory Committee to review by this Friday, you will have two weeks to review it: be on the lookout 
for the report via email later this week. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Johnson– Question on presentation slide 41/Figure 3-11. It reads zero to negative 0.5, that range is bigger 
than our criteria. 
 Trotta – It is an error and was corrected, I must have grabbed the wrong slide. It should read 0.05.  
 
Johnson – Do we have a sense for when the State will pass judgment on our Plan? 

Trotta – They have two years, and they took almost two years to provide comment on the 
critically over drafted basins.  
Johnson – Some of the margins around the valley show an increased in storage, interesting for the 
weather we have had this last year. 

 
No public comments. 
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Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee and for AC to ask questions if 
needed.  
 
Andrea Rodriguez – The Outreach Working Group met to discuss the next Community Engagement Plan 
on February 8 with participants from all basins. The main themes of the engagement plan are: 
 

• Use the new Portrait of Sonoma County in identifying disadvantaged communities 
• Rate and Fee: Need to have a clear understanding of why and the benefit 
• Education message: We all need to conserve water/longevity of the aquifer for future generations  

 
Next steps include drafting a community engagement plan and meeting with the work group on revisions 
to bring back to the Advisory Committee for feedback. Ann DuBay noted the upcoming Community 
meeting dates and said that the March 29 is a virtual meeting. As it is challenging to get feedback in 
virtual settings, we will include breakout sessions. Let Ann DuBay know if you can attend the meeting and 
are willing to serve as a facilitator for a breakout session. A postcard will go to the printers on Monday, 
there will be a press release, as well as an announcement in our monthly mailing. Additionally, we will 
have information for you to share with your stakeholder groups. We anticipate having a good number of 
public attendees given the subject of fees. 
 
No public comments. 
 
Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
 
Carr – I would like to suggest an action item for our May meeting to ask staff to come back with a 
conceptual outline of how we might interface with Permit Sonoma on policy options that are included in 
the Management Actions section of our Groundwater Sustainability Plan and some options how the GSA 
might work with Permit Sonoma on each management action, and a conceptual outline of how the 
requests to have discretionary projects are reviewed by the GSA. I think it will help inform us about what 
we really should be doing and the best use of our time.  
 
 Action item from Greg Carr above. 
 Staff to contact the district and come back to this group at the next meeting with an answer – 

who is monitoring the Napa Valley and bay refurbishment existing recycled water contract/is it 
being monitored? 

 Staff to do a follow up by way of notes or a survey to gather input on the rate/fee study as 
there are so few Advisory Committee members here today. 

 
Tim Parker thanked the Advisory Committee for the great dialogue and closed the meeting at 5:24 p.m. 
 
Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Jim Bundschu 
Greg Carr 
Caitlin Cornwall – joined late 
Norman Gilroy – joined late 
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Vicki Hill 
Matt Stornetta – joined late 
Steve Wolf – joined late 
 
Advisory Committee Members (absent/excused) 
Fred Allebach 
Kenneth Johnson 
Taylor Serres 
Jane Whitsett 
 
Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting summary) 
Robert Pennington, Permit Sonoma 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 
 
Facilitator 
Tim Parker 
 
Members of Public 
Kimberly Bowman, DWR 
Christian Kallen 
Roger Peters 
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Sonoma Valley Subbasin

Current Groundwater Extraction Estimates by Group (5/2/22)

GSA_Jurisdiction_Prelim Pasture  X_Rate Vine  Truck and  Grain  Deciduous  Citrus and  Cannabis  (ft/yr) Multiple  Total for 

(ft/yr) (ft/yr) Berry  (ft/yr) Fruit and  Subtropic Crop  Basin/Sub

Crops  Nuts (ft/yr) al (ft/yr) Parcels basin

(ft/yr)

Estimated Applied Water Rates per Acre 0.04 0 0.6 1.78 0 1.83 1.85 Reported (default =  NA

2.0 ft/yr for indoor; 

4.0 for outdoor)

Sonoma Valley

Total Crop Area (Acres) 909 1,629 8,595 39 6,007 27 19 NA NA 17,224

 Applied Water by Crop (afy) 36 0 5,157 69 0 50 36 8 NA 5,356

Recycled Water/SW Offsets (afy) 5 0 368 1 0 1 3 0 494 873

Estimated Groundwater Demand by Crop (afy) 27 0 4,312 62 0 45 30 7 NA 4,483

Estimated Groundwater Demand by Crop (afy) equals the Applied Water By Crop minus the Recycled Water/SW Offsets for a given Crop, minus the Recycled Water/SW Offsets for the 
Multiple Crop Parcles Pro‐rated by crop demand

1

Draft

Estimated Groundwater Demand by Crop (afy) equals the Applied Water By Crop minus the Recycled 
Water/SW Offsets for a given Crop, minus the Recycled Water/SW Offsets for the Multiple Crop Parcles 
Pro‐rated by crop demand.

Crop Type Rate Source

Citrus & Subtropical 1.85 feet 2010 DWR Water Use Estimate s
Deciduous Fruit & Nut 1.8 3 feet 2010 DWR Water Use Estimates 

Grain 0.00 feet 2012 DWR Data

Pasture 0.04 feet Randi Black Analysis (Raftelis) 

Truck & Berry 1.78 feet 2010 DWR Water Use Estimate s

Vine 0.60 feet 2010 DWR Water Use Estimate s
Cannabis‐outdoor 2.0 0 feet Water usage reports to County 

Cannabis‐indoor 4.00 feet Water usage reports to County
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Public System Name (Sonoma Valley) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

ANABA WINERY 0.08 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.11 0.10 6.56
BARTHOLOMEW FOUNDATION 1.44 1.32 1.17 1.38 1.36 1.12 1.20 1.14
BENZIGER FAMILY WINERY 7.01 4.78 5.22 8.84 4.72 6.87 5.85 8.80
BOISSET ‐ BUENA VISTA WINERY 4.83 5.79 5.32 5.09 5.14 0.00 0.00 4.48
BROADWAY MARKET 0.22 0.92 0.68 0.80 0.89 0.96 0.94 0.79
BUCKLEY FAMILY PARTNERSHIP 2.06 2.16 2.00 2.43 3.20 3.16 2.63 2.75
CARNEROS WAREHOUSING 130.46 10.59 8.18 4.32 4.11 4.13 4.19 4.04
CLINE CELLARS 49.26 49.26 49.90 53.55 57.70 55.29 50.14 50.14
COHN WINERY 8.44 17.92 53.72 47.07 42.89 48.59 29.77 56.65
CORNERSTONE SONOMA 0.00 2.32 2.47 1.31 2.08 2.03 1.31
DE ANZA MOON VALLEY WATER COMPANY 28.38 108.42 89.42 86.89 0.00 77.57 77.97 83.16
DONUM ESTATE WATER SYSTEM 0.48 0.29 0.97 1.10
EIGHTH STREET EAST PARTNERS 0.50 0.50 0.43 0.44 0.42 0.42 0.46
FAT PILGRIM GENERAL STORE 0.09 0.40 0.34 0.52
FREMONT DINER 0.28 0.16 0.22 0.24 0.27 0.11 0.08 0.09
GEORGE RANCH MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 28.47 42.27 37.36 35.23 37.80 45.08 46.34 68.10
GLORIA FERRER CAVES 5.54 5.23 4.68 4.89 7.17 12.45 16.57 10.39
GROSKOPF WAREHOUSE & LOGISTICS 6.04 5.63 4.37 4.44 5.52 3.76 3.63 2.11
GUNDLACH BUNDSCHU WINERY 7.14 7.72 7.89 8.72 7.11 0.00 0.00 7.53
HEIRS OF MY DREAM WINERY, INC. 0.90 1.38 0.91 1.14 2.18 2.06 3.05
JACUZZI WINERY 3.41 3.41 115.06 186.88 161.69 158.17 142.61 142.61
KJ CARNEROS  HILLS WINERY 13.10 12.67 12.22 8.41 7.43 8.41 8.75 3.23
LASSETER FAMILY WINERY 0.76 0.58 0.64 1.00 1.00 1.07 1.21
LAURA CHENEL'S CHEVRE INC. 11.76 11.01 9.77 10.18 10.06 11.18 15.65 20.15
LAWNDALE MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 0.00 0.00 56.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MORTON'S WARM SPRINGS / SONOMA SPRINGS 4.31 4.19 4.55 2.91 3.87 0.00 3.93 4.43
NICHOLSON RANCH WINERY 0.38 0.41 11.32 11.64 0.89 9.28 9.60 20.02
PRESENTATION SCHOOL 7.34 6.03 5.12 5.17 5.24 4.64 7.90 5.98
S & W WAREHOUSING, LLC 3.57 0.07 7.93 10.23 10.51 11.52 12.04
SANGIACOMO WINERY 0.44
SCHELLVILLE GRILL 0.02 0.10 0.00 0.12 0.13 0.25 0.69
SCHUG CELLARS 1.83 1.81 2.10 1.93 0.00 1.94 2.02 1.63
SCRIBE WINERY 0
SEBASTIANI VINEYARDS 66.64 89.62 81.38 82.78 80.53 86.06 0.00 85.54
SOBRE VISTA WATER COMPANY 42.11 40.59 33.89 35.87 39.71 38.08 38.59 58.95
SONOMA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SONOMA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER‐CAMP VIA 0.09 0.27 0.65 0.50 0.10 0.00
SONOMA LODGE 39.67 40.09 39.90 33.34 20.00 13.55 10.02 11.04
SONOMA PACIFIC PALLET COMPANY 0.27 0.10
SONOMA SEVENTH DAY ADVENTIST CHURCH 0.02 1.38 1.73 1.17 1.04 1.55 1.24 1.49
SONOMA VALLEY MOOSE LODGE #2048 0.99 0.59 0.67 0.74 0.66 0.67 0.72 0.57
SONOMA WAREHOUSING 0.00 11.26 33.52 7.41 7.39 7.26 7.27 6.78
SONOMA, CITY OF 173.42 154.60 174.07 196.11 146.56 114.23 276.33 195.38 241.00
THE RENTAL PLACE 0.42 0.42 0.36 0.48 0.53 0.47 0.39 0.36
VALLEY OF THE MOON WATER DISTRICT 117.80 121.30 42.10 124.50
VIANSA WINERY 9.50 44.26 45.80 31.74 43.87 44.84 47.33
VINEBURG DELI & GROCERY 0.86 1.07 1.09 1.34 0.95 1.03 0.78 0.76
WESTERBEKE RANCH 7.38 6.64 5.12 5.42 7.53 6.33 6.25
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Sonoma Valley Residential Use 

UseCode_Description Use (AF) Parcels Assummptions

TOTAL 1,078.8 1880
Rural res/single res 375.75 751 0.5

Single family dwelling 250.5 501 0.5
Rural res/2 or more res 148 148 1

Irr vineyd/premium w/res 91.5 183 0.5
Rural res sfd w/granny unit 53.25 71 0.75

Enforceably restricted dwelling 19.5 39 0.5
Sfd w/granny unit 15 20 0.75

Rural res/manufactured home 12 24 0.5
Pasture with residence 11.5 23 0.5
Rural res w/misc res imp 11 22 0.5
Manufactured home park 10 2 5
5‐10 res units/2+ structures 10 4 2.5
Enforceably restricted apts 10 2 5

Irrigated vineyard w/residence 9.5 19 0.5
Two sfd on single parcel 9 12 0.75

Motel/50 units or less w/shops 5 1 5
11‐20 res unit/2+ structures 5 1 5
Non‐irrigated vineyard w/res 4 8 0.5

Dairy w/residence 3 6 0.5
Manufactured home on urban lot 2.5 5 0.5

Rural res/secondary use 2.5 5 0.5
5‐10 res units/1 structure 2.5 1 2.5

4 units/2 or more structures 2 2 1
Field crops with residence 2 4 0.5

Hardwoods and chaparral w/res 2 4 0.5
3 units/2 or more structures 1.5 2 0.75

Irr vineyd/premium w/manufactured home 1.5 3 0.5
Sfd secondary use 1.5 3 0.5

Non‐irr vineyd/varietals w/res 1.5 3 0.5
Chicken ranch w/residence 1 2 0.5
Non‐irrigated orchard w/res 1 2 0.5
One duplex (one structure) 0.75 1 0.75
Detached unit in a pud 0.5 1 0.5

Irrigated pasture w/residence 0.5 1 0.5
Horse ranch w/res 0.5 1 0.5

Irrigated orchard w/residence 0.5 1 0.5
Horse ranch w/2 or more res 0.5 1 0.5

Common area without structures 0.5 1 0.5
Rural res/single residence 0 0 0.5

Rural res/2 or more residences 0 0 1
Rural residential sfd w/granny unit 0 0 0.75
Irr vineyd/premium w/residence 0 0 0.5

5‐10 residential units/2+ structures 0 0 2.5
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21‐40 units 0 0 10
Over 100 units 0 0 25

Pasture w/residence 0 0 0.5
Rural residential w/misc residential imp 0 0 0.5
11‐20 residential unit/2+ structures 0 0 5

41‐100 units 0 0 25
Non‐irrigated vineyard w/residence 0 0 0.5

Sfd non‐conforming use 0 0 0.5
11‐20 residential unit/1 structure 0 0 5
5‐10 residential units/1 structure 0 0 2.5

Manufactured home park w/overnite facilities 0 0 5
Motel/50 units or less w/kitchen 0 0 10

Trailer park (resort type) 0 0 5
Horse ranch w/residence 0 0 0.5

Pasture w/manufactured home 0 0 0.5
Bed & breakfast inn 0 0 2

Field crops w/residence 0 0 0.5
Pasture with manufactured home 0 0 0.5

Hardwoods & chaparral w/residence 0 0 0.5
Irrigated vineyard w/manufactured home 0 0 0.5
Non‐irr vineyd/varietals w/residence 0 0 0.5
Non‐irrigated orchard w/residence 0 0 0.5

Common area w/o structures 0 0 0.5
Horse ranch w/2 or more residences 0 0 0.5

Single fourplex 0 0 1
Duet 0 0 0.75

Single triplex 3 units/1 structure 0 0 0.75
Attached unit 0 0 0.5

Chicken ranch w/manufactured home 0 0 0.5
Condominium unit 0 0 0.5

Dairy w/manufactured home 0 0 0.5
Horse ranch w/manufacturedhome 0 0 0.5

Irrigated truck crops w/res 0 0 0.5
Land converting to vineyard/orchard w/residence 0 0 0.5

Mixture w/residence or manufactured home 0 0 0.5
Other poultry ranch w/residence 0 0 0.5

School district property 0 0 0
Taxable manufactured home/rented site 0 0 0.5

Wildcat subdivision lot 0 0 0.5
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Sonoma Valley Commercial Use 

Use Code Description Use (AF) Parcels Assummptions

TOTAL 257.5 116
Dairy w/residence 30 6 5

Light manuftg & industrial 22 11 2
Sand and gravel, shale 20 2 10

Retail nursery 15 3 5
Miscellaneous state property 12 6 2
Auto & truck repair & maint 12 6 2
Store w/res unit or units 10 5 2

Mineral processing 10 1 10
County park/other rec facility 10 5 2
Municipal utility property 8 4 2

Airport/private 8 4 2
Winery with vineyards 8 4 2

Religious building 6 3 2
Com'l use/no other category 6 3 2
Specialty lumber products 6 3 2

Dairy 5 1 5
Veterinary hospitals 5 1 5

City park/other rec facility 4 2 2
Chicken ranch w/residence 4 2 2

Miscellaneous federal property 4 2 2
Meat products 4 2 2
Fire district 4 2 2

Sbe‐valued utility 3.5 7 0.5
Warehousing/active 3 6 0.5
Single story store 2 1 2
Warehousing yard 2 4 0.5
Club/lodge hall 2 1 2

Retail lumber yard 2 1 2
Horse ranch w/res 2 1 2

Restaurant 2 1 2
Bulk plant 2 1 2

Grocery store 2 1 2
Recreational center 2 1 2

Horse ranch w/2 or more res 2 1 2
Multiple story store 2 1 2
Parochial school 2 1 2

State pk/other recreation fac 2 1 2
Winery 2 1 2

Retail feed and grain sales 2 1 2
Rural res/manufactured home 2 1 0
Sfd converted to res care fac 2 1 2
Specialty shop (tires,brakes) 2 1 2

Mini‐warehouse 1 2 0.5
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Cemetery 0.5 1 0.5
Volunteer fire department 0.5 1 0.5

Wholesale nursery 0 0 5
Auto and truck repair & maint 0 0 2
Specialty shop (tires, brakes) 0 0 2

Sand & gravel, shale 0 0 1
Light manufctrg & warehousing 0 0 2
Misc multiple use/none dominat 0 0 2

One story office building 0 0 2
Used car lot 0 0 2

Single live/work unit 0 0 2
Winery w/vineyards 0 0 2

Prop used along w/rel bldg 0 0 2
Two story office building 0 0 2
Horse ranch w/residence 0 0 2

Medical offices 0 0 5
Neighborhood shopping center 0 0 2

Privately owned park 0 0 2
City building 0 0 2

Home for handicapped (physical, mental, etc.) 0 0 2
Other sales: trailers, mbh, rv 0 0 2

Rest home 0 0 2
County hospital 0 0 1

Industr'l in no other category 0 0 2
18 hole public golf course 0 0 2

Auto sales w/o service center 0 0 2
Chicken ranch 0 0 2

Full service station 0 0 2
Multiple combo/stores & office 0 0 2
Multiple stores in 1 structure 0 0 2

Truck terminal 0 0 2
Alternate use office bldgs 0 0 2

County building 0 0 2
Horse ranch 0 0 2

Horse ranch w/2 or more residences 0 0 2
Industrial common area 0 0 2

Misc multiple use/no dominate 0 0 2
Other food processing plants 0 0 2

Sfd converted to residential care facility 0 0 2
Dairy w/manufactured home 0 0 5

Dental offices 0 0 5
3‐or‐more story office bldg 0 0 2

Arcades & amusement center 0 0 2
Cocktail lounge bar 0 0 2
Drive‐in restaurant 0 0 2
Feed and grain mill 0 0 2

Indiv parcel/neighborhd shop ctr 0 0 2

0

0
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Multi‐offices/residential units 0 0
Service station/mini‐mart 0 0

Alternate use 0 0
Alternate use prof bldgs 0 0

Alternate use service stations 0 0
Alternate use store/off combo 0 0

Alternate use stores 0 0
Assisted care facility 0 0

Auto sales w/service center 0 0
Chicken ranch w/manufactured home 0 0

Community shopping center 0 0
Convenience store 0 0

Country club 0 0
Farm or const mach sales/serv 0 0

Health spa or club 0 0
Heavy industry 0 0

Horse ranch w/manufacturedhome 0 0
Liquor store 0 0

Live/work units 0 0
Lumber mill 0 0

Other poultry ranch 0 0
Other poultry ranch w/residence 0 0

Regional shopping center 0 0
Self service sta/no repair facilities 0 0

State building 0 0
Supermarket 0 0

Utility water company 0 0 0.5
Mutual water company 0 0 0.5
Warehousing/inactive 0 0 0.5

Cable tv 0 0 0.5
Mortuary/funeral home 0 0 0.5
Radio & tv broadcast site 0 0 0.5

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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Community Engagement Plan for the Implementation of the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan 

2022-2027 
 

Purpose, Outcomes & Goals 
The purpose of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), signed by Governor Brown in 
2014, is to ensure local sustainable groundwater management in medium- and high-priority 
groundwater basins statewide. California’s Department of Water Resources has determined that three 
Sonoma County basins are subject to SGMA Implementation: 

• Petaluma Valley basin 
• Santa Rosa Plain subbasin 
• Sonoma Valley subbasin 

This draft Community Engagement Plan applies only to the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency, although many outreach activities will be coordinated with the other Sonoma County basins. 

The Sonoma Valley basin achieved the first SGMA milestone by creating a Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency (GSA) by June 30, 2017. The Sonoma Valley GSA is governed by a Board of Directors which 
receives feedback and input from a diverse, stakeholder-based Advisory Committee. 

The second major SGMA milestone was the adoption of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) in 
December of 2021. The GSP is prescribed by SGMA and accompanying regulations. The purpose of the 
GSP is to achieve and maintain the sustainability of the groundwater basin by 2042, which is the third 
SGMA milestone.  

To achieve and maintain sustainability, the GSP includes several projects and management actions (see 
Section 6 of the GSP for a full description). The GSP also includes an implementation plan, which is fully 
described in Section 7, and can be summarized as follows: 

• Adoption and implementation of a financing plan; 
• Identifying and filling data gaps so that the GSA better understands what is happening in the 

basin; 
• Monitoring the basin conditions in order to identify trends and possible areas of concern or 

improvements; 
• Annual reporting to DWR and a five year-update of the GSP that will incorporate new 

information; 
• Planning for and developing projects and actions that will existing and potential future problems 

with groundwater levels, quality, and other indicators of basin problems; and  
• Educating people about the groundwater basin and engaging stakeholders in opportunities to 

understand and improve basin problems. 
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2 
 

Outcomes: The desired outcome for this Community Engagement Plan is to achieve Milestone Three 
(GSP implementation) by working with and incorporating input from Sonoma County’s diverse 
stakeholders to address implementation issues. 

Plan Goals: SGMA requires the GSA to consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of 
groundwater, and encourage involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the 
population within the Basin.  

The goals of the Community Engagement Plan are to: 

• Enhance understanding and inform the public about water and groundwater resources in the 
basin. 

• Engage a diverse group of interested parties and promote informed community feedback 
throughout the GSP implementation process. 

• Coordinate communication and involvement between the GSA and other local agencies 
(including other GSAs), elected and appointed officials, tribal governments, and the General 
public. 

• Employ a variety of outreach methods that make public participation easy and accessible. 
• Hold meetings at times and venues that encourage broad participation. 
• Respond to public concerns and provide accurate and up-to-date information. 
• Manage the community engagement program in a manner that provides maximum value to the 

public and efficient use of GSA and local agency resources. 

Time Period: The Community Engagement Plan is intended to cover communication and outreach for 
the period between July 2022 and June 2027.  

Interested Parties and other stakeholders 
SGMA lists interested parties who the GSA must consider when developing and implementing the GSP, 
including: 

• Agricultural users of water 
• Domestic well owners 
• Municipal well operators 
• Public water systems 
• Land use planning agencies 
• Environmental users of groundwater 
• Surface water users 
• The federal government 
• California Native American tribes 
• Disadvantaged communities (including those served by private domestic wells or small 

community water systems). 

Appendix A includes a list of interested parties and stakeholders in Sonoma Valley basin. 
Representatives of most of the interested parties are included on the GSA Board or Advisory Committee. 
Local stakeholders that can be affected by decisions made by the GSA, including businesses, schools, 
land stewardship organizations, and state government agencies. 
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Outreach Roles 
The GSA Board, which is comprised of elected and appointed officials representing land-use agencies 
and entities responsible for water supply and management will make the ultimate decisions on funding 
options and implementation of specific projects and management actions. As required by the Joint 
Powers Authority agreement that created the GSA, the GSA Board will consider the recommendations of 
the Advisory Committee, which is comprised of representatives from stakeholder groups. 
 

With regards to outreach, the Board is responsible for: 

• Adopting and overseeing the implementation of the Community Engagement Plan 
• Receiving public comments made in writing and at Board meetings; 
• Considering the recommendations of the Advisory Committee. 

In addition, the Board may choose to play a more active role in outreach through communication with 
the public, stakeholder groups and the entities it represents. 

The Advisory Committee, which is comprised of members appointed by the GSA Board and entities that 
comprise the GSA, is charged with actively engaging with the public for input and feedback. This charge 
can be carried out through various mediums and a variety of activities, but generally includes: 

• Advising staff in the drafting of the Community Engagement Plan; 
• Actively engaging, educating and seeking input from the represented stakeholder groups on 

issues before the GSA; 
• Sharing input and feedback with the full Advisory Committee meeting; and 
• Making recommendations to the Board. 

The Sonoma Valley GSA Board, the GSA Advisory Committee and GSA staff are committed to keeping 
the public informed, providing the public with balanced and objective information to assist the public in 
understanding SGMA, available options and recommendations. The Board, Advisory Committee and 
staff will listen and consider public input when evaluating options and making decisions. Input can be 
made during public comment periods at Advisory Committee and Board meetings, and through the GSA 
website.  

True engagement requires policymakers and the public to not only talk, but to also listen. The Sonoma 
Valley GSA asks all participants – whatever their role – to follow these rules of engagement: 

• Be a good listener. Listen to what is being said, find out why it is being said. 
• Be respectful to all participants. 

Community Engagement Plan 
To truly engage the public when implementing the GSP project and management actions, the GSA will 
strive to meet these overall objectives: 

• Educate the public in compelling ways. Communicate what may often be complex concepts in 
simple and compelling ways with graphics and examples. 

• Ensure inclusion. Identify and engage local community groups to partner or assist in reaching 
out to economically, socially, and culturally diverse communities. 

Page 21 of 27



4 
 

• Manage expectations. The GSA and the GSP are not designed to solve all water problems in the 
basin. Develop materials and messages that clearly communicate the goal of the GSA and the 
GSP. 

• Show how the input received has been incorporated into the process. Demonstrating to the 
public how their ideas have been reflected in the planning process is an important piece to the 
puzzle. 

• Remain focused on results. Understand objectives of each public meeting and facilitate the 
achievement of those objectives. 

The Community Engagement Plan is comprised of two categories of activities: Ongoing and project- or 
program-specific. 

Ongoing activities are the “housekeeping” tasks of the GSA outreach, including website maintenance 
and updates, monthly updates to the interested parties list, social media posts, updating fact sheets and 
FAQs, and issuing press releases about community meetings. 

Project or program-specific engagement activities are developed to meet the outreach goals of each 
project or program and could include meetings and communications with affected neighbors or specific 
stakeholders and project-specific fact sheets, media releases and social media posts. 

The goal of outreach for the first five years of GSP implementation (2022-2027) will be educating and 
engaging the General public, stakeholders (including disadvantaged communities and tribes), the 
Advisory Committee and Board on the technical, fiscal and beneficial aspects of implementing the GSP. 
This phase will include a mix of communication tools, to be used in a variety of forums, including 
community meetings. 

This plan is intended to be adaptive, with outreach staff working with the Advisory Committee (or a 
working group) to incorporate tools and techniques that worked well on prior projects and modifying or 
eliminating tools that failed to engage stakeholders. 

Communication Forums & Communication Tools 
Governance Agencies Briefings: Board members will brief their councils or boards regularly on GSA 
activities and will work with GSA staff to provide additional briefings on sensitive or important topics. 

Stakeholder Briefings: Advisory Committee members will meet with and communicate regularly with 
organizations comprised of the stakeholder groups they represent. To avoid overlap and mixed 
messages, briefings will be coordinated with outreach staff.  

Community events: Community events are an opportunity to educate specific stakeholder groups 
through materials and informal conversations. 

Disadvantaged Communities Outreach:  Disadvantaged communities are specifically called out in 
SGMA as an interested party. The “A Portrait of Sonoma County: 2021 Update”, highlights the disparities 
between different the average Sonoma County resident and the average Latino resident. The report also 
highlights the disparities by geographic area, including within the three basins.  Previous assessments of 
engaging Sonoma County’s Spanish speaking community recommend using “food, faith and festivals” as 
opportunities to educate and interact with people on critical issues. Connecting with communities 
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through existing organizations and through community events, churches and schools, provides an 
opportunity share information and solicit feedback on rate/fee options and GSP elements. 

Spanish-language media is another method of reaching the Spanish-speaking community. To date, the 
GSA has participated in several Spanish-language radio programs discussing groundwater. This tool will 
continue to be used by the GSA to provide information to stakeholders on specific programs and 
projects. 

Tribal outreach: SGMA also requires communication with and inclusion of California Native American 
tribes. During GSA formation, the County of Sonoma formally reached out to tribes within the basin to 
invite participation. As the GSA enters the implementation phase, a letter from the GSA chair will be 
sent to tribal leaders to reassess interest. 

Public Meetings/Hearings. Public meetings or hearings are formal opportunities for people to provide 
official comments on programs, plans and proposals. SGMA requires that a public meeting be held prior 
to the adoption of a fee and public hearings for the adoptions of GSP elements and the final plan. There 
are also constitutional requirements for public hearings for some fee/rate options. Public meetings and 
hearings are an important forum for people to share viewpoints and concerns, but often occur at the 
end of a process, when only one option is under consideration. The GSA will hold required public 
meetings and hearings but will also use less informal public workshops (described below) to solicit 
feedback and information early in the process. 

Public Workshops. Public educational workshops provide less formal opportunities for people to learn 
about groundwater, SGMA, financing options, and GSP elements. Workshops can be organized in a 
variety of ways, including open houses, world cafes and traditional presentations with facilitated 
question and answer sessions. To solicit feedback from people who may not be comfortable speaking in 
public, workshops can include small group breakout discussions, “dot” voting, comment cards and other 
techniques. Whatever format of workshop is used, it will be designed to maximize opportunities for 
public input. 
 
Public Notices. Should the GSA Board decide to take action on an item that is required to be publicly 
noticed, the GSA must provide a written statement describing the manner in which interested parties 
may participate in the development and implementation of the item. The statement must be provided 
to all the cities within the basin and to the County of Sonoma. As outlined in this Community 
Engagement Plan, there will be a variety of opportunities for people to participate, including workshops, 
public hearings, providing comments at Board and Advisory Committee meetings and through written 
comments. 

Interested Persons List. SGMA mandates the creation of an Interested Persons List. Since 2017, the 
GSA has maintained a list of people who are interested in receiving information and updates. The list 
currently includes approximately 1,143 people within the Sonoma Valley basin. Monthly email updates 
are sent to the Interested Persons list, along with special updates on specific meetings and events. 

Informational Materials. Developing a variety of informational materials is critical to the successful 
education and necessary to circulate consistent, accurate information. Outreach staff, with the input of 
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the administrator, plan manager and the Advisory Committee, will develop materials, as needed, 
including at least the following: 

Periodic Updates 
• Talking Points: Clear, concise messages to be used by Board and Advisory Committee members 

and staff when communicating with media, organizations and stakeholders. 
• Milestone Fact Sheets: For the rate/fee study and implementation of GSP elements. 
• Frequently Asked Questions: FAQs will be issued on the rate/fee study, projects and programs 

and for specific stakeholders, including private well owners. 
• Newsletter Articles: A short paragraph (50-100 words) that Advisory Committee members can 

insert into organizational newsletters. These brief articles can also be published in the Sonoma 
County Water Agency’s e-newsletter, which has a broad distribution. 

• Newspaper editorials: Authored by Outreach staff and Board or Advisory Committee members 
for submittal to local news sources. 

• Briefing Packets: For milestone briefings. Packets will include standard talking points, 
PowerPoint presentations, and other materials to assist in educational outreach and for 
soliciting feedback. 

Website. The project website, www.SantaRosaPlainGroundwater.org, is a tool for distributing and 
archiving meeting and communication materials as well as a repository for any studies. Outreach staff 
anticipates updating the basin website monthly.  

Social Media.  Existing Sonoma County Groundwater profiles on Facebook and Instagram platforms will 
be utilized to share news and events.  

Surveys. Online tools, such as Survey Monkey, will be used periodically to gather stakeholder ideas and 
to provide feedback on key issues. 

Media Plan. Outreach staff will work with the administrator to develop press releases as needed and 
for milestones and community meetings. The press releases will be distributed to local and regional 
media and Legislative and Congressional representatives. 
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Appendix A:* 
Consideration of Interests, as required by SGMA 

 

* This list is not exhaustive or exclusive. 

Cities, County 

• Sonoma 
• County of Sonoma 

Tribes 

• Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
• Lytton Band of Pomo Indians  

Federal Government 

• National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration/NMFS 
• US Army Corps of Engineers 
• Natural Resource Conservation Service 
• USFWS 
• EPA 

Public Water Systems 

• City of Sonoma 
• Sonoma County Water Agency 
• Valley of the Moon Water District  

Agriculture 

• Sonoma County Farm Bureau 
• Community Alliance of Family Farmers 
• Western United Dairymen’s Association 
• Sonoma County Winegrape Commission 
• Sonoma County Vintners 
• BRONC 
• North Bay Agricultural Alliance 
• Sonoma Valley Vintners and Growers 
• Sonoma Resource Conservation District 
• Sonoma County Growers Alliance 
• Sonoma Valley Farmers Guild (formerly the Grange) 
• Sonoma County Food System Alliance/ Ag Innovations 

Organizations Representing Environmental Uses of Groundwater 

• Sonoma County Water Coalition 
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• Sonoma County Conservation Action 
• Sonoma Ecology Center 
• Bouverie Preserve 
• Greenbelt Alliance 
• Wine Water Watch 

Disadvantage Communities 

• Glen Ellen, Temelec, Boyes Hot Springs, The Springs  
• Temelec Homeowners Association 
• Creekside Village Homeowners Association 
• Chanterelle Homeowners Association 
• Seven Flags Homeowners Association 
• La Luz 
• Social Advocates for Youth 
• Boys and Girls Club 
• Sonoma Valley Health Center 
• Environmental Coalition for Water Justice 
• Sonoma Valley Housing Group 
• Sonoma Valley Action Coalition 
• Vintage House 
• Nuestra Voz 

Well Owners (including domestic well owners – via list of parcels in unincorporated areas) 

Mutual & PUC-Regulated Water Systems (within the basin) 

• Common Water LLC (Sonoma Springs) 
• George Ranch Mutual Water Company 
• Lawndale Mutual Water Company 
• Sobre Vista Water Company 

* While not required to be engaged under SGMA, these stakeholders will be including in the outreach 
program. This list is not exhaustive or exclusive. 

• Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation & Open Space District 
• Sonoma County Planning Commission 
• North Bay Watershed Association/Russian River Watershed Association 
• School districts 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Business / Developers 

• Sonoma County Alliance 
• North Bay Association of Realtors 
• Economic Development Board 
• Chambers of Commerce 
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• Citizens & Community Organizations 
• Daily Acts 
• League of Women Voters 
• Democratic and Republican clubs 
• Rotaries 
• Kiwanis 
• SIRS 

Page 27 of 27


	01 05102022 SVAC Agenda v3
	https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/83892121487?pwd=Qy9OUG5MS2NVUlk1Q1F4MmFocWdzQT09
	Meeting ID: 838 9212 1487
	Passcode: 703109
	833 548 0282 US Toll-free
	Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, SVGSA Administrator
	Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov  Phone: (707) 524-8378
	Materials
	3:00
	Welcome
	Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator
	Call Meeting to Order – Roll Call and Introductions
	General Public Comments
	Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chairman
	Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator
	3:15
	Agenda Review, Action Items Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary
	3:20

	Agenda Item
	Time
	Update on Rate and Fee Study 
	3:50
	Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Implementation Update
	4:20

	Updated Public Outreach Plan
	4:40
	Updates 
	Ann DuBay and Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff
	 Public Meetings
	 SVGSA Board Meeting
	Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee - AC to ask questions if needed. Solicit volunteers for Outreach and Engagement Plan work group.  
	5:20
	Closing Comments
	5:30
	Meeting Adjourns
	 Next Advisory Committee Meeting – July 12
	 Next Board Meeting – Monday, May 23


	02 03.08.22 SV AC Mtg Draft Summary_FINAL
	MEETING SUMMARY
	Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review
	General Public Comments
	Agenda and Schedule Review
	Action Items Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary
	Updates
	Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments
	Attendees:
	Advisory Committee Members (present)
	Advisory Committee Members (absent/excused)
	Fred Allebach
	Staff/Presenters
	Facilitator



	03 Son_WorkingDraftExtractionEstimates_050222
	04 5_4_2022_DRAFT_SV_Community Engagement Plan
	Community Engagement Plan for the Implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan
	2022-2027
	Purpose, Outcomes & Goals
	Interested Parties and other stakeholders
	Outreach Roles
	The GSA Board, which is comprised of elected and appointed officials representing land-use agencies and entities responsible for water supply and management will make the ultimate decisions on funding options and implementation of specific projects an...

	Community Engagement Plan
	Communication Forums & Communication Tools
	Public Workshops. Public educational workshops provide less formal opportunities for people to learn about groundwater, SGMA, financing options, and GSP elements. Workshops can be organized in a variety of ways, including open houses, world cafes and ...
	Public Workshops. Public educational workshops provide less formal opportunities for people to learn about groundwater, SGMA, financing options, and GSP elements. Workshops can be organized in a variety of ways, including open houses, world cafes and ...
	Periodic Updates



	Blank Page



