
 
 

 
 

 
 

    
 

  
  

 
 

 
   

     
       

    
  

 

        
  

 
 

  
  
  
  
  

 
 

  
  

   
 

   
    

  

 
    

 
 

  
  

Board Meeting 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Regular Meeting Minutes
Date: July 22, 2019 

Time: 4:00 p.m. 
Location: Valley of the Moon Water District, Board Room 

19039 Bay Street, Sonoma, CA 95476 
www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chairwoman Susan Gorin called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.
Directors Susan Gorin, Vicki Mulas, David Rabbitt and Steve Rogers were present. Chairwoman 
Gorin welcomed Steve Rogers from Valley of the Moon Water District to the meeting. Directors 
Rachel Hundley and Mike Sangiacomo were absent.

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter 
jurisdiction of the Board
None.

3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of May 20, 2019
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
d. Approve Fiscal Year 2018-2019 budget adjustment to recognize $10,000 expenditure for 

auditing services

Board Questions/Comments 
• Who does the GSA use as an auditor?

o The GSA banker is the county controller, and the independent financial auditor is Pisenti
& Brinker, who did the audit for the fiscal year.

• With adjustments, are we on budget?
o Yes, we are under budget for Fiscal Year 18/19. We will still be on budget even with

anticipated outstanding invoices and grant funding.

No public comment. 
Director Rabitt moved to approve the consent calendar as presented, Director Mulas seconded. 
Motion passed. 

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
No reports, although the Board expressed a desire for a future meeting topic regarding what is being
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found in the USGS monitoring of the burned areas of the watershed. 
No public comment. 

5. Advisory Committee Report 
Ann DuBay provided a brief report on Advisory Committee activities; noted that a full report is in the 
packet; and, shared that the Advisory Committee will be going on an August 13 field to look at 
stream gauges. A public notice will be issued and the Board will receive information. 

Board Questions/Comments 
• Where are the gauges? Are they looking at Alert gauges? 

o We are working with Sonoma Ecology Center to identify gauges along Sonoma Creek 
and near tributaries. 

6. Information items 
a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update: Overview and discussion of Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan progress to-date and introduction of Sustainable Management 
Criteria 

Chair Gorin shared that Director Sangiacomo communicated his interest in the timeline and 
development for plan. 

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff, provided the GSP update. They 
emphasized the exciting part of the work is about to begin after the Basin Setting section is 
completed. The Basin Setting section describes how ground water occurs in the Sonoma Valley basin 
and develops a water budget that serves as a “bank account” for groundwater (how much flows into 
the basin and how much flows out), and how this might change in the future,  looking at climate 
impacts and other factors. The initial draft sections are developed by the technical team, and then 
reviewed and discussed with the Advisory Committee. 

Later this year and in early 2020, discussions will begin on developing Sustainable Management 
Criteria (SMC) and minimum thresholds for SGMA’s six undesirable results. Take all the information 
and use it to make informed Sustainable Management Criteria decisions. The Board will determine 
what is significant and unreasonable and will decide what is unacceptable by setting minimum 
thresholds, and what is desirable with measurable objectives. 

There are critically over-drafted basins that are putting out draft plans out now, and we are 
reviewing some of these for additional guidance. 

Early 2020 there will be a workshop on the Basin Setting section and at that point, we will roll out 
the process for the “meat” of the Plan (SMCs). Public review of entire Plan will be in summer 2021. 

Board Questions/Comments 
• How confident are you in the data and our ability to complete the GSP? 

o Very confident. The community has invested a lot in groundwater research and studies 
and we have good data sets. The tools available in Sonoma Valley are more refined than 
many areas in the state. 
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• When do you add to or re-evaluate the data? 
o We will look at key data gaps and look at the sensitivity of the model to find missing 

areas we can review. SGMA allows for additional monitoring. We need to use the 
current best available data but it is meant to be adaptive. There will be opportunities to 
update the GSP every five years, as new information becomes available. 

• If there is something that happens outside of the basin boundary, are we going to be able to 
look at monitoring in the basin and see that it is happening? How do we evaluate new data? 
How do we respond? 
o We will use the model, adapt data, and look outside jurisdiction so that it doesn’t 

impact the basin. 
• How does staff work on the responses for the six undesirable results? 

o We will be prioritizing, with a focus on the undesirable results that are of primary 
concern in the basin. For example, surface water-groundwater interaction and saline 
water intrusion (in the southern part of the basin) will likely be high priorities in Sonoma 
Valley. 

• When external factors interfere with the plan, do we have the ability to rethink the model 
and how big basin boundaries should be? 
o DWR has not committed to a date when basin boundaries would be updated. I do not 

see the boundaries changing on us in the foreseeable future, as the basins are based on 
Bulletin 118, which relies on the geology of the basin. What is allowable is spelled out by 
SGMA. 

• Will the GSA be able to eliminate/disallow potential projects if they adversely affect the 
plan? Is this plan going to be used as a permitting element? If we are in a depleted area, 
would “the Plan” be used as a deterrent for proposed projects? 
o SGMA does not give the GSA land use authority, but it specifies the GSA provide the 

information to the County. The County is directed to review the information. The 
County can use that information, or not. I hope they do. The County retains well 
permitting authority but there may be tighter conditions, for example, CEQA 
requirements for projects. 

• Conditions are always changing, it’s one thing to do a study and put it on a shelf or do the 
study and use the Plan. 
o We have to provide updates every five years. 

• Will the County consider the GSP in its general plan update? 
o I would think under the water resources element of the general plan, the County would 

consider the GSP. Use plan to figure out how to keep our water level through different 
strategies. 

• Is the plan to eventually manage the groundwater within the GSA? 
o Yes. I believe so. We have to achieve sustainability and how we do that is at the 

discretion of the Board. The GSA has the authority. 
• What are the types of tools that are available to prepare us for droughts? Will staff – as 

experts – provide recommendations? 
o There is a whole suite of tools to use in the Plan. For example, recharge projects. We 

have to develop that case for what we need to do, and lay out the pros and cons of a 
variety of options. The Board will have the decision to make. We thought it would be 
easy to find areas suitable for recharge. Get into the substrate, and we learned 
differently. It’s complicated in this basin, because of different soil types/age of 
groundwater/samples of ground water. Where it is really old, it’s not a great recharge 
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area. Sonoma Ecology Center and USGS data set where water is seeping into streams-
would be good recharge areas. Looking at favorable areas, like the Glen Ellen area, plus 
where shallow ground water is, shallow aquifer. 

• Do you do carbon dating for water? 
o Yes- isotopes and tritium are used to test water age. 

• Are we talking about shallow areas for recharge? If you have shallow recharge does that 
mean that deep recharge can occur, too? Active or passive recharge areas? 
o These maps refer to static areas that are natural areas of recharge. Maps of active 

recharge would look a lot different. 
• We talk about micro-aquifers in GSA, does it mean you can have over-pumping in one area 

but not another? So you would have different restrictions in other areas? 
o Yes. SGMA allows you to break up the basin into different management areas. 

• The 60 pages of the GSP that you mentioned are completed, are they on a document or a 
shared devise we could look at? Is this a policy document? 
o Yes, the document is on the GSA website. It is not a policy document, but this is where 

the policy starts to happen. 
• Does it makes sense to have a different management area line around fault lines? 

o We want to make a boundary where it makes sense. Of those six undesirable conditions, 
water quality and surface water depletion are going to be the least clear. 

• Are you are going to have community workshops? Will a communications professional 
person help bring it up to the community? 
o Yes, we have a staff team and consultant team. 

• Please talk to people who are in area of communication, this is marketing 101 and the 
presentation has to be done the right way. Technical people can talk in great detail but they 
aren’t always the right person to communicate the knowledge. 
o We have had mixed success in community meetings, and confident we can reach 

people. Until they are personally affected they rarely turn out. 
• The more help you have, the right approach, the right message, the more successful it is – 

that is how messaging works. 

No public comment. 

7. Action Items 
a. Groundwater User Registration: Authorize GSA Administrator and Plan Manager 

to assess initial groundwater registration program questions in an amount not to 
exceed $5,000 

Staff reported that the GSA has a $30,000 placeholder for groundwater registration. Key 
recommendation was to develop an early registration program. The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 
Sustainability agency approved an ordinance for a groundwater user registration program and fee. 
Whatever Santa Rosa Plain develops, we are likely to use in Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley. The 
program is being developed with Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water. 

Board Questions/Comments 
The ideal thing is for Petaluma and SV GSA’s to have input on the infrastructure of the website 
development, etc. 
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• Can you please explain the well user registration program. 
o It is a postcard asking well users if the information that we have about their well is 

current. The well owner could add information or share additional information or do 
nothing. It would direct users to the website where information could be updated. If the 
owner is not a groundwater user they can opt out. It’s supposed to be a fairly simple 
program. 

• Is this for users based on volume (are small users exempt)? 
o It is for everyone in the basin assumed to be using groundwater including de minimis 

users. There is no regulation associated with the program. It is looking at the data we 
have, and cleaning up the information on file. 

• Will there eventually be a fee associated with it? 
o Most likely yes, when the GSP is done, but not now. 

• My concern is that we have so many property owners on different properties or in different 
basins. Would we explain why we are doing this and exploring our groundwater usage? 
o Yes, the message in the Sonoma Valley basin would be different than in Santa Rosa 

Plain. If staff comes back with a recommendation to take the next step, then it would 
come back to the Board with messaging and marketing. It would look different than 
Santa Rosa Plain. 

No Public Comment. 
Director Rabbitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 

a. Advisory Committee Appointment: Provide feedback to staff on proposed process 
to fill Business Representative vacancy on Advisory Committee 

The Advisory Committee was asked for feedback and suggested looking at past applicants who 
were interested in the business seat. Administrator recommends to open an application period 
for 30 days for representatives in the business community to apply. 
• Would we do an ad in Sonoma Index Tribune? 

o Yes – the application period would be open August 1 to the end of August. That would 
allow a few weeks to review applications in time for the September Board meeting. 

The Chair appointed an ad hoc including Directors Mulas and Sangiacomo to review applicants 
with Advisory Committee Chairman Fred Allebach. The Board asked staff to send a link to Board 
with the application including a brief description of the role and responsibilities, outlining the 
GSA and the time commitment. 

b. Resource Conservation District Grant: Authorize the Administrator to provide 
support to Sonoma/Gold Ridge RCDs for a Natural Resource Conservation Service 
grant for groundwater recharge studies and best practices 

The Sonoma and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Districts are interested in doing a recharge 
project on agricultural lands, and are proposing an National Resource Conservation grant.  One 
demonstration project is proposed to determine level of recharge. They are asking for a letter of 
support for a grant and a commitment to match the grant funds of $100,000. The other basin 
Board of Directors for Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain do not meet in time to approve grant 
support. But, administrators could support a smaller amount without Board approval. The 

5 



 
 

  
  

 
  

   
   

 
  

      
    

    
  

   
   
      

 
      

      
  

    
   

  
  

    
   

      
 

    
     

    
       

    
 

      
  

      
   

     
     
      

 
    
   

  
 

   
 

demonstration project may or may not be in Sonoma Valley, although this is a good potential 
area. It could be in Petaluma or Santa Rosa. 

Board Questions/Comments 
• Does not mean we are putting out cash? Are these expenditure we already committed to? 

o No, there is no cash outlay. The ‘match’ is simply the spending that we will already be 
doing on the GSP that is related to groundwater recharge. 

• Are we paying the RCD? 
o No. They can count the money being spent for some of the technical work. Ours is a 

state grant and can match their request. The match is not actual funds. It demonstrates 
they have access to matching fund. The RCD has a great reputation as steward of the 
land and helping us through all these issues and would gain support from the 
agricultural community. 

• It would be a benefit to know what contribution Agricultural lands make to groundwater. 
• Do we get a say on where the project is done? We would want to be sure it’s in an optimal 

area for Sonoma Valley. 
o Yes, we could try to coordinate and share information. 

• Rural residential property owners – could this demonstration project be in a rural residential 
area? 
o Possibly, if the property is large enough. The goal is to work with vineyard property with 

the right layout and configuration, still working out details. 
• Is the $100,000 for recharge study? Does the study assume that grant match funds would be 

used for same study? 
o It would match for technical work we would be doing. The match is broad. 

• Would like to see the Sonoma Valley Board use this grant opportunity if we are using part of 
our funds in our basin. If the Resource Conservation Districts use other funds they can go to 
another basin. 

• How transferable is the data? 
o Data from the study is transferable and could be an efficient solution if it works. 

• If we put in matching funds, can we constrain the funds to be used in Sonoma Valley? We 
should have a guarantee our basin is benefitting from this if we put in the funds. 
o Usually when you apply for a grant, it is specific to an area. Before applying they should 

have a site identified. 
• In this case, the Resource Conservation District will work with technical staff to identify 

location and work with the land owner. 
• The Board could attach strings to the matching funds, but you need to let the Resource 

Conservation Districts know. 
• I am OK with those strings. If data is transferable then it’s OK. 
• It’s very important it happens in our basin to help use established criteria. 
• What is the goal of the recharge project? Shallow or enhanced tributaries? Different 

projects get different things and help with undesirable results. 
• Willing to support up to $100,000. 
• Can we communicate the support with parameters? 

o Yes, Vicki and Ann to communicate with Valerie. 

Director Rabitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
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8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report 

Scott Morris, Legal Counsel said there isn’t much to report as state Legislature is on recess. 
There is a lot going on with water bills that need to be on the floor by August 30. There will be a 
lot of activity to watch mid-August. 

An Administrator report is in the packet. 

The Plan Manager reported that DWR completed alternative review of plans. Several plans 
passed but Napa did not. So they are now trying to respond with their rational for the 
alternative plan. Napa did not develop minimum thresholds or sustainable plans. Napa never 
intentionally managed groundwater to a specific criteria. 

Board Comments/Questions 
• Is that lack of data or political direction? 

o I think it was a political direction. They felt they didn’t have any problems. Napa spent a 
lot of money to get to this point. If they don’t prevail in response they will have a few 
years to develop a GSA and GSP. Unfortunately, they did not get a grant like we did. 
Sonoma Water is meeting with the Napa team next week. 

9. Closed Session 
a. Public Employee Performance Evaluation (GC § 54957)Title:  Legal Counsel and 

Administrator 

Chair Gorin reported that the Board would like the administrator to prepare a one-year contract 
extension for Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann & Girard for legal services and a three-year 
contract extension for Sonoma Water for administrative services for discussion and possible 
action at the September Board meeting. 

10. Adjournment 
Chair Gorin adjourned the meeting at 6:20 p.m. 
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	area. Sonoma Ecology Center and USGS data set where water is seeping into streams-would be good recharge areas. Looking at favorable areas, like the Glen Ellen area, plus where shallow ground water is, shallow aquifer. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Do you do carbon dating for water? 

	o Yes-isotopes and tritium are used to test water age. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Are we talking about shallow areas for recharge? If you have shallow recharge does that mean that deep recharge can occur, too? Active or passive recharge areas? 

	o These maps refer to static areas that are natural areas of recharge. Maps of active recharge would look a lot different. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	We talk about micro-aquifers in GSA, does it mean you can have over-pumping in one area but not another? So you would have different restrictions in other areas? 

	o Yes. SGMA allows you to break up the basin into different management areas. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	The 60 pages of the GSP that you mentioned are completed, are they on a document or a shared devise we could look at? Is this a policy document? 

	o Yes, the document is on the GSA website. It is not a policy document, but this is where the policy starts to happen. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Does it makes sense to have a different management area line around fault lines? 

	o We want to make a boundary where it makes sense. Of those six undesirable conditions, water quality and surface water depletion are going to be the least clear. 

	• 
	• 
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	• 
	• 
	• 
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	o We have had mixed success in community meetings, and confident we can reach people. Until they are personally affected they rarely turn out. 

	• 
	• 
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	No public comment. 
	7. Action Items 
	a. Groundwater User Registration: Authorize GSA Administrator and Plan Manager to assess initial groundwater registration program questions in an amount not to exceed $5,000 
	Staff reported that the GSA has a $30,000 placeholder for groundwater registration. Key recommendation was to develop an early registration program. The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability agency approved an ordinance for a groundwater user registration program and fee. Whatever Santa Rosa Plain develops, we are likely to use in Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley. The program is being developed with Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water. 
	Board Questions/Comments 
	The ideal thing is for Petaluma and SV GSA’s to have input on the infrastructure of the website development, etc. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Can you please explain the well user registration program. 

	o It is a postcard asking well users if the information that we have about their well is current. The well owner could add information or share additional information or do nothing. It would direct users to the website where information could be updated. If the owner is not a groundwater user they can opt out. It’s supposed to be a fairly simple program. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Is this for users based on volume (are small users exempt)? 

	o It is for everyone in the basin assumed to be using groundwater including de minimis users. There is no regulation associated with the program. It is looking at the data we have, and cleaning up the information on file. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Will there eventually be a fee associated with it? 

	o Most likely yes, when the GSP is done, but not now. 

	• 
	• 
	My concern is that we have so many property owners on different properties or in different basins. Would we explain why we are doing this and exploring our groundwater usage? 


	o Yes, the message in the Sonoma Valley basin would be different than in Santa Rosa Plain. If staff comes back with a recommendation to take the next step, then it would come back to the Board with messaging and marketing. It would look different than Santa Rosa Plain. 
	No Public Comment. Director Rabbitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
	a. Advisory Committee Appointment: Provide feedback to staff on proposed process to fill Business Representative vacancy on Advisory Committee 
	The Advisory Committee was asked for feedback and suggested looking at past applicants who were interested in the business seat. Administrator recommends to open an application period for 30 days for representatives in the business community to apply. 
	• Would we do an ad in Sonoma Index Tribune? 
	o Yes – the application period would be open August 1 to the end of August. That would 
	allow a few weeks to review applications in time for the September Board meeting. The Chair appointed an ad hoc including Directors Mulas and Sangiacomo to review applicants with Advisory Committee Chairman Fred Allebach. The Board asked staff to send a link to Board with the application including a brief description of the role and responsibilities, outlining the GSA and the time commitment. 
	b. Resource Conservation District Grant: Authorize the Administrator to provide support to Sonoma/Gold Ridge RCDs for a Natural Resource Conservation Service grant for groundwater recharge studies and best practices 
	The Sonoma and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Districts are interested in doing a recharge project on agricultural lands, and are proposing an National Resource Conservation grant.  One demonstration project is proposed to determine level of recharge. They are asking for a letter of support for a grant and a commitment to match the grant funds of $100,000. The other basin Board of Directors for Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain do not meet in time to approve grant support. But, administrators could support a 
	The Sonoma and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Districts are interested in doing a recharge project on agricultural lands, and are proposing an National Resource Conservation grant.  One demonstration project is proposed to determine level of recharge. They are asking for a letter of support for a grant and a commitment to match the grant funds of $100,000. The other basin Board of Directors for Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain do not meet in time to approve grant support. But, administrators could support a 
	demonstration project may or may not be in Sonoma Valley, although this is a good potential area. It could be in Petaluma or Santa Rosa. 

	Board Questions/Comments 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Does not mean we are putting out cash? Are these expenditure we already committed to? 

	o No, there is no cash outlay. The ‘match’ is simply the spending that we will already be doing on the GSP that is related to groundwater recharge. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Are we paying the RCD? 

	o No. They can count the money being spent for some of the technical work. Ours is a state grant and can match their request. The match is not actual funds. It demonstrates they have access to matching fund. The RCD has a great reputation as steward of the land and helping us through all these issues and would gain support from the agricultural community. 

	• 
	• 
	It would be a benefit to know what contribution Agricultural lands make to groundwater. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Do we get a say on where the project is done? We would want to be sure it’s in an optimal area for Sonoma Valley. 

	o Yes, we could try to coordinate and share information. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Rural residential property owners – could this demonstration project be in a rural residential area? 

	o Possibly, if the property is large enough. The goal is to work with vineyard property with the right layout and configuration, still working out details. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Is the $100,000 for recharge study? Does the study assume that grant match funds would be used for same study? 

	o It would match for technical work we would be doing. The match is broad. 

	• 
	• 
	Would like to see the Sonoma Valley Board use this grant opportunity if we are using part of our funds in our basin. If the Resource Conservation Districts use other funds they can go to another basin. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	How transferable is the data? 

	o Data from the study is transferable and could be an efficient solution if it works. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	If we put in matching funds, can we constrain the funds to be used in Sonoma Valley? We should have a guarantee our basin is benefitting from this if we put in the funds. 

	o Usually when you apply for a grant, it is specific to an area. Before applying they should have a site identified. 

	• 
	• 
	In this case, the Resource Conservation District will work with technical staff to identify location and work with the land owner. 

	• 
	• 
	The Board could attach strings to the matching funds, but you need to let the Resource Conservation Districts know. 

	• 
	• 
	I am OK with those strings. If data is transferable then it’s OK. 

	• 
	• 
	It’s very important it happens in our basin to help use established criteria. 

	• 
	• 
	What is the goal of the recharge project? Shallow or enhanced tributaries? Different projects get different things and help with undesirable results. 

	• 
	• 
	Willing to support up to $100,000. 

	• 
	• 
	Can we communicate the support with parameters? 


	o Yes, Vicki and Ann to communicate with Valerie. 
	Director Rabitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
	8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report 
	Scott Morris, Legal Counsel said there isn’t much to report as state Legislature is on recess. There is a lot going on with water bills that need to be on the floor by August 30. There will be a lot of activity to watch mid-August. 
	An Administrator report is in the packet. 
	The Plan Manager reported that DWR completed alternative review of plans. Several plans passed but Napa did not. So they are now trying to respond with their rational for the alternative plan. Napa did not develop minimum thresholds or sustainable plans. Napa never intentionally managed groundwater to a specific criteria. 
	Board Comments/Questions 
	• Is that lack of data or political direction? 
	o I think it was a political direction. They felt they didn’t have any problems. Napa spent a lot of money to get to this point. If they don’t prevail in response they will have a few years to develop a GSA and GSP. Unfortunately, they did not get a grant like we did. Sonoma Water is meeting with the Napa team next week. 
	9. Closed Session 
	a. Public Employee Performance Evaluation (GC § 54957)Title:  Legal Counsel and Administrator 
	Chair Gorin reported that the Board would like the administrator to prepare a one-year contract extension for Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann & Girard for legal services and a three-year contract extension for Sonoma Water for administrative services for discussion and possible action at the September Board meeting. 
	10. Adjournment 
	Chair Gorin adjourned the meeting at 6:20 p.m. 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Consent Calendar 
	Consent Calendar 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Year to Date Budget and Member Agency Contributions 
	Summary: As of September 13, 2019, the Agency received $4,636 in income (member agency contributions including in-kind services and investment interest,) and had $4,467 in expenses. 
	Background 
	This financial report covers July 1, 2019 – September 13, 2019. The Agency’s total budget for FY 19/20 includes revenues of $467,000 plus anticipated carry-forward funding from 2018-2019 of $262,873 for total funding of $729,873, and expenditures of $633,400 plus reserves of $96,473 for a total of $729,873 
	Income:  Anticipated member agency cash contributions total $95,000 plus in-kind contributions of $64,000. To date, $8,334 has been received from member agencies, and unrealized gains were -$3,698. 
	In-kind contributions from Sonoma Water for technical, outreach, grant management and administrative services are billed on a quarterly basis. The first invoice (not yet received) will cover the period from July 1 – September 30. 
	Expenses:  Invoiced expenses for services and supplies were $4,467. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report. 
	Vote Requirement 
	Majority. 
	List of Attachments 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2019-20 

	2. 
	2. 
	Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2019-20 


	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 

	Sonoma Valley Finanical Report -- Budget to Act 
	 FY 2019-20 
	 FY 2019-20 
	 FY 2019-20 

	Account Description
	Account Description
	Budget 

	County of Sonoma 
	County of Sonoma 
	$ 
	25,000 

	Other Governmental Agencies 
	Other Governmental Agencies 

	City of Sonoma 
	City of Sonoma 
	$ 
	25,000 

	Special Districts (VOMWD, NBWD, SRCD) 
	Special Districts (VOMWD, NBWD, SRCD) 
	$ 
	45,000 

	  Total Intergovernmental Revenues 
	  Total Intergovernmental Revenues 
	$ 
	95,000 

	Interest on Pooled Cash 
	Interest on Pooled Cash 

	Unrealized Gains and Losses
	Unrealized Gains and Losses

	  Total Revenue - Use of Money & Prop 
	  Total Revenue - Use of Money & Prop 
	$ 
	-

	Proposition 1 Grant funds, DWR 
	Proposition 1 Grant funds, DWR 
	$ 
	308,000 

	In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 
	In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 
	$ 
	64,000 

	  Total Miscellaneous Revenues 
	  Total Miscellaneous Revenues 
	$ 
	372,000 

	Grand Total Revenues 
	Grand Total Revenues 
	$ 
	467,000 

	Insurance - Liability 
	Insurance - Liability 
	$ 
	2,500 

	Administration Services 
	Administration Services 
	$ 
	80,000 

	Accounting/Auditing Services 
	Accounting/Auditing Services 
	$ 
	5,000 

	Client Accounting Services 
	Client Accounting Services 
	$ 
	3,000 

	Outside Counsel - Legal Advice 
	Outside Counsel - Legal Advice 
	$ 
	45,000 

	Consulting Services 
	Consulting Services 
	$ 
	426,000 

	In-kind services 
	In-kind services 
	$ 
	64,000 

	Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 
	Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 
	$ 
	1,500 

	Training/Conference Expenses 
	Training/Conference Expenses 
	$ 
	2,000 


	County Services Chgs $ 1,500 Food $ 500 Memberships/Certifications $ 900 Office Supplies $ 500 Freight/Postage $ 500 Printing and Binding Supplies $ 500
	  Total Services and Supplies 
	$ 633,400 

	Total Expenditures 
	Total Expenditures 
	$ 633,400 

	Reserves* 
	$ 96,473 

	Grand Total Expenditures & Reserves $ 729,873 Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance 
	$ (262,873) 

	Reserves are equal to approximately two months operating 
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	Member Agency Contributions Received (as of 9/13/2019) 
	Member Agency Contributions Received (as of 9/13/2019) 

	Member Agency County of Sonoma Sonoma  Water* City of Sonoma Valley of the Moon Water District North Bay Water District Sonoma Resource Conservation District Total 
	Member Agency County of Sonoma Sonoma  Water* City of Sonoma Valley of the Moon Water District North Bay Water District Sonoma Resource Conservation District Total 
	FY 2018-19 Received (as Budgeted of 9/13/19) $ 25,000 $ 64,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 8,334 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 159,000 $ 8,334 
	Invoiced / Unpaid $ 8,334 $ 8,334 $ 3,334 $ 3,334 $ 23,336 


	* Sonoma Water contributions provided as in-kind services 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator, and Fred Allebach, Chair – Advisory Committee SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Report 
	Summary: Update on recent activities and decisions made by the Advisory Committee. 
	Background 
	Summary of GSA Advisory Committee activities (one Advisory Committee meeting in September): 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	The Advisory Committee continues to be updated by staff on GSA technical work, on state legislative and policy updates, and on the rate/fee study progress in Santa Rosa Plain. 

	• 
	• 
	The Advisory Committee unanimously supported the well permitting recommendations proposed by an ad hoc working group. 

	• 
	• 
	The committee received and presented feedback on a presentation by Sonoma Water staff  Marcus Trotta and Andy Rich and by Lisa Porta, Montgomery & Associates, on the water budget and groundwater modeling. 

	• 
	• 
	The committee received a presentation on and discussed Sustainable Management Criteria (the heart of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan). In a fun thought experiment, Advisory Committee members shared initial thoughts on critical sustainability indicators. 


	Items reviewed and Action/Decisions 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	In February, the Advisory Committee created an ad hoc to review specifically how wells are permitted in Sonoma Valley Basin’s two depletion zones and the adjacent area of saline intrusion to the southeast, and whether there might be a way to work more closely with Permit Sonoma. Ad hoc members are Fred Allebach, Caitlin Cornwall, Jim Bundschu, Greg Carr and Ken Johnson. At its July meeting, the ad hoc presented draft options for consideration and feedback to the AC, with the overall goal of improving data c

	• 
	• 
	The Advisory Committee reviewed and discussed the groundwater modeling and the specific model that will be updated and used in Sonoma Valley for development of the water budget. Advisory Committee members asked questions and provided input. 

	• 
	• 
	Staff presented an overview of Sustainable Management Criteria, and Advisory Committee members, advised by staff to do their homework, came prepared to discuss sustainability 


	Agenda Item: 5 Meeting Date: September 23, 2019 
	indicators of key importance to their stakeholder groups. Advisory Committee members noted that groundwater levels, groundwater storage, surface water/groundwater interaction and seawater intrusion were of key importance to all their constituencies. Advisory Committee members also discussed issues around 2015 as a baseline year for minimum thresholds and management objectives. 
	Advisory Committee meeting packets 
	To view AC meeting agendas and packets, please visit . 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org

	Type of vote required 
	None. Information only. 
	Fiscal Information 
	No fiscal impact. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	None. 
	List of Attachments 
	None. 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Permit Sonoma Report on Sonoma Valley Planning Issues 
	Summary: Permit Sonoma staff will provide an overview of two key planning issues in Sonoma Valley: The Springs Specific Plan and Sonoma Developmental Center. 
	Background 
	The Springs includes portions of the unincorporated communities of Aqua Caliente, Fetters Hot Springs, and Boyes Hot Springs. Covering approximately 178 acres, the Springs Specific Plan area is bounded by Aqua Caliente Road at the north and Verano Avenue at the south and bisected by the Highway 12 commercial corridor. The Springs straddle the eastern edge of the GSA boundaries. 
	Work began on The Springs Specific Plan in 2016. A draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being drafted and will provide an opportunity to holistically address potential impacts on the environment and to change aspects of the plan to provide the best guidance for future development as possible. 
	For 128 years, the Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) served as a home for people with developmental disabilities. Following a 2015 decision to close all state developmental centers, the state closed the SDC on December 31, 2018. SDC is located near Glen Ellen and includes 863 acres, a campus with 140 buildings, a cemetery and its own water supply system and central boiler plant. Much (although not all) of SDC is within the GSA. Through a landmark partnership between the state and county, Sonoma County’s Per
	Permit Sonoma Deputy Director of Planning Milan Nevajda will provide an overview of both specific plans, timelines and process, particularly as they relate to water. 
	Type of vote required 
	None. Information only. 
	Fiscal Information 
	No fiscal impact. 
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	Staff Recommendation 
	None. 
	List of Attachments 
	None. 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Recommendations on Well Permits 
	Summary: Review and provide feedback on Advisory Committee recommendations regarding well permits in areas of groundwater depletion and in areas of seawater intrusion. 
	Background 
	In 2018 and early 2019, the Advisory Committee received reports from and discussed permitting and water use with Robert Pennington (Professional Geologist, Permit Sonoma) and John Mack (Natural Resources Manager, Permit Sonoma). Based on these discussions, at its February meeting, the Advisory Committee created an Ad Hoc committee to explore options creating more accountability regarding ministerial permits and groundwater use in the Sonoma Valley “zones of depletion” and in areas impacted by saline water i
	The Ad Hoc is comprised of the Advisory Committee chairman Fred Allebach (Sonoma Water’s representative, and a renter), Vice-chair Caitlin Cornwall (environmental representative), Jim Bundschu (North Bay Water District appointee, and grape grower/vintner), Greg Carr (appointed by the County of Sonoma) and Kenneth Johnson (representing at-large community interests, and an engineer). Staff support is provided by Marcus Trotta (Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water) and Ann DuBay (GSA administrator). 
	The Ad Hoc met multiple times, including twice with Permit Sonoma staff. It identified three key areas of concern: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Incomplete and/or incorrect information regarding wells, including depth and use; 

	• 
	• 
	Incomplete information regarding groundwater levels in areas of concern; and 

	• 
	• 
	Lack of information being provided to new or potential well owners regarding SGMA, the GSA and groundwater issues in their community. 


	To address these problems, the Ad Hoc proposed and the Advisory Committee unanimously agreed to the following recommendations (see Attachment for the full report and recommendations): 
	To address these problems, the Ad Hoc proposed and the Advisory Committee unanimously agreed to the following recommendations (see Attachment for the full report and recommendations): 
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	Category One: Improve well drilling information by (1) expanding the existing well permit application; 
	(2)requiring well drillers to submit well completion reports online; (3) updating the groundwater classification maps to reflect current information; and (4) asking local agencies to update groundwater information. Category Two: Increase monitoring in established problem areas by (5) requesting that Permit Sonoma require monitoring easements be placed on all new or expanded wells in or near the zones of depletion and in areas with saltwater intrusion and requesting that Permit Sonoma work with the GSA to de
	These recommendations provide additional information that could benefit the GSP or future GSA action and could potentially reduce the amount of groundwater pumped in areas of concern. All recommendations will require staff resources (primarily Permit Sonoma), which could potentially delay implementation. Given the County’s current budget and departmental work plans, prioritizing groundwater conservation options would shift the allocation of Permit Sonoma staff time. However, such a shift would emphasize pre
	The Advisory Committee is seeking feedback from the Board on the recommendations. 
	Type of vote required 
	None. Information only. 
	Fiscal Information 
	Some staff time and printing costs associated with: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Working with Permit Sonoma to develop a well monitoring strategy 

	• 
	• 
	Developing and providing materials to Permit Sonoma to provide to well drillers and landowners. 


	Staff Recommendation 
	Receive report and provide feedback to the Advisory Committee on recommendations and next steps. 
	List of Attachments 
	Advisory Committee Recommendations on Well Permitting 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 


	Advisory Committee Recommendations on Well Permitting 
	Advisory Committee Recommendations on Well Permitting 
	September 23, 2019 
	Background 
	In 2018/2019, the Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee received reports from and discussed permitting and water use with Robert Pennington (Professional Geologist, Permit Sonoma) and John Mack (Natural Resources Manager, Permit Sonoma). 
	Permit Sonoma is the local agency responsible for administering permits for wells within both unincorporated and incorporated areas of the Subbasin. Water wells are permitted through a ministerial process following the Sonoma County Well Ordinance, most recently updated by Permit Sonoma in 2015, that includes regulations and requirements for constructing wells to prevent groundwater contamination (Ordinance 25B). Permit Sonoma is also responsible for permitting certain development projects in unincorporated
	Discretionary Permits 
	Discretionary permits are processed for development proposals within unincorporated areas that will rely on wells for water supply, including wineries, subdivision and cannabis permits.  Permits for agricultural development projects are processed through the Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner. 
	Permit Sonoma uses a four-tier groundwater classification system map, based on geologic information and water yields, to designate general areas of groundwater availability, for reviewing discretionary permit applications: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Class 1 areas are Major Groundwater Basins; 

	• 
	• 
	Class 2 areas are Major Natural Recharge Areas; 

	• 
	• 
	Class 3 areas are Marginal Groundwater Availability Areas; and 

	• 
	• 
	Class 4 areas are Areas with Low or Highly Variable Water Yield. 


	The Class 1 and Class 2 groundwater availability areas generally correlate, but do not completely correspond, with DWR’s Bulletin 118 basin boundaries.  Discretionary applications in Class 3 and 4 areas and in SGMA medium and high priority basin, including the Sonoma Valley Subbasin, are required to include hydrogeologic reports to establish that groundwater quality and quantity are adequate and will not be adversely impacted by the cumulative developments and uses allowed in the area.  In addition, discret
	Since 2004, Permit Sonoma has required groundwater-level measurement and volume reporting from water wells on a quarterly or monthly basis as standard conditions of approval for commercial and industrial projects requiring a use permit, and using more than 0.5 AFY of water.  Projects in southern 
	1 
	Sonoma Valley are also generally required to perform and report water quality monitoring due to concerns with elevated salinity in that area. For projects where significant impacts are identified, Permit Sonoma may require demonstration of zero or de minimis net water use through onsite water conservation, rainwater or surface water storage, groundwater recharge, and/or offsite mitigation. 
	Ministerial Permits 
	Ministerial well permits are issued to single-family residential water users and to agriculture, which are the two largest classes of basin groundwater users, making up approximately 80% of total use. Applicants for ministerial permits are not required to conduct hydrogeologic studies. The discussions revealed that Permit Sonoma staff currently has minimal tools for tracking, monitoring or controlling groundwater use that arise out of the issuance of ministerial permits. 
	Ad Hoc 
	At its February meeting, the Advisory Committee created an Ad Hoc committee to explore options creating more accountability regarding ministerial permits and groundwater use in the Sonoma Valley “zones of depletion” and in areas impacted by saline water intrusion. The intention was that some immediate action might be implemented prior to adoption of the GSP. 
	The Ad Hoc is comprised of the Advisory Committee chairman Fred Allebach (Sonoma Water’s representative, and a renter), Vice-chair Caitlin Cornwall (environmental representative), Jim Bundschu (North Bay Water District appointee, and grape grower/vintner), Greg Carr (appointed by the County of Sonoma) and Kenneth Johnson (representing at-large community interests, and an engineer). Staff support is provided by Marcus Trotta (Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water) and Ann DuBay (GSA administrator). 
	Ad Hoc actions 
	The Ad Hoc met six times, as follows: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	March 5: Developed a scope of work, discussed possible alternatives and identified data/information gaps. The scope of work is to explore whether it’s a good idea to require groundwater studies on ministerial projects, for example agricultural wells in the “zones of depletion and saline intrusion” in Sonoma Valley. 

	• 
	• 
	March 15:  Met with Permit Sonoma staff John Mack, Robert Pennington and Nathan Quarles (Deputy Director Engineering Construction – including well permits) to discuss preliminary options, understand data gaps, identify pros/cons and develop additional alternatives. 

	• 
	• 
	April 3: Ad Hoc reviewed a spreadsheet of possible development in the areas of concern. Fleshed out and added new options. 

	• 
	• 
	April 23: Met at Permit Sonoma with Robert, John and Nathan to discuss all alternatives and pros/cons. 

	• 
	• 
	July 2: Ad Hoc discussed alternatives further, crafted a recommendation. 

	• 
	• 
	August 2: Discussed suggestions made by the Advisory Committee, and incorporated these ideas into a revised Options table. 


	Meetings with Permit Sonoma staff provided an opportunity to discuss the intersection between SGMA and basin land use. Permit Sonoma is looking to the GSA to provide direction and guidance on groundwater management issues. 
	2 
	Issues raised during the Ad Hoc discussions included the 1980 four-tier groundwater classification system map, see attached. There were two concerns regarding Sonoma Valley groundwater basin’s saline intrusion area and two known depletion areas: (1) these areas are not identified on the map, and 
	(2) these areas are in the Class One area, which automatically goes to a ministerial permitting process. The map is out of date on critical groundwater conditions, yet still determines project permitting in the basin. 
	Permit Sonoma staff noted that significant staff time would be required to change code or procedures. Both require internal discussion, analysis and review, plus review and approval of governing bodies. While the Ad Hoc concluded that it is not the responsibility of the GSA to balance Permit Sonoma’s workload, it acknowledges that the lack of staff resources could hamper implementation of proposed changes. 
	Overall, the Ad Hoc observed that for Permit Sonoma land use to effectively synchronize with SGMA-mandated GSA groundwater management, the agencies must effectively share hydrogeologic data and land use policies must eventually be based on GSA-vetted sustainable management criteria. 
	Ad Hoc representatives provided updates to the Advisory Committee at its March, April and May meetings and provided an overview of recommended options at the June Advisory Committee meeting. The Advisory Committee and members of the public proposed several changes, including an emphasis on educating potential well owners who come to Permit Sonoma to apply for a well permit. 
	Recommendations 
	Originally, the Ad Hoc developed eight recommendations/sub-recommendations, and identified pros/cons for consideration by the full Advisory Committee. These options were narrowed down, reclassified and made more specific following the June Advisory Committee meeting (see attached table for revised options). The six recommendations fall into three categories: 
	Category One: Improve well drilling information by (1) expanding the existing well permit application; 
	(2) requiring well drillers to submit well completion reports online; (3) updating the groundwater classification maps to reflect current information; and (4) asking local agencies to update groundwater information. Category Two: Increase monitoring in established problem areas by (5) requesting that Permit Sonoma require monitoring easements be placed on all new or expanded wells in or near the zones of depletion and in areas with saltwater intrusion and requesting that Permit Sonoma work with the GSA to d
	These recommendations provide additional information that could benefit the GSP or future GSA action and could potentially reduce the amount of groundwater pumped in areas of concern. All recommendations will require staff resources (primarily Permit Sonoma), which could potentially delay implementation. Given the County’s current budget and departmental work plans, prioritizing groundwater conservation options would shift the allocation of Permit Sonoma staff time. However, 
	3 
	such a shift would emphasize preparing the ground for the GSP in 2022 and is congruent with the intent of the current General Plan Water Resources Element. 
	Finally, while not discussed as a stand-alone recommendation, the GSA Board could consider – as part of its deliberations in adopting the GSP – asking the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to adopt the GSP as county policy soon after its completion to provide clear direction to Permit Sonoma and to ensure there isn’t a “run” on well drilling prior to the GSP being approved by DWR. 
	The Advisory Committee recommends that the Board consider bringing all recommendations to the County/Permit Sonoma for implementation. 
	Next Steps 
	The Advisory Committee recommends the following process: September 23 Board for discussion and feedback on recommendations November 25 Possible Board vote on recommended action 
	4 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Information Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Advisory Committee Business Representative 
	Summary: Consider approval of Steve Wolf to serve as the Business Representative to the Advisory Committee. 
	Background 
	The Joint Powers Authority (Exhibit B) requires the creation of an Advisory Committee to the Agency Board of Directors that includes 12 members. Six of the members are appointed by member agencies and six are appointed by the Board. Of the six Board appointments, one is a representative of the business community. 
	Helge Bruckner, who owns and manages properties in the 8Street East area of the basin, served as the business community representative to the Advisory Committee, but resigned in April. At its May meeting, the Board expressed the desire to fill the business community seat with a representative who has knowledge of and interest in the 8Street East area, which faces groundwater challenges. At its July meeting, the Board voted to re-open the Advisory Committee application for 30 days, and asked Directors Mulas 
	th 
	th 

	The application was posted during the month of August, and emails were sent out to the stakeholder list, to the Board and Advisory Committee for distribution, and the position was advertised in the Sonoma Sun. Board, Advisory Committee members and staff also called potential candidates. 
	On September 13, the applications were reviewed. The reviewers, which included Advisory Committee chairman Fred Allebach, unanimously recommend that Steve Wolf be appointed to fill the Business Representative position. 
	Mr. Wolf is currently the site manager of Sonoma Industrial Park on 8Street East. He is also a real estate broker; was a director of the Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce; president of the Sonoma Kiwanis Club; was a charter member of the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Committee; project manager for several projects on the 8th Street East corridor; and worked on the formation of the 8th Street East sewer assessment district. Mr. Wolf has deep and long connections in the business community, and is very inter
	th 
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	Fiscal Information 
	No fiscal impacts. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Consider appointing Steve Wolf to the Advisory Committee as the Business Representative. 
	List of Attachments 
	Steve Wolf’s application 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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	Application for Steve Wolf 
	Application for Steve Wolf 
	DESCRIBE HOW YOU WILL REPRESENT THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY 
	My wife Gail and our three kids came to Sonoma Valley in 1976 and opened Sonoma Rental Center, renting tools, construction and party equipment.  We met many, many people. I was a director of the Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce, president of the Sonoma Kiwanis Club, project manager for several projects on the 8th St. corridor; instrumental in the formation of the 8th St. E. sewer assessment district with Tito Sasaki and Helge Bruckner and a charter member of the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Committee.  
	CURRENT OCCUPATION 
	Site manager of Sonoma Industrial Park, 19600 Eighth St. East, Sonoma 
	CURRENT LICENSES 
	California Real Estate Broker Lic. # 00896129 
	EDUCATION/EXPERIENCE 
	High school at SW high in Minneapolis. Attended University of Minnesota.  Met my wife.  Big deal.  Following living abroad for 2.5 years in Munich, we returned to Minneapolis where I took a job in the Right of Way Div. of Hennepin County Highway where I was trained as a negotiator and was involved numerous transactions involving open space, land for highways and government buildings. 
	BOARDS/COMMISSIONS/COMMITTEES 
	1968: became member (chaired) the Chanhassen City Parks and Open Space Commission. Was elected to three year term as city councilman and served as an advisor to the Metropolitan Planning Commission representing 5 cities and Villages and also served as liason from the city as advisor to the planning of the new town of Jonathan. Was appointed to the Carver County Planning Commission. I was running as a candidate for Carver County Supervisor when my business guided us in a new direction (I was going to win) an
	-

	REFERENCES 
	Helge Bruckner Bob Albright 
	Helge Bruckner Bob Albright 
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	REASONS FOR WISHING TO SERVE AND HOW YOU CAN CONTRIBUTE 
	Water is an incredibly critical resource.  In the long view, more important to our survival that oil. This committee offers a chance to help 
	Agenda Item: 7B Meeting Date: September 23, 2019 

	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Action Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Action Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Sonoma Ecology Center Grant Opportunity 
	Summary: Consider Sonoma Ecology Center’s request for GSA support and ‘match’ of $120,000 for the Sonoma Creek Stream Flow Stewardship Program, Phase 2. 
	Background 
	Sonoma Ecology Center (SEC) recently completed Phase 1 of the Sonoma Creek Stream Flow Stewardship Program. The primary goal of Phase 1 was to find one to four streamside landowners willing to pursue water storage and conservation projects on their private lands that would increase dry season streamflows, and benefit steelhead and other wildlife. SEC found numerous landowners in upper Sonoma Creek willing to engage in stream stewardship, and it identified four projects that would be funded by Phase 2 of the
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	An alluvial fan restoration project which will be taken to 100% design; 

	2. 
	2. 
	An off-channel water storage project that will be taken to 30% design; and 

	3. 
	3. 
	Fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help two separate landowners eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek. 


	On September 9, SEC submitted a grant application to the Wildlife Conservation Board for funding for Phase 2. Phase 2 would begin in fall 2020, with a project team that includes of SEC, Trout Unlimited (TU), Prunuske Chatham, Inc (PCI), and Storesund Consulting. The team will assess project sites, and produce design plans, water rights permits, and permitting for these projects. When implemented, these projects will produce a net beneficial change to late-summer streamflow in upper Sonoma Creek of up to two
	Phase 2 will also extend current streamflow monitoring and allow SEC to continue its andowner outreach to seek additional effective implementation sites in upper Sonoma Creek and its tributary, Graham Creek. 
	SEC asked the GSA for support of the project, which will enhance the current streamflow monitoring network and which will keep more summer-time water flowing in Sonoma Creek. SEC also asked that the money the GSA spends on seepage monitoring ($120,000 over a four-year period) serve as a match for this grant. 
	Agenda Item: 7B Meeting Date: September 23, 2019 
	Staff consulted with the Chair, and sent a letter in support of the application. The letter, attached, included language noting that “Pending GSA Board approval at its September 23 meeting, the GSA can offer $120,000 in cost share for streamflow monitoring over four years to the proposed project.” 
	Fiscal Information 
	No direct fiscal impacts. The funds that would be used as a match for this grant could not be used to match future grants. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Approve Sonoma Ecology Center’s request for GSA support of the Sonoma Creek Stream Flow Stewardship Program and to designate $120,000 of seepage monitoring funds as a grant match. 
	List of Attachments 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	SEC grant application and maps 

	2. 
	2. 
	GSA letter of support 


	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 

	Project Overview 
	The Sonoma Creek Stream Flow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, will produce plans and permits for 4 implementation‐ready streamflow enhancement projects on private parcels along upper Sonoma Creek, part of a high priority groundwater basin which supports steelhead, California freshwater shrimp, and other imperiled streamflow‐dependent wildlife. Phase 1 of the Program, funded by WCB and others, collected the streamflow data and developed the landowner relationships that support this proposal. The primary goal of
	Purpose and Need 
	Multiple lines of evidence suggest to SEC, CDFW, NMFS, and TU that upper Sonoma Creek between Kenwood and Glen Ellen is where steelhead restoration efforts should be focused; therefore, this reach has been a focus for several years. A 2008 study found that the Sonoma Creek watershed likely supported the second largest steelhead run among Bay Area streams historically, and identified Sonoma Creek as an “anchor” steelhead stream of the San Francisco Estuary, one of nine streams considered essential steelhead 
	Threatened and endangered species within the project reach include Steelhead (Northern CA DPS), California freshwater shrimp, California red‐legged frog. Other wildlife species that utilize the affected reaches include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Winter‐run Chinook salmon (this population not listed) 

	 
	 
	Foothill yellow‐legged frog (species of special concern; state rank: vulnerable; candidate for further state listing) 

	 
	 
	Western pond turtle (species of special concern; state rank: vulnerable) 

	 
	 
	Pacific lamprey 

	 
	 
	Beaver (the only freshwater population known from bay‐draining portions of Sonoma and Marin Counties) 

	 
	 
	River otter 


	The Sonoma Creek watershed has been farmed and hydrologically altered since the early 1800’s. Historically, the Kenwood valley, in the upper watershed below the headwaters of Sonoma Creek, consisted of a large alluvial fan on its eastern flank and extensive wetlands on its western flank. Alluvial fans also occurred at the base of many tributaries that drained into the Sonoma Creek mainstem. These wetlands and alluvial fan areas encouraged the retention of stormwater and infiltration of large amounts of wate
	http://www.scwa.ca.gov/five‐year‐review/

	In a 2006 Limiting Factors Analysis for steelhead (SEC, Stillwater Sciences, UC Berkeley), declining dry season streamflow and excessive wet season flood peaks were found to be the most significant factors limiting the recovery of steelhead in Sonoma Creek. Increased streamflow is positively correlated with higher dissolved oxygen levels and decreased stream temperatures, and even very low levels of summer streamflow (< 0.5 cfs) have been observed to significantly increase over‐summer survival of juvenile s
	Limiting factors in the project reach include lack of summer habitat (pool depth, extent, temperature, and connectedness), lack of off‐channel winter habitat, lack of shelter, and stranding due to low streamflow. This project addresses most of these factors by developing projects that can enhance streamflow. Other projects, planned or underway, to address limiting factors include: ongoing projects with willing landowners to increase riparian cover and properly manage large wood in the stream, and work with 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program seeks to reverse harmful streamflow trends, by developing relationships with landowners in the upper part of the watershed to foster stewardship actions that help reduce wintertime flood peaks, promote groundwater recharge, and increase streamflows in the summertime. Through Phase 1 of this project, SEC sought to obtain an increased understanding of dry season streamflow dynamics in the upper watershed, including evidence of significant streamflow diversions, 
	Specific findings from Phase 1 include: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Streamflow is generally low in much of the upper watershed during the late summer months and can drop to zero or near zero in certain areas, including in important steelhead tributaries, during significant heat waves.   

	2. 
	2. 
	The Warm Springs Canyon area, between Kenwood and Glen Ellen, remains a gaining reach during the summertime as cool groundwater from the Kenwood plain emerges to maintain streamflow, and thus creates steelhead refuge habitat. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Lower Calabazas Creek and the Sonoma Creek mainstem closer to Glen Ellen are losing reaches where, despite areas of favorable habitat, declining streamflows and increasing temperatures represent challenges to steelhead juveniles during the late summer. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Throughout one partial and one complete dry season of streamflow monitoring, no evidence of significant summertime streamflow diversion was found. Most large scale water users have abandoned stream water diversions and switched to more reliable deep water wells for their summer irrigation needs. 

	5. 
	5. 
	Smaller scale water diversions do still exist in the watershed and, while few seem to cause discernable impacts to streamflow by themselves, cumulative impacts from these are likely still significant. 

	6. 
	6. 
	While staunch individualism and concern for property rights are common here, especially among longtime residents, most people do have an appreciation for the creek and water resources generally, and are willing to entertain stewardship discussions under conditions of mutual respect. 

	7. 
	7. 
	Four landowners with larger streamside properties are willing to engage with us on a Phase 2 implementation planning project for medium to large scale water storage and conservation projects aiming to improve summertime streamflows. Another 3‐4 landowners have expressed interest, but we have not yet expended the outreach resources necessary to bring them fully on board for project planning. 


	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a four‐year project to plan for the implementation of 3‐5 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a four‐year project to plan for the implementation of 3‐5 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the 
	watershed. Four projects are clearly delineated. Project 1 is an alluvial fan restoration project which will be taken to 100% design. Project 2 is an off channel water storage project that will be taken to 30% design. Projects 3 and 4 will be fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help two separate landowners eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek. While it has not been specifically delineated, we expect that planning for one more project, 

	Project Objectives 
	In keeping with the goals of the WCB Streamflow Enhancement Program, and with the successful model Trout Unlimited has developed for engaging private landowners in streamflow stewardship, the overall goal of this project is to create implementation plans and momentum for a series of projects that will improve rearing conditions for steelhead by increasing dry season stream flows in Sonoma Creek. When implemented, these projects will produce a net beneficial change to late‐summer streamflow in upper Sonoma C
	Project 1: an alluvial fan restoration project taken to 100% design 
	The Geib Family Ranch, a large agricultural property that has been in the family since the early 1900s, is located to the west of Sonoma Creek in Kenwood, where the Kenwood aquifer transitions into the steelhead‐critical “gaining” reach of Warm Springs Canyon. Originally a cattle ranch, the property converted to vineyard production over two decades ago. An existing appropriative right provides for the diversion of Sonoma Creek water prior to June 1st for frost protection of their vineyards. The signal from 
	One portion of the Geib property, a level to gently sloping parcel adjoining Sonoma Creek, is a rotational horse pasture. This parcel is bisected by an unnamed tributary which was channelized at some point in the property’s history, and exists as a degraded ditch.  The ditch slopes down with the terrain and then makes a hard 90 degree turn where it has been rerouted to flow alongside a separately owned residential parcel.  Wintertime flooding from this ditch is a regular occurrence at that residential parce
	Project 2: an off channel water storage project taken to 30% design 
	Morton’s Warm Springs Resort is a historic geothermal mineral springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. The property is located within the Warm Springs Canyon portion of upper Sonoma Creek, which is known to contain the most critical summer refuge habitat remaining for steelhead and other sensitive aquatic species.  Mor
	Instead of highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated geothermal water to fill their pools, and that water is replaced every two weeks or so during the dry season with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our Phase 1 streamgage data all the way to downtown Glen Ellen. Prior to its development the water from these historic “Los Guillicos Warm Springs” would flow directly into Sonoma Creek.  While these water release practices have occurre
	Instead of highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated geothermal water to fill their pools, and that water is replaced every two weeks or so during the dry season with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our Phase 1 streamgage data all the way to downtown Glen Ellen. Prior to its development the water from these historic “Los Guillicos Warm Springs” would flow directly into Sonoma Creek.  While these water release practices have occurre
	their property to accept the pool water, allowing it to either percolate into the groundwater or to have some storage residence time prior to being released more gradually to the creek.  Since the pool releases already occur during the summer, redirecting them would not represent additional increases to dry season flow.  Instead, they would be designed to introduce these inputs more gradually and, with proper design, allow this warm spring water to cool down to ambient temperatures before entering the strea

	Project 3: a fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help a stewardship landowner eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek 
	Phase 1 of this project identified several landowners in upper Sonoma Creek who exercise their riparian rights throughout the dry season by pumping moderate amounts of water out of the creek for landscaping and crop irrigation purposes. Several more diversions were discovered that, purportedly, are in place solely to provide a source of water for emergency fire protection. Through our outreach, one of these landowners , the Otellini family, was willing to pursue a water storage project that would eliminate 
	The Rossi Ranch, purchased by the Otellini family within the last two decades, is a 140 acre agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek within the steelhead‐critical Warm Springs Canyon portion of the upper watershed. With roots back to the late 1800’s, the Rossi Ranch is mostly comprised of vineyards. Wells are the primary water source, but they have maintained the use of water rights to divert water from Sonoma Creek throughout the summer to irrigate vegetable gardens and hay on the lower portion of their
	The Rossi Ranch, purchased by the Otellini family within the last two decades, is a 140 acre agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek within the steelhead‐critical Warm Springs Canyon portion of the upper watershed. With roots back to the late 1800’s, the Rossi Ranch is mostly comprised of vineyards. Wells are the primary water source, but they have maintained the use of water rights to divert water from Sonoma Creek throughout the summer to irrigate vegetable gardens and hay on the lower portion of their
	of this project is to prevent 50,000 gallons from being diverted from the creek during the summertime and to yield up to 25,000 gallons of water back to the creek in late summer to augment streamflow. 

	Project 4: a second, fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help a stewardship landowner eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek 
	The Krieg family is another landowner discovered through our Phase 1 outreach who agreed to pursue water storage projects that would eliminate the need for dry season pumping from the creek. 
	The Krieg Ranch is part of a 20‐acre agricultural property east of Sonoma Creek in Glen Ellen that has been in the family since the early 1900s.  While the original land had been divided among different branches of the family, all parcels remain in extended family ownership.  Historically, this was one the most popular reaches for fishing as tourists flooded into the area in the late 1800’s. The 10 acre Krieg parcel remains a subsistence farm, with several of the original poultry and pasture areas intact, t
	Through our Phase 1 outreach, the Krieg family came to understand the benefits of changing the timing of their water diversions and storing water pumped during the wet season for use in the dry season.  Such a solution would benefit the family by providing them with greater water security during summer, including a better source of water for fire protection. Installing a 50,000 gallon water storage tank would provide them with all the water they need, provide them with an emergency water source for fire pro
	Work Plan (Task Description) 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a planning project for the implementation of 4 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the watershed. The project builds on the successes of the WCB‐supported Phase 1 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a planning project for the implementation of 4 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the watershed. The project builds on the successes of the WCB‐supported Phase 1 
	project, in which streamflow monitoring and extensive outreach yielded several landowners willing to consider implementing streamflow stewardship projects on their private lands. In addition to implementation planning, Phase 2 will continue those outreach efforts and pursue streamflow monitoring strategies to build our understanding of variable flows on the Sonoma Creek mainstem, and extend that knowledge into one tributary with evidence of significant summertime water diversions. While we have established 

	The project is modeled on the continuing efforts of the Coastal Streamflow Stewardship Project, a collaborative effort led by Trout Unlimited, which works with water users, multiple funding and permitting agencies, and local watershed organizations across the California coast to plan for approaches to streamflow restoration through changes in water use and management that benefit both anadromous fish and human communities. 
	The work plan includes the following: 
	Task 1. Project Management 
	Task 1. Project Management 
	Sonoma Ecology Center (SEC) will work with two main subcontractors, Prunuske Chatham Inc (PCI) and Trout Unlimited (TU), as well as a third water tank engineering and geotechnical contractor (Storesund Consulting), who will carry out the primary planning for these 3‐5 implementation projects. SEC will manage the overall project, coordinate and collaborate with the subcontractors and manage project invoicing and reporting. 

	Task 2. Water Retention and Recharge Project Analysis and Design 
	Task 2. Water Retention and Recharge Project Analysis and Design 
	Phase 1 of this project identified two streamside properties without dry season diversions of Sonoma Creek water, but with the size, landscape position and landowner interest to warrant larger scale water storage and conservation projects. These two projects will serve as demonstration projects for restoring groundwater infiltration and increasing dry season streamflow in the Sonoma Creek watershed. 
	The Geib Ranch is a large agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek in Kenwood that has been in the family since the early 1900s. An existing appropriative right allows them to divert st for frost protection of their vineyards. The family has an interest in stewardship of Sonoma Creek, and water resources in general, and is willing to engage with this planning project to modify a degraded tributary drainage ditch running through their horse pasture to restore the alluvial fan properties of the site, thus e
	Sonoma Creek water prior to June 1

	Morton’s is a historic warm springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. Instead of 
	Morton’s is a historic warm springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. Instead of 
	highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated warm spring water to fill their pools and that water is replaced approximately every two weeks during the dry season, with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our streamgage data nearly four miles downstream in Glen Ellen. While these practices have occurred for decades, Morton’s is willing to instead construct a large pond or other storage/retention solution on another portion of their propert

	The following planning and design project work will occur under this task: 1) a potential off channel water storage project on the Morton’s property, taken to 30% planning, and 2) an alluvial fan restoration project on the Geib property, taken to 100% planning. Site assessment and design will be conducted by Prunuske Chatham, Inc. in collaboration with SEC, the landowners, and a Technical Advisory Committee with goals for long term hydrological, ecological, and agricultural benefit. Most of the actual plann

	Task 2.1: Morton’s Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	Task 2.1: Morton’s Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	PCI and SEC will work with the owners and property managers at Morton’s Warm Springs Resort to develop options for storing excess winter streamflow and summer pool water discharge for slow release through the low‐flow season. Topographically suitable locations for a large pond or other water storage/retention/infiltration solution will be determined. A geotechnical evaluation of subsurface conditions will be conducted to determine stability and infiltration potential. Pool volumes, water replacement schedul
	 
	 
	 
	Interview Morton’s owners and staff to document pool water management procedures, potential locations for pond or other water storage solution, known underground infrastructure, and other constraints or objectives. 

	 
	 
	Develop a LiDAR base map using Sonoma County LiDAR and perform supplemental topographic survey to map relevant buildings, pools, infrastructure, and trees. 

	 
	 
	Analyze pool water replacement volumes and timing to quantify minimum storage needed and release rates. 

	 
	 
	Evaluate potential pond and tank locations for storage feasibility. 

	 
	 
	Conduct geotechnical analysis of site(s) selected for further evaluation. 

	 
	 
	Evaluate alternatives for storage and slow release of stored water. 

	 
	 
	Prepare feasibility study memo documenting assessments conducted and findings. Present results to SEC and landowner. 

	 
	 
	Prepare 30% drawing of preferred feasible option, if one is found. 


	Task 2.2: Geib Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	A site assessment at the Geib ranch will focus on collecting topographic and hydrologic information to inform design and provide a baseline data set. Opportunities for and constraints to restoring the alluvial fan form and groundwater recharge function will be outlined. Several site‐specific design alternatives will be developed and sketched for presentation to SEC, a technical advisory committee, and the landowner. A preferred design alternative will be selected and 30% drawings prepared. Specific activiti
	 
	 
	 
	Develop a LiDAR base map using Sonoma County LiDAR. 

	 
	 
	Perform topographic survey to supplement LiDAR as needed using total station and RTK survey equipment. The survey will include trees, existing infrastructure, hydrologic monitoring sites, and terrain details. Approximate property boundaries will be shown via the Sonoma County GIS data base and not surveyed. 

	 
	 
	Perform site analyses to evaluate topographic options, channel hydraulics, stream grade stability, and flood risk mitigation. This includes a drainage area hydrology analysis and hydraulics for the tributary stream. 

	 
	 
	Install and monitor three shallow monitoring wells to better understand the seasonality of subsurface water table and to attempt to discern subsurface flow direction. SEC will be responsible for this work. 

	 
	 
	Throughout one wet season, perform 5 sampling events within the subject parcel to collect streamflow measurements near the upstream and downstream ends of the tributary drainage. SEC will do this work. 

	 
	 
	Prepare analytic graphics to illustrate hydrologic responses of the streams and water table to precipitation. 

	 
	 
	Meet with the landowner to refine and clarify design objectives and constraints. 

	 
	 
	Conduct site visits to develop preliminary project options. 

	 
	 
	Conduct design workshops to refine project design alternatives with project team. 

	 
	 
	Prepare concept drawings that illustrate the most feasible and practical alternatives. 

	 
	 
	Present concepts and alternatives to SEC, technical advisory committee, and landowner. 

	 
	 
	Select the preferred alternative for the project site and develop a final concept plan based on SEC, PCI, technical advisory committee, and landowner feedback. The selected alternative may be a combination of selected elements from the alternatives presented. The selected project will be developed into a Concept (30%) plans. 

	 
	 
	30% concept plans will be used to begin the CEQA and regulatory compliance strategy for the project. 



	Task 2.3: Geib Construction Plans and Specifications 
	Task 2.3: Geib Construction Plans and Specifications 
	In this task the concept drawings (30% designs) will be taken through a formal engineering design process to prepare 65% designs, 90% designs, and 100% construction plans, specifications, and construction cost estimates. The site design will be refined and designed, with landowner and agency review points at the standard phases (65% and 90%). Technical 
	In this task the concept drawings (30% designs) will be taken through a formal engineering design process to prepare 65% designs, 90% designs, and 100% construction plans, specifications, and construction cost estimates. The site design will be refined and designed, with landowner and agency review points at the standard phases (65% and 90%). Technical 
	specifications will be prepared to accompany the construction plans. A final Basis of Design report will include documentation of the existing site physiography and biotic conditions, hydrology and hydraulics of the projects, descriptions of the habitat restoration elements, and the design imperative. A designer’s construction cost estimate will be prepared for the project. 


	Task 2.3a: Intermediate (65%) Plans 
	Task 2.3a: Intermediate (65%) Plans 
	Using the topographic maps produced in Task 1 and the site‐specific design guidance provided by the TAC in Task2, the design team will develop 65% plans for each of the project sites. The steps associated with developing these plans include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Prepare 65% drawings for the project (65% plans will be used to begin ecological permitting). Plan set will include a title sheet with various project maps, site plan, grading plan, profiles, preliminary erosion control and revegetation plans, and sections. 

	 
	 
	Prepare a Basis‐of‐Design memo for the site that outlines the design objectives, constraints, site conditions, design details, hydrology, and hydraulics. 

	 
	 
	Perform necessary hydraulic modeling to set elevations (inundation surfaces) or evaluate stability. 



	Task 2.3b: Draft (90%) and Final (100%) Plans 
	Task 2.3b: Draft (90%) and Final (100%) Plans 
	Incorporate technical changes and requests from the agency review in in 90% plans. In addition, the 90% plan set development includes construction details, construction notes and specifications, a dewatering plan if necessary, erosion control measures, and a revegetation plan. 
	The 90% plans will be submitted for final agency and project partner review. Comments received from this review process will be incorporated and a signed‐and‐stamped, 100% Plans and Technical Specifications will be produced and submitted. 
	Task 2.3c: Construction cost estimate 
	A designer’s cost estimate will be produced for the project to support implementation funding requests and construction services procurement. 

	Task 2.4: California Environmental Quality Act Compliance (CEQA) Regulatory Compliance 
	Task 2.4: California Environmental Quality Act Compliance (CEQA) Regulatory Compliance 
	This task will include development of a CEQA strategy to identify the appropriate CEQA Lead Agency, the proper document to complete based on the potential environmental impacts associated with the project, and potential existing CEQA documents that might serve useful to meet CEQA obligations. This task may include options for lead agencies and will include necessary coordination and interactions with agencies to discuss how to proceed with CEQA. 
	If the project is deemed exempt from the provisions of CEQA and if no special‐status species or cultural or tribal resources are present in the project area, then an exemption may be appropriate and a Notice of Exemption will be filed by the CEQA Lead Agency identified in the CEQA Strategy memo. Deliverable: Regulatory agency meeting and determination of lead agency, and written regulatory compliance memo. 

	Task 2.5: Natural Resources Site Assessments and Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	Task 2.5: Natural Resources Site Assessments and Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	This task includes additional site assessment to determine the resources present in the project area to inform project design and regulatory compliance activities. 

	Task 2.5a: Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	Task 2.5a: Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	This task will include a records search, Native American consultation, field inventory, and report development. 
	 
	 
	 
	Records Search – A records search at the California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest Information Center (NWIC) will be completed. 

	 
	 
	Native American Consultation – Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a review of the Sacred Lands Files for any resources that may be present within the project area. Comments and information provided by the Native American community and government agencies will be provided. 

	 
	 
	Field Inventory ‐ Conduct an on‐site field reconnaissance of the proposed project area. No artifacts will be collected as part of this study. An evaluation of the impact agents and site condition will be noted for any cultural resource within the project area. 

	 
	 
	Archaeological Survey Report – Prepare an Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) in accordance with the standard guidelines defined by the California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Resource Management Reports Recommended Contents and Format (1990). The ASR will be sufficient to satisfy Federal regulatory requirements including the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and state requirements of the CEQA. 



	Task 2.5b: Biological Resources Assessment 
	Task 2.5b: Biological Resources Assessment 
	This task includes collection, compilation, and synthesis of information regarding biological resources to inform mitigation and monitoring recommendations. The following tasks will be completed as part of the biological resources assessment: 
	 
	 
	 
	Review existing databases and literature. 

	 
	 
	Coordinate with agencies regarding the presence of California red‐legged frog, foothill yellow‐legged frog, and other special‐status species, as needed. 

	 
	 
	Complete necessary site evaluation(s) to identify biological resources present or potentially present in the project area. 

	 
	 
	Prepare a Biological Resources Assessment Report. 



	Task 2.5c: Wetland Delineation 
	Task 2.5c: Wetland Delineation 
	This task includes a wetland delineation and report. The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) delineation will include wetlands and waters of the U.S. within the project area. The delineation will be conducted in accordance with the 1987 Corps Manual (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (ACOE 2010). 

	Task 2.5d: Floristic Survey 
	Task 2.5d: Floristic Survey 
	A seasonally appropriate floristic survey will be conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special 
	A seasonally appropriate floristic survey will be conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special 
	Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities, November 24, 2009. This task will include: 

	 
	 
	 
	A California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search of known occurrences near the Project as well as a regional search of both CNDDB and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) databases for species that may occur in the vicinity. A scoping list of identifying species that have a likelihood of occurring will be created and will help guide the timing of the floristic survey dates. 

	 
	 
	Field surveys will be conducted during the blooming windows of those plants that were determined to have potential habitat through the scoping process. 

	 
	 
	Habitats will be delineated and described to determine community listing status and the potential for impacts to native plant communities. 

	 
	 
	A report of observations will be prepared that explains the surveyor qualification, survey extent, methodology, findings, and a discussion of impacts. 



	Task 3: Water Rights Analysis and Permitting 
	Task 3: Water Rights Analysis and Permitting 
	Phase 1 of this project identified several landowners in upper Sonoma Creek who exercise their riparian rights throughout the dry season by pumping moderate amounts of water out of the creek for landscaping and crop irrigation purposes. Several more diversions were discovered that, purportedly, are in place solely to provide a source water for emergency fire protection. Two of these landowners (Otellini and Krieg families) agreed to pursue water storage projects that would eliminate the need for dry season 

	Task 3.1 – Water Storage Project Development and Conceptual Design.   
	Task 3.1 – Water Storage Project Development and Conceptual Design.   
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will attend meetings with the landowner and project team to gather basic information needed to develop the project goals and parameters and develop a conceptual design. This information may include existing water use, suitability of on‐parcel sites for storage and/ or infiltration, cost, and landowner goals. The TU staff attorney will then provide input to the project team on the development of a conceptual design for each project, and advise on anticipated water righ

	Task 3.2 – Water Right Permitting 
	Task 3.2 – Water Right Permitting 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will, based on the conceptual design, advise whether an appropriative water right is necessary.  For each project involving domestic storage tank 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will, based on the conceptual design, advise whether an appropriative water right is necessary.  For each project involving domestic storage tank 
	systems, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in obtaining a small domestic use registration (SDUR) authorizing the storage. For infiltration or alluvial fan projects, the TU staff attorney will help the project team determine whether the project implicates any permitting requirements under the Water Code, and if so whether the project can be designed such as to avoid those requirements, and if not, how those requirements can most easily be met. Deliverables: SDUR application materials, final SDU


	Task 3.3 – Lake/ Stream Alteration Agreements for Water Diversion 
	Task 3.3 – Lake/ Stream Alteration Agreements for Water Diversion 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in determining, in consultation with staff for CDFW, whether a Lake/ Streambed Alteration Agreement is necessary under FGC § 1602 for the diversion of water.  If so, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in obtaining an LSAA for the project. Deliverables: LSAA application package, final signed LSAA (if required). 

	Task 4: Stream Flow Monitoring 
	Task 4: Stream Flow Monitoring 
	Stream flow monitoring is critical for the planning of restoration and water conservation projects by characterizing the location, duration, and magnitude of impaired flows in the associated waterways, thus providing baseline hydrologic information against which project success can be compared. Streamflow monitoring consists of the installation of a continuous water level sensor, or pressure transducer, and associated equipment, combined with monthly, dry season streamflow measurements using established equ
	Phase 1 of this project funded the installation of 5 streamflow gages in Sonoma Creek including two dry seasons of monitoring. The wildfires of October 2017 destroyed two of those gages (including data) and caused SEC to lose significant project momentum during that time. Other funding sources allowed for the purchase of additional equipment and a total of 8 gages were installed and monitored for dry season 2018. Those 8 gages were redeployed for dry season 2019, but funding ran out before the full season o
	SEC is already in possession of the equipment for 8 streamgages and may remain in possession of said gages as long as they are being put to use for streamflow studies. Our intention for this project is to keep these some of these gages in place on the Sonoma Creek mainstem and transfer others, in either year 1 or 2, into Graham Creek to better characterize flow dynamics throughout that important tributary. Addition gages purchased and used to characterize 
	SEC is already in possession of the equipment for 8 streamgages and may remain in possession of said gages as long as they are being put to use for streamflow studies. Our intention for this project is to keep these some of these gages in place on the Sonoma Creek mainstem and transfer others, in either year 1 or 2, into Graham Creek to better characterize flow dynamics throughout that important tributary. Addition gages purchased and used to characterize 
	subsurface water levels for Task 1 of this project might be repurposed in year 2 to provide further data on streamflows in Graham Creek or other tributaries to upper Sonoma Creek. 

	Included in the map section is a figure showing the existing locations of the dry season 2019 streamgage sites, including three additional sites downstream which are part of this Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship project, but are supported through a separate funding source. Our default plan is to continue monitoring these 8 sites as they will provide excellent coverage to understand variable flow dynamics across the section of upper Sonoma Creek where these 4 project sites are located. One of these gages 
	For this project, all phases of streamflow monitoring work with be done in house at SEC. SEC staff will be responsible for installing and maintaining all streamflow gages and will be carrying out the monthly streamflow sampling fieldwork plus data entry and all data management, including rating curve development and data reporting. 
	Specific methodologies will be the same as in Phase 1.  Water level data will be collected with In‐Situ Level TROLL 500 pressure transducers. Manufacturers report the uncertainty of these instruments as 0.1% of the range (0‐11.5 ft., so the uncertainty in water level measurements is approximately +/‐ 0.01 ft.). For additional calibration of water level data (and to account for sensor drift over time), staff plates will be installed at each water level gage; staff plate readings will be recorded at each visi
	Streamflow will be measured approximately monthly over each summer period following standard protocols outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's Standard Operating Procedures for Discharge Measurements in Wadeable Streams in California. This protocol outline methods to ensure accurate flow measurements, including the number of velocity and depth measurements through a cross‐section, site selection for measurement, and duration of measurement to ensure accurate readings. Velocity measureme
	Streamflow will be measured approximately monthly over each summer period following standard protocols outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's Standard Operating Procedures for Discharge Measurements in Wadeable Streams in California. This protocol outline methods to ensure accurate flow measurements, including the number of velocity and depth measurements through a cross‐section, site selection for measurement, and duration of measurement to ensure accurate readings. Velocity measureme
	though follow up visits are often required, especially when downloading the pressure transducer data. Dry season sampling will generally occur between April and October for a total of 7 to 8 separate sampling events per season. 

	Because channel beds often shift during winter high‐flow events, grade control structures that maintain stage‐discharge relationships are frequently different from one year to the next. We will develop new rating curves each summer period to ensure streamflow data sets are as accurate as possible. Sensors will generally be left in place during the intervening rainy season to provide indications of stream stage, though streamflow rating curves will not be generated for these periods. 
	Data from these gages will be augmented by up to four years of preceding and simultaneous data on streamflow, water temperature, and specific conductance at 56 semiannual and 18 bimonthly locations on Sonoma Creek and its tributaries, conducted by SEC under contract to Sonoma County Water Agency using a USGS protocol. This concurrent cost‐share project is generating a “seepage run” dataset that will allow the continuous data from pressure transducers to be analyzed in the context of a larger number of years
	The products of Task 4 will include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Streamflow data available through the Sonoma Valley Knowledge Base (http://knowledge.sonomacreek.net), with accompanying metadata 

	 
	 
	Brief annual reports for both sampling seasons which will summarize streamflow dynamics through the watershed and describe places where instream or shallow groundwater diversions could have measurable impacts to streamflow. 

	 
	 
	A final technical report that will include: streamflow records for eight sites over two years, summary of streamflow dynamics, potential benefit of streamflow restoration and stewardship projects planned though this projects, analysis of areas where additional streamflow restoration projects could be beneficial, site locations and access descriptions, methods description, detailed streamflow data and analysis work products delivered digitally with accompanying metadata including appropriate and inappropriat



	Task 5: Stakeholder Outreach 
	Task 5: Stakeholder Outreach 
	Outreach with landowners will continue to be necessary for this Phase 2 project, both to maintain open lines of communication and information flow with existing landowners supporting this project, and to find new landowners willing to engage with this streamflow stewardship program. It cannot be overstated how important this aspect of the project is. Much time is required to build trusting relationships, including regular phone calls, email exchanges and in person meetings. While Phase 1 of this project env
	Outreach with landowners will continue to be necessary for this Phase 2 project, both to maintain open lines of communication and information flow with existing landowners supporting this project, and to find new landowners willing to engage with this streamflow stewardship program. It cannot be overstated how important this aspect of the project is. Much time is required to build trusting relationships, including regular phone calls, email exchanges and in person meetings. While Phase 1 of this project env
	the successes from Phase 1 arose through one‐on‐one exchanges. Still, we envision one group meeting for this project to connect with the community of small and large property owners and vineyard owners along the Graham Creek tributary. Additional meetings with representatives from the nearby Jack London State Park and one significant winery property will also be necessary. Outreach with representatives from other public entities, such as the Sonoma County Water Agency will also be required. We anticipate a 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Action Item 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Action Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Proposition 68 Grant Opportunity and Resolution 
	Summary: Consider support for the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Sustainable Groundwater Planning Round 3 Project, and approving a resolution expressing support. 
	Background 
	In 2017, the GSA applied for and was awarded a $1 million grant from California Department of Water Resources (DWR) with funding from the voter-approved Proposition 1 (the Water Quality, Supply and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014). 
	On September 9, 2019, DWR opened the application period for a new round of grant funding under Proposition 68 (the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018). Grant applications must be submitted by November 1, and the projects must be completed by April 2022. The GSA may apply for a maximum of $1 million for planning or project implementation. 
	The grants staff has reviewed the project solicitation, participated in a webinar with DWR and is working closely with the technical staff and administrator to develop a proposal that would further the information needed to successfully complete and implement the GSP. Project ideas fall into three categories: 
	Hydrogeologic characterization/monitoring: These project projects enhance what we know about the basin, and could include drilling deep monitoring wells, geophysical surveys, and additional stream gages. Water Budget/Modeling Improvements: These projects would improve available information to help better model current and future groundwater conditions. Projects could include improvements to rural residential, agricultural and commercial water use estimates. Outreach/Coordination: These projects would help t
	Agenda Item: 7C Meeting Date: September 23, 2019 
	Elements from all of these categories could be combined into one project application. Staff is currently ranking and assessing ideas for readiness to implement; cost share availability; compatibility with DWR scoring matrix; transferability to other basins; relative importance of data gap to be filled; and potential partners. The proposed project will be shared with the Advisory Committee for feedback. 
	Proposed Action 
	A resolution is required by the GSA Board in support of the grant application. Because the next GSA Board meeting will take place after the grant application is due, staff is proposing that the Board adopt a broadly worded resolution (attached). 
	Alternatively, if the Board would prefer to adopt a more detailed resolution, it can adopt the attached as “draft” and submit a final resolution to DWR after the November Board meeting. 
	Fiscal Information 
	No direct fiscal impacts. The funds that would be used as a match for this grant could not be used to match future grants. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Approve the attached resolution directing that application be made to obtain a grant under the 2019 Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program Planning – Round 3; and to enter into an agreement to receive a grant for the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Sustainable Groundwater Planning Round 3 Project (Project); and authorizing the Chief Engineer/Director of Groundwater Management of the Sonoma County Water Agency, acting as Plan Manager of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability A
	List of Attachments 
	1. Resolution SV-19-003 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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	Resolution No.SV-19-003 
	RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 
	RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 
	Resolutionof theGoverningBoardoftheSONOMA VALLEYGROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITYAGENCY (Agency), State of California, directing that application be made to the California Department of Water Resources to obtain a grant under the 2019 Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program Planning – Round 3 pursuant to the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Proposition 1) (Water Code Section 79700 et seq.) and/or the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdo
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Sustainable Groundwater Planning Round 3 Project (Project); and authorizing the Chief Engineer/Director of Groundwater Management of the Sonoma County Water Agency, acting as Plan Manager of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, to prepare the necessary data, conduct investigations, file a grant application, and enter into an agreement with the California Department of Water Resources for the Project, and take all actions necessary to implement 
	RESOLVED by Governing Board of the SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY, that: 
	Whereas, Department of Water Resources is administering the Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program’s Planning Grant – Round 3 (Planning – Round 3) solicitation using funds authorized by Proposition 68 and Proposition 1 to encourage sustainable management of groundwater resources that support SGMA.; and 
	Whereas, the Department of Water Resources has released a proposal solicitation package for Planning – Round 3 and applications are due November 1, 2019; and 
	Whereas, the procedures and criteria established by the Department of Water Resources for this program require a resolution certifying approval of the application by the applicant's governing body before submission of the application; and 
	Whereas, the application contains assurances with which the applicant must comply; and 
	Whereas, the applicant, if selected, will enter into an agreement with the State of California to carry out the sustainable groundwater planning project. 
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	Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that the Board of Directors of the SONOMA 
	VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY hereby finds, determines, 
	certifies, and declares as follows: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	That application be made to the California Department of Water Resources to obtain a grant under the 2019 Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program Planning – Round 3 pursuant to the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Proposition 1) (Water Code Section 79700 et seq.) and/or the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access For All Act of 2018 (Proposition 68) (Pub. Resources Code, sec. 80000et seq.), and to enter into an agreement to

	2. 
	2. 
	That the Chief Engineer/Director of Groundwater Management of the Sonoma County Water Agency, acting as Plan Manager of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, is hereby authorized and directed to prepare the necessary data, conduct investigations, file such grant application, execute a grant agreement with the California Department of Water Resources for the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan Project, and take all actions necessary to implement the grant agreement. 


	PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day, ________________, by the following vote: 
	DIRECTORS: 
	Gorin: ___ Hundley: ___ Mulas: ___ Prushko: ___  Rabbitt: ___ Sangiacomo: ___ 
	Ayes: ___ Noes: ___ Absent: ___ Abstain: ___ 
	By:  _______________________________________ Susan Gorin, Chairperson Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Attested by:  ______________________________ Date: ________________ Ann DuBay, Administrator Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
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	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency Action Item 
	TO: Board of Directors FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator SUBJECT: Contract Extensions 
	Summary: Proposal to authorize the Administrator to execute: (1) a three-year contract extension with the Sonoma Ecology Center for streamflow (seepage) monitoring from November 15, 2018 through November 15, 2019 for a not-to-exceed amount of $100,000; (2) a three-year contract extension with Sonoma Water for administrative services from November 1 through June 30, 2022 for a not-to-exceed amount of $325,000 and (3) a one-year contract extension with the law firm of Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard, L
	Background 
	Since the GSA was created in June 2017, it has issued multiple one-year contracts for services. These short-term contracts have allowed the GSA flexibility as it has navigated the complexities of agency start-up and implementation of a new state law. 
	The downside of one-year contracts is that the Board spends nearly every meeting discussing contracts. This makes for dull meetings, and utilizes significant staff resources. In its third year of operations, the GSA has a better understanding of its responsibilities and contractual needs – and the costs associated with both. For all of these reasons, longer-term contracts (through development of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan) could be executed if appropriate. Two (seepage monitoring and administration
	Seepage Monitoring 
	The GSA currently contracts with Sonoma Ecology Center (SEC) for seepage monitoring services. Seepage monitoring --streamflow monitoring at specific points in time – helps the GSA determine “groundwater-surface water interaction” which is one of the six sustainability measurements established SGMA. One of the ways that the GSA can develop an understanding of this interaction is to measure flows in creeks to determine if streams are losing or gaining 
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	water due to interaction with groundwater. 
	SEC is the only organization in Sonoma Valley that is currently doing seepage monitoring, and has an established network of monitoring locations and relationships with landowners. 
	The current one-year $30,000 contract includes working with landowners to gain access to creeks, and conducting two streamflow measurement events at 56 locations, and on a bimonthly basis, measuring stream flows at 18 locations. Measurement sites are located along Sonoma Creek and tributaries. In addition to measuring the amount of water in the streams, staff also measures water temperature and specific conductance (to provide additional insight on surface water and groundwater interactions based on the che
	-

	Contract Extension 
	The proposed extension would: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Add three years to the contract (until November 15, 2022); and 

	2. 
	2. 
	Would increase the contract amount by a total of $100,000 ($35,000 for Year One for additional data verification and data clean-up, and then $32,500 in Years Two and Three to reflect SEC’s increased staffing costs). 


	Administrative Contract 
	Since July 1, 2018, Sonoma Water has been providing administrative services to the GSA. Tasks include: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Coordination of Board meetings (six annually), including working with the Chair on setting the agenda, posting the agenda and meeting materials, taking meeting minutes, ensuring follow-up actions and other as-needed tasks are executed; 

	• 
	• 
	Coordination of Advisory Committee meetings (eight annually), including working with the Chair and facilitator to develop the agenda, posting the agenda and meeting materials, and providing follow-up support for both the committee and ad hocs; 

	• 
	• 
	Coordination of member agency and inter-basin coordination staff meetings, including developing the agenda and meeting coordination and follow-up; 

	• 
	• 
	Financial administration of the GSA, including – under Board guidance --development of the budget, regular financial updates, and coordination of annual audit; 

	• 
	• 
	Oversight of contracts and coordination of consultants; 

	• 
	• 
	Oversight of groundwater registration program and rate/fee study and implementation; 

	• 
	• 
	Assisting the Board in developing policies, and ensuring compliance with policies; and 

	• 
	• 
	Day-to-day operations. 
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	Contract Extension 
	The one-year contract with Sonoma Water for administrative services was extended through October 2019, for no additional funds. The proposed three-year contract extension would go through June 30, 2022, and add a total of up-to $325,000. 
	The budget proposes to increase the contract by $34,000 in fiscal years 2020-21 and 2021-22 (see attached). This increase is based on the experience in Santa Rosa Plain with a full fee/rate study, and anticipated fee implementation issues. The budget is based on assumptions that attempted to take all factors into consideration, however, unforeseen circumstances may result in the need to adjust the contract at some point in the future. 
	Legal Services Contract 
	Since October, 2017, the law firm of Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann and Girard has provided legal services for the GSA, including: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Developing policies and procedures, including bylaws, conflict of interest policy, retention of records, and purchasing policies; 

	• 
	• 
	Advice on legal options for proposed rates/fees; 

	• 
	• 
	Review of agenda items, on an as-needed basis; 

	• 
	• 
	Participation at Board meetings, on an as-needed basis; and 

	• 
	• 
	Response to questions and staff on legal issues that arise. 


	The first-year contract was extended through June 30, 2019 for an additional $45,000, and was further amended to extend the contract (at no cost) through October 31, 2019. 
	Contract Extension 
	At its July Board meeting, the Board reported out of closed session that it would like to extend the contract for an additional year. The proposed contract extension would be through June 30, 2020, for a not-to-exceed amount of $45,000. 
	Fiscal Information 
	The proposed contract extensions are within the current fiscal year budget for monitoring, administration and legal services. 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Authorize the Administrator to execute proposed contract extensions for seepage monitoring, administration and legal services. 
	List of Attachments 
	1. Administrative Services Budget 
	Contact 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, 
	ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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	Sonoma Valley Administrative Budget:  2019-2022 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	112 
	$ 14,121 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/leg/public mtgs 
	Speaking/leg/public mtgs 
	0 
	$ -

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	0 
	$ -

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Registration program 
	Registration program 
	96 
	$ 12,104 

	TOTAL 2019-2020 
	TOTAL 2019-2020 
	788.5 
	$ 85,475 

	Fiscal Year 2020-21 
	Fiscal Year 2020-21 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	48 
	$ 6,052 

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Rate study 
	Rate study 
	192 
	$ 24,207 

	TOTAL 2020-21 
	TOTAL 2020-21 
	1060.5 
	$ 119,769 

	Fiscal Year 2021-2022 
	Fiscal Year 2021-2022 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	48 
	$ 6,052 

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Rate Implementation 
	Rate Implementation 
	192 
	$ 24,207 

	TOTAL SV 
	TOTAL SV 
	1060.5 
	$ 119,769 

	GRAND TOTAL 
	GRAND TOTAL 
	$ 325,014 




	Board Meeting Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Board Meeting Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Date: September 23, 2019 
	Time: 4:00 p.m. 
	Location: Valley of the Moon Water District, Board Room 
	19039 Bay Street, Sonoma, CA 95476 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 


	Agenda 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Call to Order and Roll Call 

	2. 
	2. 
	Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board 

	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	Consent Calendar 

	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Approve Minutes of July 22, 2019 

	b. 
	b. 
	Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report 

	c. 
	c. 
	Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions 



	4. 
	4. 
	Directors/Subcommittee Report 

	5. 
	5. 
	Advisory Committee Report 

	6. 
	6. 
	6. 
	Information items: 

	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Sonoma Valley Planning Issues: Overview and discussion of The Springs specific plan and the Sonoma Developmental Center planning process 

	b. 
	b. 
	Well Permitting Recommendations: Presentation and discussion of recommendations to improve well permitting information and data for new and expanded wells in specific areas of Sonoma Valley 




	Meeting Documents: The associated documentation is available at the offices of the local agencies listed above and on the website at: 
	http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/. 
	http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/. 


	Any changes to the date of the hearing, or any other updates will be noticed on the above website. For more information, please contact Ann DuBay, 
	Ann.DuBay@SCWA.ca.gov. 
	Ann.DuBay@SCWA.ca.gov. 


	From: To: Subject: RE: Monitoring, clarification, updates Date: Friday, September 13, 2019 7:51:23 AM 
	Marcus Trotta 
	Marcus Trotta 

	Ann DuBay 
	Ann DuBay 


	Hi Ann - I think this email exchange we had last month is what you were asking about regarding SV monitoring budget. Spoke with Steve Lee yesterday, and I'm thinking we will want to build some additional funding into their budget if possible for some additional data processing/QC work we've asked them to do. They are also running low on this years budget due to those issues and would like to start working on new agreement as soon as feasible to allow them to collect measurements in November (which they curr
	-Marcus 
	Figure
	From: Marcus Trotta Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 11:03 AM To: Ann DuBay Subject: RE: Monitoring, clarification, updates 
	Hi Ann 
	-

	SV - I don't expect any significant changes, but having an 'up-to' amount would be helpful to cover any additional analysis or presentations we'd like them to do. PV - Correct SRP - Correct, are we planning to re-assess facilitation needs in this basin with the upcoming CCP changes? 
	-Marcus 
	Figure
	From: Ann DuBay Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:50 AM To: Marcus Trotta Subject: Monitoring, clarification, updates 
	Hi Marcus, Welcome back. I’m sorry to bombard you with emails. Below is a summary of our discussion regarding monitoring in 2019-2020, followed by status in each basin and proposed actions. Please get back to me with your thoughts by the end of the week (which seems to be as long as my mind can hold a thought…). Thank you! Ann 
	As we were going through the budget discussions last week, we talked about ensuring that we have $20K designated for monitoring (conducted by Sonoma Water) in each basin. My understanding is: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	The $20K won’t increase the SW technical/grant/outreach contract, but will specifically be allocated to monitoring and broken out in the invoices separately; 

	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	We will track the monitoring with a new code (I’ve requested that a monitoring code be 

	created, and Brad is working on this); and 

	3. 
	3. 
	Budget adjustments will be made in all three basins, if they don’t already have $20K in funding dedicated to monitoring conducted by SW. 


	In follow-up to that conversation, I checked the GSA’s FY 2019-20 budgets, and the following is dedicated to monitoring: 
	SV $50,000 $30K is for SEC seepage monitoring, which leaves $20K for SW monitoring. Question: No budget adj needed, but I would like to do a multi-year contract with SEC for seepage monitoring. Do you anticipate any significant changes in the number of sites/frequency? If so, I can build into the contract an ‘up-to’ amount that increases by $XXXX annually. Let me know your thoughts and if you would like to discuss. 
	PV $25,000 The full $25,000 is for the contract with Sonoma RCD to conduct monitoring. So, we need to make a budget adjustment that will transfer $20,000 from the SW technical contract ($275K to $255K) to increase the monitoring budget by $20K. Correct? 
	SRP $16k??? WE will need to verify this with Andy, as the budget identifies $46K total for monitoring and facilitation. I believe that there is $30-$32K in the facilitation contract, which leaves $14-$16K for monitoring. Again, I’m assuming you would want to transfer $XX from the SW technical budget ($295K) to monitoring? If so, I’ll send a written request to Andy and cc you. 
	Ann DuBay Administrator, Petaluma Valley & Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (707) 524-8378 (office) (707) 322-8185 (cell) 
	Figure
	Project Overview 
	The Sonoma Creek Stream Flow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, will produce plans and permits for 4 implementation‐ready streamflow enhancement projects on private parcels along upper Sonoma Creek, part of a high priority groundwater basin which supports steelhead, California freshwater shrimp, and other imperiled streamflow‐dependent wildlife. Phase 1 of the Program, funded by WCB and others, collected the streamflow data and developed the landowner relationships that support this proposal. The primary goal of
	Purpose and Need 
	Multiple lines of evidence suggest to SEC, CDFW, NMFS, and TU that upper Sonoma Creek between Kenwood and Glen Ellen is where steelhead restoration efforts should be focused; therefore, this reach has been a focus for several years. A 2008 study found that the Sonoma Creek watershed likely supported the second largest steelhead run among Bay Area streams historically, and identified Sonoma Creek as an “anchor” steelhead stream of the San Francisco Estuary, one of nine streams considered essential steelhead 
	Threatened and endangered species within the project reach include Steelhead (Northern CA DPS), California freshwater shrimp, California red‐legged frog. Other wildlife species that utilize the affected reaches include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Winter‐run Chinook salmon (this population not listed) 

	 
	 
	Foothill yellow‐legged frog (species of special concern; state rank: vulnerable; candidate for further state listing) 

	 
	 
	Western pond turtle (species of special concern; state rank: vulnerable) 

	 
	 
	Pacific lamprey 

	 
	 
	Beaver (the only freshwater population known from bay‐draining portions of Sonoma and Marin Counties) 

	 
	 
	River otter 


	The Sonoma Creek watershed has been farmed and hydrologically altered since the early 1800’s. Historically, the Kenwood valley, in the upper watershed below the headwaters of Sonoma Creek, consisted of a large alluvial fan on its eastern flank and extensive wetlands on its western flank. Alluvial fans also occurred at the base of many tributaries that drained into the Sonoma Creek mainstem. These wetlands and alluvial fan areas encouraged the retention of stormwater and infiltration of large amounts of wate
	/
	http://www.scwa.ca.gov/five‐year‐review


	In a 2006 Limiting Factors Analysis for steelhead (SEC, Stillwater Sciences, UC Berkeley), declining dry season streamflow and excessive wet season flood peaks were found to be the most significant factors limiting the recovery of steelhead in Sonoma Creek. Increased streamflow is positively correlated with higher dissolved oxygen levels and decreased stream temperatures, and even very low levels of summer streamflow (< 0.5 cfs) have been observed to significantly increase over‐summer survival of juvenile s
	Limiting factors in the project reach include lack of summer habitat (pool depth, extent, temperature, and connectedness), lack of off‐channel winter habitat, lack of shelter, and stranding due to low streamflow. This project addresses most of these factors by developing projects that can enhance streamflow. Other projects, planned or underway, to address limiting factors include: ongoing projects with willing landowners to increase riparian cover and properly manage large wood in the stream, and work with 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program seeks to reverse harmful streamflow trends, by developing relationships with landowners in the upper part of the watershed to foster stewardship actions that help reduce wintertime flood peaks, promote groundwater recharge, and increase streamflows in the summertime. Through Phase 1 of this project, SEC sought to obtain an increased understanding of dry season streamflow dynamics in the upper watershed, including evidence of significant streamflow diversions, 
	Specific findings from Phase 1 include: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Streamflow is generally low in much of the upper watershed during the late summer months and can drop to zero or near zero in certain areas, including in important steelhead tributaries, during significant heat waves.   

	2. 
	2. 
	The Warm Springs Canyon area, between Kenwood and Glen Ellen, remains a gaining reach during the summertime as cool groundwater from the Kenwood plain emerges to maintain streamflow, and thus creates steelhead refuge habitat. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Lower Calabazas Creek and the Sonoma Creek mainstem closer to Glen Ellen are losing reaches where, despite areas of favorable habitat, declining streamflows and increasing temperatures represent challenges to steelhead juveniles during the late summer. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Throughout one partial and one complete dry season of streamflow monitoring, no evidence of significant summertime streamflow diversion was found. Most large scale water users have abandoned stream water diversions and switched to more reliable deep water wells for their summer irrigation needs. 

	5. 
	5. 
	Smaller scale water diversions do still exist in the watershed and, while few seem to cause discernable impacts to streamflow by themselves, cumulative impacts from these are likely still significant. 

	6. 
	6. 
	While staunch individualism and concern for property rights are common here, especially among longtime residents, most people do have an appreciation for the creek and water resources generally, and are willing to entertain stewardship discussions under conditions of mutual respect. 

	7. 
	7. 
	Four landowners with larger streamside properties are willing to engage with us on a Phase 2 implementation planning project for medium to large scale water storage and conservation projects aiming to improve summertime streamflows. Another 3‐4 landowners have expressed interest, but we have not yet expended the outreach resources necessary to bring them fully on board for project planning. 


	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a four‐year project to plan for the implementation of 3‐5 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a four‐year project to plan for the implementation of 3‐5 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the 
	watershed. Four projects are clearly delineated. Project 1 is an alluvial fan restoration project which will be taken to 100% design. Project 2 is an off channel water storage project that will be taken to 30% design. Projects 3 and 4 will be fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help two separate landowners eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek. While it has not been specifically delineated, we expect that planning for one more project, 

	Project Objectives 
	In keeping with the goals of the WCB Streamflow Enhancement Program, and with the successful model Trout Unlimited has developed for engaging private landowners in streamflow stewardship, the overall goal of this project is to create implementation plans and momentum for a series of projects that will improve rearing conditions for steelhead by increasing dry season stream flows in Sonoma Creek. When implemented, these projects will produce a net beneficial change to late‐summer streamflow in upper Sonoma C
	Project 1: an alluvial fan restoration project taken to 100% design 
	The Geib Family Ranch, a large agricultural property that has been in the family since the early 1900s, is located to the west of Sonoma Creek in Kenwood, where the Kenwood aquifer transitions into the steelhead‐critical “gaining” reach of Warm Springs Canyon. Originally a cattle ranch, the property converted to vineyard production over two decades ago. An existing appropriative right provides for the diversion of Sonoma Creek water prior to June 1st for frost protection of their vineyards. The signal from 
	One portion of the Geib property, a level to gently sloping parcel adjoining Sonoma Creek, is a rotational horse pasture. This parcel is bisected by an unnamed tributary which was channelized at some point in the property’s history, and exists as a degraded ditch.  The ditch slopes down with the terrain and then makes a hard 90 degree turn where it has been rerouted to flow alongside a separately owned residential parcel.  Wintertime flooding from this ditch is a regular occurrence at that residential parce
	Project 2: an off channel water storage project taken to 30% design 
	Morton’s Warm Springs Resort is a historic geothermal mineral springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. The property is located within the Warm Springs Canyon portion of upper Sonoma Creek, which is known to contain the most critical summer refuge habitat remaining for steelhead and other sensitive aquatic species.  Mor
	Instead of highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated geothermal water to fill their pools, and that water is replaced every two weeks or so during the dry season with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our Phase 1 streamgage data all the way to downtown Glen Ellen. Prior to its development the water from these historic “Los Guillicos Warm Springs” would flow directly into Sonoma Creek.  While these water release practices have occurre
	Instead of highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated geothermal water to fill their pools, and that water is replaced every two weeks or so during the dry season with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our Phase 1 streamgage data all the way to downtown Glen Ellen. Prior to its development the water from these historic “Los Guillicos Warm Springs” would flow directly into Sonoma Creek.  While these water release practices have occurre
	their property to accept the pool water, allowing it to either percolate into the groundwater or to have some storage residence time prior to being released more gradually to the creek.  Since the pool releases already occur during the summer, redirecting them would not represent additional increases to dry season flow.  Instead, they would be designed to introduce these inputs more gradually and, with proper design, allow this warm spring water to cool down to ambient temperatures before entering the strea

	Project 3: a fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help a stewardship landowner eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek 
	Phase 1 of this project identified several landowners in upper Sonoma Creek who exercise their riparian rights throughout the dry season by pumping moderate amounts of water out of the creek for landscaping and crop irrigation purposes. Several more diversions were discovered that, purportedly, are in place solely to provide a source of water for emergency fire protection. Through our outreach, one of these landowners , the Otellini family, was willing to pursue a water storage project that would eliminate 
	The Rossi Ranch, purchased by the Otellini family within the last two decades, is a 140 acre agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek within the steelhead‐critical Warm Springs Canyon portion of the upper watershed. With roots back to the late 1800’s, the Rossi Ranch is mostly comprised of vineyards. Wells are the primary water source, but they have maintained the use of water rights to divert water from Sonoma Creek throughout the summer to irrigate vegetable gardens and hay on the lower portion of their
	The Rossi Ranch, purchased by the Otellini family within the last two decades, is a 140 acre agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek within the steelhead‐critical Warm Springs Canyon portion of the upper watershed. With roots back to the late 1800’s, the Rossi Ranch is mostly comprised of vineyards. Wells are the primary water source, but they have maintained the use of water rights to divert water from Sonoma Creek throughout the summer to irrigate vegetable gardens and hay on the lower portion of their
	of this project is to prevent 50,000 gallons from being diverted from the creek during the summertime and to yield up to 25,000 gallons of water back to the creek in late summer to augment streamflow. 

	Project 4: a second, fully planned water storage and water rights modification projects that will help a stewardship landowner eliminate the need for dry season pumping of water from Sonoma Creek 
	The Krieg family is another landowner discovered through our Phase 1 outreach who agreed to pursue water storage projects that would eliminate the need for dry season pumping from the creek. 
	The Krieg Ranch is part of a 20‐acre agricultural property east of Sonoma Creek in Glen Ellen that has been in the family since the early 1900s.  While the original land had been divided among different branches of the family, all parcels remain in extended family ownership.  Historically, this was one the most popular reaches for fishing as tourists flooded into the area in the late 1800’s. The 10 acre Krieg parcel remains a subsistence farm, with several of the original poultry and pasture areas intact, t
	Through our Phase 1 outreach, the Krieg family came to understand the benefits of changing the timing of their water diversions and storing water pumped during the wet season for use in the dry season.  Such a solution would benefit the family by providing them with greater water security during summer, including a better source of water for fire protection. Installing a 50,000 gallon water storage tank would provide them with all the water they need, provide them with an emergency water source for fire pro
	Work Plan (Task Description) 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a planning project for the implementation of 4 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the watershed. The project builds on the successes of the WCB‐supported Phase 1 
	The Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship Program, Phase 2, is a planning project for the implementation of 4 water storage and conservation projects in upper Sonoma Creek with the goal of improving summertime streamflow to help sustain steelhead populations in this critical portion of the watershed. The project builds on the successes of the WCB‐supported Phase 1 
	project, in which streamflow monitoring and extensive outreach yielded several landowners willing to consider implementing streamflow stewardship projects on their private lands. In addition to implementation planning, Phase 2 will continue those outreach efforts and pursue streamflow monitoring strategies to build our understanding of variable flows on the Sonoma Creek mainstem, and extend that knowledge into one tributary with evidence of significant summertime water diversions. While we have established 

	The project is modeled on the continuing efforts of the Coastal Streamflow Stewardship Project, a collaborative effort led by Trout Unlimited, which works with water users, multiple funding and permitting agencies, and local watershed organizations across the California coast to plan for approaches to streamflow restoration through changes in water use and management that benefit both anadromous fish and human communities. 
	The work plan includes the following: 
	Task 1. Project Management 
	Task 1. Project Management 
	Sonoma Ecology Center (SEC) will work with two main subcontractors, Prunuske Chatham Inc (PCI) and Trout Unlimited (TU), as well as a third water tank engineering and geotechnical contractor (Storesund Consulting), who will carry out the primary planning for these 3‐5 implementation projects. SEC will manage the overall project, coordinate and collaborate with the subcontractors and manage project invoicing and reporting. 

	Task 2. Water Retention and Recharge Project Analysis and Design 
	Task 2. Water Retention and Recharge Project Analysis and Design 
	Phase 1 of this project identified two streamside properties without dry season diversions of Sonoma Creek water, but with the size, landscape position and landowner interest to warrant larger scale water storage and conservation projects. These two projects will serve as demonstration projects for restoring groundwater infiltration and increasing dry season streamflow in the Sonoma Creek watershed. 
	The Geib Ranch is a large agricultural property west of Sonoma Creek in Kenwood that has been in the family since the early 1900s. An existing appropriative right allows them to divert st for frost protection of their vineyards. The family has an interest in stewardship of Sonoma Creek, and water resources in general, and is willing to engage with this planning project to modify a degraded tributary drainage ditch running through their horse pasture to restore the alluvial fan properties of the site, thus e
	Sonoma Creek water prior to June 1

	Morton’s is a historic warm springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. Instead of 
	Morton’s is a historic warm springs resort with swimming pools and other recreation areas open to the public during the summer months. They also operate a small water company with water from a separate cold spring distributed to a network of nearby residences. Instead of 
	highly chlorinated water, Morton’s uses lightly chlorinated warm spring water to fill their pools and that water is replaced approximately every two weeks during the dry season, with the discarded water draining to Sonoma Creek. The signal from these releases is visible in our streamgage data nearly four miles downstream in Glen Ellen. While these practices have occurred for decades, Morton’s is willing to instead construct a large pond or other storage/retention solution on another portion of their propert

	The following planning and design project work will occur under this task: 1) a potential off channel water storage project on the Morton’s property, taken to 30% planning, and 2) an alluvial fan restoration project on the Geib property, taken to 100% planning. Site assessment and design will be conducted by Prunuske Chatham, Inc. in collaboration with SEC, the landowners, and a Technical Advisory Committee with goals for long term hydrological, ecological, and agricultural benefit. Most of the actual plann

	Task 2.1: Morton’s Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	Task 2.1: Morton’s Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	PCI and SEC will work with the owners and property managers at Morton’s Warm Springs Resort to develop options for storing excess winter streamflow and summer pool water discharge for slow release through the low‐flow season. Topographically suitable locations for a large pond or other water storage/retention/infiltration solution will be determined. A geotechnical evaluation of subsurface conditions will be conducted to determine stability and infiltration potential. Pool volumes, water replacement schedul
	 
	 
	 
	Interview Morton’s owners and staff to document pool water management procedures, potential locations for pond or other water storage solution, known underground infrastructure, and other constraints or objectives. 

	 
	 
	Develop a LiDAR base map using Sonoma County LiDAR and perform supplemental topographic survey to map relevant buildings, pools, infrastructure, and trees. 

	 
	 
	Analyze pool water replacement volumes and timing to quantify minimum storage needed and release rates. 

	 
	 
	Evaluate potential pond and tank locations for storage feasibility. 

	 
	 
	Conduct geotechnical analysis of site(s) selected for further evaluation. 

	 
	 
	Evaluate alternatives for storage and slow release of stored water. 

	 
	 
	Prepare feasibility study memo documenting assessments conducted and findings. Present results to SEC and landowner. 

	 
	 
	Prepare 30% drawing of preferred feasible option, if one is found. 


	Task 2.2: Geib Site Assessment and Conceptual Design 
	A site assessment at the Geib ranch will focus on collecting topographic and hydrologic information to inform design and provide a baseline data set. Opportunities for and constraints to restoring the alluvial fan form and groundwater recharge function will be outlined. Several site‐specific design alternatives will be developed and sketched for presentation to SEC, a technical advisory committee, and the landowner. A preferred design alternative will be selected and 30% drawings prepared. Specific activiti
	 
	 
	 
	Develop a LiDAR base map using Sonoma County LiDAR. 

	 
	 
	Perform topographic survey to supplement LiDAR as needed using total station and RTK survey equipment. The survey will include trees, existing infrastructure, hydrologic monitoring sites, and terrain details. Approximate property boundaries will be shown via the Sonoma County GIS data base and not surveyed. 

	 
	 
	Perform site analyses to evaluate topographic options, channel hydraulics, stream grade stability, and flood risk mitigation. This includes a drainage area hydrology analysis and hydraulics for the tributary stream. 

	 
	 
	Install and monitor three shallow monitoring wells to better understand the seasonality of subsurface water table and to attempt to discern subsurface flow direction. SEC will be responsible for this work. 

	 
	 
	Throughout one wet season, perform 5 sampling events within the subject parcel to collect streamflow measurements near the upstream and downstream ends of the tributary drainage. SEC will do this work. 

	 
	 
	Prepare analytic graphics to illustrate hydrologic responses of the streams and water table to precipitation. 

	 
	 
	Meet with the landowner to refine and clarify design objectives and constraints. 

	 
	 
	Conduct site visits to develop preliminary project options. 

	 
	 
	Conduct design workshops to refine project design alternatives with project team. 

	 
	 
	Prepare concept drawings that illustrate the most feasible and practical alternatives. 

	 
	 
	Present concepts and alternatives to SEC, technical advisory committee, and landowner. 

	 
	 
	Select the preferred alternative for the project site and develop a final concept plan based on SEC, PCI, technical advisory committee, and landowner feedback. The selected alternative may be a combination of selected elements from the alternatives presented. The selected project will be developed into a Concept (30%) plans. 

	 
	 
	30% concept plans will be used to begin the CEQA and regulatory compliance strategy for the project. 



	Task 2.3: Geib Construction Plans and Specifications 
	Task 2.3: Geib Construction Plans and Specifications 
	In this task the concept drawings (30% designs) will be taken through a formal engineering design process to prepare 65% designs, 90% designs, and 100% construction plans, specifications, and construction cost estimates. The site design will be refined and designed, with landowner and agency review points at the standard phases (65% and 90%). Technical 
	In this task the concept drawings (30% designs) will be taken through a formal engineering design process to prepare 65% designs, 90% designs, and 100% construction plans, specifications, and construction cost estimates. The site design will be refined and designed, with landowner and agency review points at the standard phases (65% and 90%). Technical 
	specifications will be prepared to accompany the construction plans. A final Basis of Design report will include documentation of the existing site physiography and biotic conditions, hydrology and hydraulics of the projects, descriptions of the habitat restoration elements, and the design imperative. A designer’s construction cost estimate will be prepared for the project. 


	Task 2.3a: Intermediate (65%) Plans 
	Task 2.3a: Intermediate (65%) Plans 
	Using the topographic maps produced in Task 1 and the site‐specific design guidance provided by the TAC in Task2, the design team will develop 65% plans for each of the project sites. The steps associated with developing these plans include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Prepare 65% drawings for the project (65% plans will be used to begin ecological permitting). Plan set will include a title sheet with various project maps, site plan, grading plan, profiles, preliminary erosion control and revegetation plans, and sections. 

	 
	 
	Prepare a Basis‐of‐Design memo for the site that outlines the design objectives, constraints, site conditions, design details, hydrology, and hydraulics. 

	 
	 
	Perform necessary hydraulic modeling to set elevations (inundation surfaces) or evaluate stability. 



	Task 2.3b: Draft (90%) and Final (100%) Plans 
	Task 2.3b: Draft (90%) and Final (100%) Plans 
	Incorporate technical changes and requests from the agency review in in 90% plans. In addition, the 90% plan set development includes construction details, construction notes and specifications, a dewatering plan if necessary, erosion control measures, and a revegetation plan. 
	The 90% plans will be submitted for final agency and project partner review. Comments received from this review process will be incorporated and a signed‐and‐stamped, 100% Plans and Technical Specifications will be produced and submitted. 
	Task 2.3c: Construction cost estimate 
	A designer’s cost estimate will be produced for the project to support implementation funding requests and construction services procurement. 

	Task 2.4: California Environmental Quality Act Compliance (CEQA) Regulatory Compliance 
	Task 2.4: California Environmental Quality Act Compliance (CEQA) Regulatory Compliance 
	This task will include development of a CEQA strategy to identify the appropriate CEQA Lead Agency, the proper document to complete based on the potential environmental impacts associated with the project, and potential existing CEQA documents that might serve useful to meet CEQA obligations. This task may include options for lead agencies and will include necessary coordination and interactions with agencies to discuss how to proceed with CEQA. 
	If the project is deemed exempt from the provisions of CEQA and if no special‐status species or cultural or tribal resources are present in the project area, then an exemption may be appropriate and a Notice of Exemption will be filed by the CEQA Lead Agency identified in the CEQA Strategy memo. Deliverable: Regulatory agency meeting and determination of lead agency, and written regulatory compliance memo. 

	Task 2.5: Natural Resources Site Assessments and Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	Task 2.5: Natural Resources Site Assessments and Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	This task includes additional site assessment to determine the resources present in the project area to inform project design and regulatory compliance activities. 

	Task 2.5a: Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	Task 2.5a: Cultural and Tribal Resources Evaluation 
	This task will include a records search, Native American consultation, field inventory, and report development. 
	 
	 
	 
	Records Search – A records search at the California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest Information Center (NWIC) will be completed. 

	 
	 
	Native American Consultation – Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a review of the Sacred Lands Files for any resources that may be present within the project area. Comments and information provided by the Native American community and government agencies will be provided. 

	 
	 
	Field Inventory ‐ Conduct an on‐site field reconnaissance of the proposed project area. No artifacts will be collected as part of this study. An evaluation of the impact agents and site condition will be noted for any cultural resource within the project area. 

	 
	 
	Archaeological Survey Report – Prepare an Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) in accordance with the standard guidelines defined by the California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Resource Management Reports Recommended Contents and Format (1990). The ASR will be sufficient to satisfy Federal regulatory requirements including the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and state requirements of the CEQA. 



	Task 2.5b: Biological Resources Assessment 
	Task 2.5b: Biological Resources Assessment 
	This task includes collection, compilation, and synthesis of information regarding biological resources to inform mitigation and monitoring recommendations. The following tasks will be completed as part of the biological resources assessment: 
	 
	 
	 
	Review existing databases and literature. 

	 
	 
	Coordinate with agencies regarding the presence of California red‐legged frog, foothill yellow‐legged frog, and other special‐status species, as needed. 

	 
	 
	Complete necessary site evaluation(s) to identify biological resources present or potentially present in the project area. 

	 
	 
	Prepare a Biological Resources Assessment Report. 



	Task 2.5c: Wetland Delineation 
	Task 2.5c: Wetland Delineation 
	This task includes a wetland delineation and report. The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) delineation will include wetlands and waters of the U.S. within the project area. The delineation will be conducted in accordance with the 1987 Corps Manual (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (ACOE 2010). 

	Task 2.5d: Floristic Survey 
	Task 2.5d: Floristic Survey 
	A seasonally appropriate floristic survey will be conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special 
	A seasonally appropriate floristic survey will be conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special 
	Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities, November 24, 2009. This task will include: 

	 
	 
	 
	A California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search of known occurrences near the Project as well as a regional search of both CNDDB and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) databases for species that may occur in the vicinity. A scoping list of identifying species that have a likelihood of occurring will be created and will help guide the timing of the floristic survey dates. 

	 
	 
	Field surveys will be conducted during the blooming windows of those plants that were determined to have potential habitat through the scoping process. 

	 
	 
	Habitats will be delineated and described to determine community listing status and the potential for impacts to native plant communities. 

	 
	 
	A report of observations will be prepared that explains the surveyor qualification, survey extent, methodology, findings, and a discussion of impacts. 



	Task 3: Water Rights Analysis and Permitting 
	Task 3: Water Rights Analysis and Permitting 
	Phase 1 of this project identified several landowners in upper Sonoma Creek who exercise their riparian rights throughout the dry season by pumping moderate amounts of water out of the creek for landscaping and crop irrigation purposes. Several more diversions were discovered that, purportedly, are in place solely to provide a source water for emergency fire protection. Two of these landowners (Otellini and Krieg families) agreed to pursue water storage projects that would eliminate the need for dry season 

	Task 3.1 – Water Storage Project Development and Conceptual Design.   
	Task 3.1 – Water Storage Project Development and Conceptual Design.   
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will attend meetings with the landowner and project team to gather basic information needed to develop the project goals and parameters and develop a conceptual design. This information may include existing water use, suitability of on‐parcel sites for storage and/ or infiltration, cost, and landowner goals. The TU staff attorney will then provide input to the project team on the development of a conceptual design for each project, and advise on anticipated water righ

	Task 3.2 – Water Right Permitting 
	Task 3.2 – Water Right Permitting 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will, based on the conceptual design, advise whether an appropriative water right is necessary.  For each project involving domestic storage tank 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will, based on the conceptual design, advise whether an appropriative water right is necessary.  For each project involving domestic storage tank 
	systems, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in obtaining a small domestic use registration (SDUR) authorizing the storage. For infiltration or alluvial fan projects, the TU staff attorney will help the project team determine whether the project implicates any permitting requirements under the Water Code, and if so whether the project can be designed such as to avoid those requirements, and if not, how those requirements can most easily be met. Deliverables: SDUR application materials, final SDU


	Task 3.3 – Lake/ Stream Alteration Agreements for Water Diversion 
	Task 3.3 – Lake/ Stream Alteration Agreements for Water Diversion 
	For each project, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in determining, in consultation with staff for CDFW, whether a Lake/ Streambed Alteration Agreement is necessary under FGC § 1602 for the diversion of water.  If so, the TU staff attorney will assist the landowner in obtaining an LSAA for the project. Deliverables: LSAA application package, final signed LSAA (if required). 

	Task 4: Stream Flow Monitoring 
	Task 4: Stream Flow Monitoring 
	Stream flow monitoring is critical for the planning of restoration and water conservation projects by characterizing the location, duration, and magnitude of impaired flows in the associated waterways, thus providing baseline hydrologic information against which project success can be compared. Streamflow monitoring consists of the installation of a continuous water level sensor, or pressure transducer, and associated equipment, combined with monthly, dry season streamflow measurements using established equ
	Phase 1 of this project funded the installation of 5 streamflow gages in Sonoma Creek including two dry seasons of monitoring. The wildfires of October 2017 destroyed two of those gages (including data) and caused SEC to lose significant project momentum during that time. Other funding sources allowed for the purchase of additional equipment and a total of 8 gages were installed and monitored for dry season 2018. Those 8 gages were redeployed for dry season 2019, but funding ran out before the full season o
	SEC is already in possession of the equipment for 8 streamgages and may remain in possession of said gages as long as they are being put to use for streamflow studies. Our intention for this project is to keep these some of these gages in place on the Sonoma Creek mainstem and transfer others, in either year 1 or 2, into Graham Creek to better characterize flow dynamics throughout that important tributary. Addition gages purchased and used to characterize 
	SEC is already in possession of the equipment for 8 streamgages and may remain in possession of said gages as long as they are being put to use for streamflow studies. Our intention for this project is to keep these some of these gages in place on the Sonoma Creek mainstem and transfer others, in either year 1 or 2, into Graham Creek to better characterize flow dynamics throughout that important tributary. Addition gages purchased and used to characterize 
	subsurface water levels for Task 1 of this project might be repurposed in year 2 to provide further data on streamflows in Graham Creek or other tributaries to upper Sonoma Creek. 

	Included in the map section is a figure showing the existing locations of the dry season 2019 streamgage sites, including three additional sites downstream which are part of this Sonoma Creek Streamflow Stewardship project, but are supported through a separate funding source. Our default plan is to continue monitoring these 8 sites as they will provide excellent coverage to understand variable flow dynamics across the section of upper Sonoma Creek where these 4 project sites are located. One of these gages 
	For this project, all phases of streamflow monitoring work with be done in house at SEC. SEC staff will be responsible for installing and maintaining all streamflow gages and will be carrying out the monthly streamflow sampling fieldwork plus data entry and all data management, including rating curve development and data reporting. 
	Specific methodologies will be the same as in Phase 1.  Water level data will be collected with In‐Situ Level TROLL 500 pressure transducers. Manufacturers report the uncertainty of these instruments as 0.1% of the range (0‐11.5 ft., so the uncertainty in water level measurements is approximately +/‐ 0.01 ft.). For additional calibration of water level data (and to account for sensor drift over time), staff plates will be installed at each water level gage; staff plate readings will be recorded at each visi
	Streamflow will be measured approximately monthly over each summer period following standard protocols outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's Standard Operating Procedures for Discharge Measurements in Wadeable Streams in California. This protocol outline methods to ensure accurate flow measurements, including the number of velocity and depth measurements through a cross‐section, site selection for measurement, and duration of measurement to ensure accurate readings. Velocity measureme
	Streamflow will be measured approximately monthly over each summer period following standard protocols outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's Standard Operating Procedures for Discharge Measurements in Wadeable Streams in California. This protocol outline methods to ensure accurate flow measurements, including the number of velocity and depth measurements through a cross‐section, site selection for measurement, and duration of measurement to ensure accurate readings. Velocity measureme
	though follow up visits are often required, especially when downloading the pressure transducer data. Dry season sampling will generally occur between April and October for a total of 7 to 8 separate sampling events per season. 

	Because channel beds often shift during winter high‐flow events, grade control structures that maintain stage‐discharge relationships are frequently different from one year to the next. We will develop new rating curves each summer period to ensure streamflow data sets are as accurate as possible. Sensors will generally be left in place during the intervening rainy season to provide indications of stream stage, though streamflow rating curves will not be generated for these periods. 
	Data from these gages will be augmented by up to four years of preceding and simultaneous data on streamflow, water temperature, and specific conductance at 56 semiannual and 18 bimonthly locations on Sonoma Creek and its tributaries, conducted by SEC under contract to Sonoma County Water Agency using a USGS protocol. This concurrent cost‐share project is generating a “seepage run” dataset that will allow the continuous data from pressure transducers to be analyzed in the context of a larger number of years
	The products of Task 4 will include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Streamflow data available through the Sonoma Valley Knowledge Base (), with accompanying metadata 
	http://knowledge.sonomacreek.net


	 
	 
	Brief annual reports for both sampling seasons which will summarize streamflow dynamics through the watershed and describe places where instream or shallow groundwater diversions could have measurable impacts to streamflow. 

	 
	 
	A final technical report that will include: streamflow records for eight sites over two years, summary of streamflow dynamics, potential benefit of streamflow restoration and stewardship projects planned though this projects, analysis of areas where additional streamflow restoration projects could be beneficial, site locations and access descriptions, methods description, detailed streamflow data and analysis work products delivered digitally with accompanying metadata including appropriate and inappropriat



	Task 5: Stakeholder Outreach 
	Task 5: Stakeholder Outreach 
	Outreach with landowners will continue to be necessary for this Phase 2 project, both to maintain open lines of communication and information flow with existing landowners supporting this project, and to find new landowners willing to engage with this streamflow stewardship program. It cannot be overstated how important this aspect of the project is. Much time is required to build trusting relationships, including regular phone calls, email exchanges and in person meetings. While Phase 1 of this project env
	Outreach with landowners will continue to be necessary for this Phase 2 project, both to maintain open lines of communication and information flow with existing landowners supporting this project, and to find new landowners willing to engage with this streamflow stewardship program. It cannot be overstated how important this aspect of the project is. Much time is required to build trusting relationships, including regular phone calls, email exchanges and in person meetings. While Phase 1 of this project env
	the successes from Phase 1 arose through one‐on‐one exchanges. Still, we envision one group meeting for this project to connect with the community of small and large property owners and vineyard owners along the Graham Creek tributary. Additional meetings with representatives from the nearby Jack London State Park and one significant winery property will also be necessary. Outreach with representatives from other public entities, such as the Sonoma County Water Agency will also be required. We anticipate a 
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	Agenda Item: 6A Meeting Date: July 22, 2019 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

	Action Item 
	Action Item 

	TO: 
	TO: 
	Board of Directors 

	FROM: 
	FROM: 
	Ann DuBay, Administrator 

	SUBJECT: 
	SUBJECT: 
	Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Budget Adjustments 


	Summary: Adjustment to Fiscal Year 2019-2020 budget to transfer $20,000 from technical to monitoring. 
	Background 
	In April 2019, the Board approved the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 budget, which included $XXX for technical work, conducted by Sonoma Water and subcontractors. The technical contract with Sonoma Water (approved by the Board in October 2018) includes monitoring, but 
	Staff Recommendation 
	Informational item only. 
	List of Attachments 
	GSP development process matrix 
	Contact 
	Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, 
	Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 
	Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 

	Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 
	Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 


	Agenda Item:  3A&B_Attachment 2 Meeting Date:  September 23, 2019 
	Agenda Item:  3A&B_Attachment 2 Meeting Date:  September 23, 2019 
	Agenda Item:  3A&B_Attachment 2 Meeting Date:  September 23, 2019 

	Member Agency Contributions Received (as of 9/13/2019) 
	Member Agency Contributions Received (as of 9/13/2019) 

	Member Agency County of Sonoma Sonoma  Water* City of Sonoma Valley of the Moon Water District North Bay Water District Sonoma Resource Conservation District Total 
	Member Agency County of Sonoma Sonoma  Water* City of Sonoma Valley of the Moon Water District North Bay Water District Sonoma Resource Conservation District Total 
	FY 2018-19 Received (as Budgeted of 9/13/19) $ 25,000 $ 64,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 8,334 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 159,000 $ 8,334 
	Invoiced / Unpaid $ 8,334 $ 8,334 $ 3,334 $ 3,334 $ 23,336 


	* Sonoma Water contributions provided as in-kind services 
	Agenda Item:  7D_ATTACHMENT Meeting Date:  September 23, 2019 
	Sonoma Valley Administrative Budget:  2019-2022 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 
	Fiscal Year 2019-20 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	112 
	$ 14,121 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/leg/public mtgs 
	Speaking/leg/public mtgs 
	0 
	$ -

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	0 
	$ -

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Registration program 
	Registration program 
	96 
	$ 12,104 

	TOTAL 2019-2020 
	TOTAL 2019-2020 
	788.5 
	$ 85,475 

	Fiscal Year 2020-21 
	Fiscal Year 2020-21 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	48 
	$ 6,052 

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Rate study 
	Rate study 
	192 
	$ 24,207 

	TOTAL 2020-21 
	TOTAL 2020-21 
	1060.5 
	$ 119,769 

	Fiscal Year 2021-2022 
	Fiscal Year 2021-2022 

	TR
	TOTAL HOURS 
	AMOUNT 

	Advisory Committee meetings 
	Advisory Committee meetings 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Board meetings 
	Board meetings 
	168 
	$ 21,181 

	Interbasin Coordination 
	Interbasin Coordination 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Contract management 
	Contract management 
	24 
	$ 3,026 

	Fiscal agent 
	Fiscal agent 
	173 
	$ 15,698 

	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	Speaking/engagement/leg 
	48 
	$ 6,052 

	Miscellaneous 
	Miscellaneous 
	120 
	$ 15,130 

	Clerical 
	Clerical 
	192 
	$ 16,320 

	Rate Implementation 
	Rate Implementation 
	192 
	$ 24,207 

	TOTAL SV 
	TOTAL SV 
	1060.5 
	$ 119,769 

	GRAND TOTAL 
	GRAND TOTAL 
	$ 325,014 
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	Board Meeting Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Board Meeting Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
	Regular Meeting Minutes -DRAFT Date: July 22, 2019 Time: 4:00 p.m. Location: Valley of the Moon Water District, Board Room 19039 Bay Street, Sonoma, CA 95476 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 
	www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org 


	1. Call to Order and Roll Call 
	Chairwoman Susan Gorin called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Directors Susan Gorin, Vicki Mulas, David Rabbitt and Steve Rogers were present. Chairwoman Gorin welcomed Steve Rogers from Valley of the Moon Water District to the meeting. Directors Rachel Hundley and Mike Sangiacomo were absent. 
	2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board 
	None. 
	3. Consent Calendar 
	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Approve Minutes of May 20, 2019 

	b. 
	b. 
	Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report 

	c. 
	c. 
	Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions 

	d. 
	d. 
	Approve Fiscal Year 2018-2019 budget adjustment to recognize $10,000 expenditure for auditing services 


	Board Questions/Comments 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Who does the GSA use as an auditor? 

	o The GSA banker is the county controller, and the independent financial auditor is Pisenti & Brinker, who did the audit for the fiscal year. 

	• 
	• 
	With adjustments, are we on budget? 


	o Yes, we are under budget for Fiscal Year 18/19. We will still be on budget even with anticipated outstanding invoices and grant funding. 
	No public comment. Director Rabitt moved to approve the consent calendar as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
	4. Directors/Subcommittee Report 
	No reports, although the Board expressed a desire for a future meeting topic regarding what is being 
	No reports, although the Board expressed a desire for a future meeting topic regarding what is being 
	found in the USGS monitoring of the burned areas of the watershed. No public comment. 

	5. Advisory Committee Report 
	Ann DuBay provided a brief report on Advisory Committee activities; noted that a full report is in the packet; and, shared that the Advisory Committee will be going on an August 13 field to look at stream gauges. A public notice will be issued and the Board will receive information. 
	Board Questions/Comments 
	• Where are the gauges? Are they looking at Alert gauges? 
	o We are working with Sonoma Ecology Center to identify gauges along Sonoma Creek and near tributaries. 
	6. Information items 
	a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update: Overview and discussion of Groundwater Sustainability Plan progress to-date and introduction of Sustainable Management Criteria 
	Chair Gorin shared that Director Sangiacomo communicated his interest in the timeline and development for plan. 
	Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff, provided the GSP update. They emphasized the exciting part of the work is about to begin after the Basin Setting section is completed. The Basin Setting section describes how ground water occurs in the Sonoma Valley basin and develops a water budget that serves as a “bank account” for groundwater (how much flows into the basin and how much flows out), and how this might change in the future,  looking at climate impacts and other factors. The in
	Later this year and in early 2020, discussions will begin on developing Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) and minimum thresholds for SGMA’s six undesirable results. Take all the information and use it to make informed Sustainable Management Criteria decisions. The Board will determine what is significant and unreasonable and will decide what is unacceptable by setting minimum thresholds, and what is desirable with measurable objectives. 
	There are critically over-drafted basins that are putting out draft plans out now, and we are reviewing some of these for additional guidance. 
	Early 2020 there will be a workshop on the Basin Setting section and at that point, we will roll out the process for the “meat” of the Plan (SMCs). Public review of entire Plan will be in summer 2021. 
	Board Questions/Comments 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	How confident are you in the data and our ability to complete the GSP? 

	o Very confident. The community has invested a lot in groundwater research and studies and we have good data sets. The tools available in Sonoma Valley are more refined than many areas in the state. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	When do you add to or re-evaluate the data? 

	o We will look at key data gaps and look at the sensitivity of the model to find missing areas we can review. SGMA allows for additional monitoring. We need to use the current best available data but it is meant to be adaptive. There will be opportunities to update the GSP every five years, as new information becomes available. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	If there is something that happens outside of the basin boundary, are we going to be able to look at monitoring in the basin and see that it is happening? How do we evaluate new data? How do we respond? 

	o We will use the model, adapt data, and look outside jurisdiction so that it doesn’t impact the basin. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	How does staff work on the responses for the six undesirable results? 

	o We will be prioritizing, with a focus on the undesirable results that are of primary concern in the basin. For example, surface water-groundwater interaction and saline water intrusion (in the southern part of the basin) will likely be high priorities in Sonoma Valley. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	When external factors interfere with the plan, do we have the ability to rethink the model and how big basin boundaries should be? 

	o DWR has not committed to a date when basin boundaries would be updated. I do not see the boundaries changing on us in the foreseeable future, as the basins are based on Bulletin 118, which relies on the geology of the basin. What is allowable is spelled out by SGMA. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Will the GSA be able to eliminate/disallow potential projects if they adversely affect the plan? Is this plan going to be used as a permitting element? If we are in a depleted area, would “the Plan” be used as a deterrent for proposed projects? 

	o SGMA does not give the GSA land use authority, but it specifies the GSA provide the information to the County. The County is directed to review the information. The County can use that information, or not. I hope they do. The County retains well permitting authority but there may be tighter conditions, for example, CEQA requirements for projects. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Conditions are always changing, it’s one thing to do a study and put it on a shelf or do the study and use the Plan. 

	o We have to provide updates every five years. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Will the County consider the GSP in its general plan update? 

	o I would think under the water resources element of the general plan, the County would consider the GSP. Use plan to figure out how to keep our water level through different strategies. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Is the plan to eventually manage the groundwater within the GSA? 

	o Yes. I believe so. We have to achieve sustainability and how we do that is at the discretion of the Board. The GSA has the authority. 

	• 
	• 
	What are the types of tools that are available to prepare us for droughts? Will staff – as experts – provide recommendations? 


	o There is a whole suite of tools to use in the Plan. For example, recharge projects. We have to develop that case for what we need to do, and lay out the pros and cons of a variety of options. The Board will have the decision to make. We thought it would be easy to find areas suitable for recharge. Get into the substrate, and we learned differently. It’s complicated in this basin, because of different soil types/age of groundwater/samples of ground water. Where it is really old, it’s not a great recharge 
	o There is a whole suite of tools to use in the Plan. For example, recharge projects. We have to develop that case for what we need to do, and lay out the pros and cons of a variety of options. The Board will have the decision to make. We thought it would be easy to find areas suitable for recharge. Get into the substrate, and we learned differently. It’s complicated in this basin, because of different soil types/age of groundwater/samples of ground water. Where it is really old, it’s not a great recharge 
	area. Sonoma Ecology Center and USGS data set where water is seeping into streams-would be good recharge areas. Looking at favorable areas, like the Glen Ellen area, plus where shallow ground water is, shallow aquifer. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Do you do carbon dating for water? 

	o Yes-isotopes and tritium are used to test water age. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Are we talking about shallow areas for recharge? If you have shallow recharge does that mean that deep recharge can occur, too? Active or passive recharge areas? 

	o These maps refer to static areas that are natural areas of recharge. Maps of active recharge would look a lot different. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	We talk about micro-aquifers in GSA, does it mean you can have over-pumping in one area but not another? So you would have different restrictions in other areas? 

	o Yes. SGMA allows you to break up the basin into different management areas. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	The 60 pages of the GSP that you mentioned are completed, are they on a document or a shared devise we could look at? Is this a policy document? 

	o Yes, the document is on the GSA website. It is not a policy document, but this is where the policy starts to happen. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Does it makes sense to have a different management area line around fault lines? 

	o We want to make a boundary where it makes sense. Of those six undesirable conditions, water quality and surface water depletion are going to be the least clear. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Are you are going to have community workshops? Will a communications professional person help bring it up to the community? 

	o Yes, we have a staff team and consultant team. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Please talk to people who are in area of communication, this is marketing 101 and the presentation has to be done the right way. Technical people can talk in great detail but they aren’t always the right person to communicate the knowledge. 

	o We have had mixed success in community meetings, and confident we can reach people. Until they are personally affected they rarely turn out. 

	• 
	• 
	The more help you have, the right approach, the right message, the more successful it is – that is how messaging works. 


	No public comment. 
	7. Action Items 
	a. Groundwater User Registration: Authorize GSA Administrator and Plan Manager to assess initial groundwater registration program questions in an amount not to exceed $5,000 
	Staff reported that the GSA has a $30,000 placeholder for groundwater registration. Key recommendation was to develop an early registration program. The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability agency approved an ordinance for a groundwater user registration program and fee. Whatever Santa Rosa Plain develops, we are likely to use in Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley. The program is being developed with Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water. 
	Board Questions/Comments 
	The ideal thing is for Petaluma and SV GSA’s to have input on the infrastructure of the website development, etc. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Can you please explain the well user registration program. 

	o It is a postcard asking well users if the information that we have about their well is current. The well owner could add information or share additional information or do nothing. It would direct users to the website where information could be updated. If the owner is not a groundwater user they can opt out. It’s supposed to be a fairly simple program. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Is this for users based on volume (are small users exempt)? 

	o It is for everyone in the basin assumed to be using groundwater including de minimis users. There is no regulation associated with the program. It is looking at the data we have, and cleaning up the information on file. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Will there eventually be a fee associated with it? 

	o Most likely yes, when the GSP is done, but not now. 

	• 
	• 
	My concern is that we have so many property owners on different properties or in different basins. Would we explain why we are doing this and exploring our groundwater usage? 


	o Yes, the message in the Sonoma Valley basin would be different than in Santa Rosa Plain. If staff comes back with a recommendation to take the next step, then it would come back to the Board with messaging and marketing. It would look different than Santa Rosa Plain. 
	No Public Comment. Director Rabbitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
	a. Advisory Committee Appointment: Provide feedback to staff on proposed process to fill Business Representative vacancy on Advisory Committee 
	The Advisory Committee was asked for feedback and suggested looking at past applicants who were interested in the business seat. Administrator recommends to open an application period for 30 days for representatives in the business community to apply. 
	• Would we do an ad in Sonoma Index Tribune? 
	o Yes – the application period would be open August 1 to the end of August. That would 
	allow a few weeks to review applications in time for the September Board meeting. The Chair appointed an ad hoc including Directors Mulas and Sangiacomo to review applicants with Advisory Committee Chairman Fred Allebach. The Board asked staff to send a link to Board with the application including a brief description of the role and responsibilities, outlining the GSA and the time commitment. 
	b. Resource Conservation District Grant: Authorize the Administrator to provide support to Sonoma/Gold Ridge RCDs for a Natural Resource Conservation Service grant for groundwater recharge studies and best practices 
	The Sonoma and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Districts are interested in doing a recharge project on agricultural lands, and are proposing an National Resource Conservation grant.  One demonstration project is proposed to determine level of recharge. They are asking for a letter of support for a grant and a commitment to match the grant funds of $100,000. The other basin Board of Directors for Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain do not meet in time to approve grant support. But, administrators could support a 
	The Sonoma and Gold Ridge Resource Conservation Districts are interested in doing a recharge project on agricultural lands, and are proposing an National Resource Conservation grant.  One demonstration project is proposed to determine level of recharge. They are asking for a letter of support for a grant and a commitment to match the grant funds of $100,000. The other basin Board of Directors for Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain do not meet in time to approve grant support. But, administrators could support a 
	demonstration project may or may not be in Sonoma Valley, although this is a good potential area. It could be in Petaluma or Santa Rosa. 

	Board Questions/Comments 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Does not mean we are putting out cash? Are these expenditure we already committed to? 

	o No, there is no cash outlay. The ‘match’ is simply the spending that we will already be doing on the GSP that is related to groundwater recharge. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Are we paying the RCD? 

	o No. They can count the money being spent for some of the technical work. Ours is a state grant and can match their request. The match is not actual funds. It demonstrates they have access to matching fund. The RCD has a great reputation as steward of the land and helping us through all these issues and would gain support from the agricultural community. 

	• 
	• 
	It would be a benefit to know what contribution Agricultural lands make to groundwater. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Do we get a say on where the project is done? We would want to be sure it’s in an optimal area for Sonoma Valley. 

	o Yes, we could try to coordinate and share information. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Rural residential property owners – could this demonstration project be in a rural residential area? 

	o Possibly, if the property is large enough. The goal is to work with vineyard property with the right layout and configuration, still working out details. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Is the $100,000 for recharge study? Does the study assume that grant match funds would be used for same study? 

	o It would match for technical work we would be doing. The match is broad. 

	• 
	• 
	Would like to see the Sonoma Valley Board use this grant opportunity if we are using part of our funds in our basin. If the Resource Conservation Districts use other funds they can go to another basin. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	How transferable is the data? 

	o Data from the study is transferable and could be an efficient solution if it works. 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	If we put in matching funds, can we constrain the funds to be used in Sonoma Valley? We should have a guarantee our basin is benefitting from this if we put in the funds. 

	o Usually when you apply for a grant, it is specific to an area. Before applying they should have a site identified. 

	• 
	• 
	In this case, the Resource Conservation District will work with technical staff to identify location and work with the land owner. 

	• 
	• 
	The Board could attach strings to the matching funds, but you need to let the Resource Conservation Districts know. 

	• 
	• 
	I am OK with those strings. If data is transferable then it’s OK. 

	• 
	• 
	It’s very important it happens in our basin to help use established criteria. 

	• 
	• 
	What is the goal of the recharge project? Shallow or enhanced tributaries? Different projects get different things and help with undesirable results. 

	• 
	• 
	Willing to support up to $100,000. 

	• 
	• 
	Can we communicate the support with parameters? 


	o Yes, Vicki and Ann to communicate with Valerie. 
	Director Rabitt moved to approve as presented, Director Mulas seconded. Motion passed. 
	8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report 
	Scott Morris, Legal Counsel said there isn’t much to report as state Legislature is on recess. There is a lot going on with water bills that need to be on the floor by August 30. There will be a lot of activity to watch mid-August. 
	An Administrator report is in the packet. 
	The Plan Manager reported that DWR completed alternative review of plans. Several plans passed but Napa did not. So they are now trying to respond with their rational for the alternative plan. Napa did not develop minimum thresholds or sustainable plans. Napa never intentionally managed groundwater to a specific criteria. 
	Board Comments/Questions 
	• Is that lack of data or political direction? 
	o I think it was a political direction. They felt they didn’t have any problems. Napa spent a lot of money to get to this point. If they don’t prevail in response they will have a few years to develop a GSA and GSP. Unfortunately, they did not get a grant like we did. Sonoma Water is meeting with the Napa team next week. 
	9. Closed Session 
	a. Public Employee Performance Evaluation (GC § 54957)Title:  Legal Counsel and Administrator 
	Chair Gorin reported that the Board would like the administrator to prepare a one-year contract extension for Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann & Girard for legal services and a three-year contract extension for Sonoma Water for administrative services for discussion and possible action at the September Board meeting. 
	10. Adjournment 
	Chair Gorin adjourned the meeting at 6:20 p.m. 







