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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board Meeting Agenda
July 26, 2021 | 4:00 p.m.

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE GOVERNOR'S EXECUTIVE ORDERS N-25-20 AND N-29-20 WHICH
SUSPENDS CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS OF THE BROWN ACT, THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY
VIA REMOTE CONFERENCING SERVICE — NO PHYSICAL MEETING LOCATION

This meeting will be held via Zoom
https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/96441789806?pwd=dG5mL3VHekJtcnZ4Z0o3RUtBUzVtZz09
Meeting ID: 964 4178 9806 | Passcode: 722795
+1 669 900 9128
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction
of the Board
3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of June 28, 2021
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions
4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
a. Rural Community Engagement Program
b. Rate-Fee Study
5. Advisory Committee Report
6. Action Items:
a. Multi-Level Groundwater Monitoring Wells:
i. Consider approval of resolution authorizing Administrator to execute easements
with property owners
7. Information Items:
a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Sonoma Water staff will give an update on the GSP,
and discuss Implementation Plan and budget
b. Rural Community Engagement: Update on focus group feedback, project timeline and
messaging
This agenda posted this 20 day of July 2021
Secretary/Clerk of the Board
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8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
9. Adjournment
Member Agency

Directors

Alternates

City of Sonoma

Jack Ding

County of Sonoma

Susan Gorin

James Gore

North Bay Water District

Mike Sangiacomo

Carolyn Wasem

Sonoma County Water Agency

David Rabbitt

James Gore

Sonoma Resource Conservation District

Vicki Mulas

Bruce Abelli-Amen

Valley of the Moon Water District

Steve Rogers

Gary Bryant

Special Accommodations: If you have a disability which requires an accommodation, an alternative
format, or requires another person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact Ann
DuBay, (707) 524-8378, as soon as possible to ensure arrangements for accommodation.
Public Comment: Any member of the audience desiring to address the Board on a matter on the
agenda: The public may comment on closed session items prior to the Board adjourning to closed
session. In order that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, please be brief and limit
your comments to the subject under discussion. Each person is usually granted 3 minutes to speak;
time limitations are at the discretion of the Chair. While members of the public are welcome to
address the Board, under the Brown Act Board, members may not deliberate or take action on items
not on the agenda, and generally may only listen.
Meeting Documents: Materials are available for review at Sonoma Water, 404 Aviation Blvd., Santa
Rosa, 95403, during normal business hours. Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will
also be available to the public. The agenda and meeting packet materials are available at
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.
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Meeting Date: July 26, 2021

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board Meeting
Regular Meeting Minutes - DRAFT
Date: June 28, 2021, 4:00 p.m.
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair Gorin, called the meeting to order at 4:01 p.m. She asked Ann DuBay, Administrator, to
conduct roll call. Directors Ding, Gorin, Mulas, Rabbitt, Rogers, and Sangiacomo were present. Also,
in attendance: Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff; Andrea Rodriguez,
Outreach Staff; Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording minutes); and Fred Allebach, Sonoma
Valley Advisory Committee Chairman.

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

3. Consent Calendar

a. Minutes, April 26, 2021
b. Year-to-date Financial Report
c. Year-to-date Member Agency Contributions

No public comment.
Director Rogers moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, Director Ding seconded.
Motion passed unanimously 6-0-0.
Roll call Vote:
Director Ding – aye
Director Gorin – aye
Director Mulas – aye
Director Rabbitt – aye
Director Rogers – aye
Director Sangiacomo - aye

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
a. Rural Community Engagement Program

06.28.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes
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Director Sangiacomo reported that the liaison met as a group and received feedback. There was
participation from all three basins. Main bullet points of feedback include:
•
•
•
•

Concern about groundwater levels
Worry about fees/charges
Worry about expansion of cannabis growhttps://outlook.office365.com/people/
Skepticism of local government regulation

The consultants will meet with the Board in July to provide initial outreach details and get more
feedback.
b. Rate-Fee Study
Director Ding reported the Board liaisons met with staff on May 12 to interview three possible
consulting teams. Staff was asked to follow up with two of the consulting teams. Staff reported the
results of the follow-up via email and made recommendations, they are currently doing more due
diligence.
Questions/Comments
Director Gorin – Where do we go with the outreach on the rural community outreach? How will it
be reported officially?
Ann DuBay – The goal of this whole project, which is funded by proposition 68, is for the
consultants to develop a comprehensive outreach campaign for rural residents to make sure
they know there's a Groundwater Sustainability Agency in existence and the role of it. We would
like to get this messaging out prior to the release of the draft GSP so people will have already
heard something about groundwater and the GSA.
No public comment.

5. Advisory Committee Report
Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley GSA Advisory Committee Chair, said he wanted to provide a little
feedback from the Advisory Committee regarding the Interconnected Surface Water SMC. Majority
of the AC voted to give a nod to environmental interests and beneficial users on ISW SMC. Many of
us were disappointed that our efforts to include this stakeholder group weren’t matched by the GSA
Board, and felt the Board missed the difference between scientific and politically conservative. This
feedback is so you know where the AC stood on it, but we respect your decision. I just wanted to
give some honest feedback on that SMC. Thank you.
Director Gorin – We respect the Advisory Committee. This is a new venture for us so we're
trying to figure out the best way of moving forward, I respect your technical expertise and that's
why all of you were appointed to the Advisory Committee.
No public comment.
06.28.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes
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6. Action Items
a. General Liability Insurance:

i. Consider approval of contract with Golden State Risk Management Authority,
beginning October 1, 2021

At its October 2020 meeting, the Board approved a resolution withdrawing from the Association of
California Water Agencies Joint Power Insurance Authority (ACWA JPIA) due to increased costs of
membership.
Ann DuBay said the proposed new insurer Golden State Risk Management Authority (GSRMA) is less
expensive than the current insurer ACWA JPIA. The new insurer offers S5,000,000 less liability
coverage than the current insurer but is much less expensive. A three-year commitment is required,
and the policy would be effective October 1, 2022.
Staff recommends the Board authorize the Administrator to sign a Joint Powers Authority
agreement with Golden State Risk Management Authority for three years, effective October 1, 2022.
Question/Comments
Director Rogers – The major exclusions are roughly the same between the two?
DuBay – Yes.
Director Rogers – Punitive damages weren’t included in either of the policies?
DuBay – The biggest issue I am finding in insurance right now is cyber liability.
Director Gorin – Will all three GSAs be insured by Golden State?
DuBay – Yes, but all have separate policies.
Public Comment/Questions
Fred Allebach – Has Sonoma Water or the County ever had a ransomware attack?
Director Gorin – Not to my knowledge.
DuBay – Not to my knowledge at Sonoma Water either.
Director Rabbitt moved to approve the Administrator sign a contract with Golden State Risk
Management Authority, beginning October 1, 2021, Director Rogers seconded. Motion passed
unanimously 6-0-0.
Roll call Vote:
Director Ding – aye
Director Mulas – aye
Director Rabbitt – aye
Director Rogers – aye
Director Sangiacomo – aye
Chair Gorin – aye

06.28.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes
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b. Rate and fee study:
i. Consider authorizing Administrator to execute an agreement with a consultant
for a new rate and fee study
Because all three Sonoma County GSAs need to conduct new fee studies, staff issued a joint Request
for Qualifications on March 29, 2021. Ann DuBay provided expected timing for the study:
May-June 2021: Select and engage a consultant
July-November 2021: Data and budget development
Winter 2021-2022: Board and public discussions
Spring 2022: Select and implement funding option
Staff is still going back and forth between two consultants asking for additional information and
obtaining references. At this point, no specific team has been chosen, but we expect to do that
soon. If the Board desires, we could go ahead and complete the due diligence process, select the
consultant, get a contract signed, hopefully, in the next couple of weeks, which would be prior to
the Board's next meeting at the end of July. And then, at the July 26th Board meeting, provide a full
report of the selection process and introduce the successful firm to the Board.
Staff recommends the Board authorize the Administrator to work with the three-GSA selection
committee and, in consultation with the GSA Board Chair and Vice-Chair, select a rate and fee study
update consulting firm, negotiate a scope of work and budget, and execute a Professional Services
Agreement.
Question/Comments
Director Rogers – Is there any disagreement amongst the GSAs for which consultant?
DuBay – To-date there is not.
Director Ding – Maybe we would like to authorize the Administrator to execute an agreement with a
consulting firm based on due diligence.
Director Rabbitt – What is the timing now, how is it different from when we spoke before? The
public doesn't want to pay for a plan, then, to have you increase their costs to pay for
implementation. I personally believe that we have to offer something in return for what they're
paying, for which hopefully will be some sort of resiliency.
DuBay – Now, the member agency commitments end on June 30, 2022, and the GSP will be
submitted by January 31, 2022. What we're talking about is a fee starting sometime in late 2022
that would pay for the implementation of the GSP. The GSP requires an implementation plan
and it doesn't need to be very detailed in terms of budget. Especially in Sonoma Valley Basin,
some projects and management actions will be needed to make sure we can achieve
sustainability, so that's the kind of thing where well owners will perceive a benefit to them. This
is unlike the original fee study; this one is for actual implementation.

06.28.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes
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Director Rabbitt – I am glad to hear that. We need to make sure that we communicate the
implementation and the benefits because, again, no one wants to pay for bureaucracy or plans
without receiving some benefit.
Director Gorin – How would you work with the Chair and Vice Chair if the Board agrees with the
staff recommendation?
DuBay – We touch base again with the liaisons to make sure everybody is on the same page.
When all the GSAs have agreed on the same consulting team and the scope of work and have
something set in terms of a budget and scope, then we would reach out to the Chair and Vice
Chair to make sure they agree with it, and move forward with the agreement.
Director Gorin – So, timing would be in about two weeks?
DuBay – I am thinking closer to three weeks.
Public Comments/Questions
Fred Allebach – There are some differences of who are the stakeholders and who would pay. There
should be some basis for assessing everyone in the Valley. If you only assessed property owners,
that would leave renters out as far as paying for the common pool resource. Personally, I would like
to see everyone in the basin pay towards groundwater sustainability, but I can't figure out how it
would be fair to assess property owners. I think it would be easier if everyone paid, then we'd all be
in it together and there would be more of a common purpose for us.
Director Gorin – (to DuBay) – How do we ensure equity in the basin?
DuBay – Difficult question. We learned from the last go-around when Santa Rosa Plain
implemented their fee structure, the biggest challenge is that the constitution limits the options.
There are options based on groundwater pumping, a parcel tax option, or a kind of a Proposition
218 option based on the benefit received. We are seeing a two--prong approach in some other
basins.
Director Gorin – How many consultants responded to the Request for Proposal?
DuBay – Three.
Director Ding moved to authorize the Administrator to work with the three-GSA selection
committee and, in consultation with the GSA Board Chair and Vice-Chair, select a rate and fee study
update consulting firm, negotiate a scope of work and budget, and execute a Professional Services
Agreement, Director Rabbitt seconded. Motion passed unanimously 6-0-0.
Roll call Vote:
Director Ding – aye
Director Mulas – aye
Director Rabbitt – aye
Director Rogers – aye
Director Sangiacomo – aye
Chair Gorin – aye

06.28.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes
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c. Drought Outreach:
i. Consider budget adjustment to allow GSA to contribute to August regional
Drought Drop-By
Ann DuBay said a regional Drought Drop-By event is being planned for August to provide water
conservation kits to the public. This item would allow the GSA to participate in the event, so kits can
be provided to groundwater users. Staff recommends the Board authorize an expenditure of $2,500
in FY 2021-22 for the Drought Drop-By event. Funding would be allocated through the outreach
budget line item.
Questions/Comments
Director Rogers – About outreach, there is a letter going out signed by Valley of the Moon Water
District and the City of Sonoma to all well owners asking for their participation in a voluntary 20%
reduction in the use of their well. I think the letter should also be signed by the GSA.
DuBay – There was a press release that has been posted on the website. There was also a
special email that went out to our interested parties of about 1,500 people but there is nothing
that would stop the GSA from duplicating the messaging in the mentioned letter, if the Board
approves it.
Director Gorin – The benefit of that is the outreach that we are still attempting to do.
Director Rabbitt – I would be very careful in how we word anything. We have no power to
mandate any percentage of reduction. Personally, the people that I know who have wells are
usually more sensitive to the water shortage than those who have a pipe coming in their house.
I have no problem with reminding people that there's a severe drought going on, and that they
should conserve water going forward, but I think it's very important that we don't tie ourselves
to mandatory conservation.
Director Gorin – As a practical matter, if we were to send out a message, it should be via email, I
don’t want to incur postage.
Director Rogers – We will send the letter to the Board members for information and comment.
Director Gorin – I assume any action by this Board wouldn’t occur until the next Board meeting.
Is there anything else we could do in the meantime?
DuBay – We've put up quite a bit of drought information on the website and encourage people
to go to that. Maybe we could tie this idea to the Drought Drop-By.
Director Gorin – That is a good suggestion. Let’s see if we can take that action combined with
media information about the Drought Drop-By, and list the locations and let everybody know
that whether they are served by a well or “the pipe”, conservation is everybody's responsibility.
Public Questions/Comments
Fred Allebach – This would be a good opportunity for the GSA to frame its own message.
Director Gorin – You are right, it may be good to frame the drought and the Drought Drop-by
with the message that we represent many of the users in the Valley, so we are concerned about
water conservation.
Director Rogers moved to authorize an expenditure of $2,500 in FY 2021-22 for the August regional
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Drought Drop-By event, Director Sangiacomo seconded. Motion passed unanimously 6-0-0.
Roll call Vote:
Director Ding – aye
Director Mulas – aye
Director Rabbitt – aye
Director Rogers – aye
Director Sangiacomo – aye
Chair Gorin – aye

7. Information Items:

a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Sonoma Water staff will give an update on the GSP,
and discuss Projects and Management Actions and Implementation Plan

The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. Jay Jasperse provided a
summary of the GSP schedule. He said the schedule has slipped a little; SMC Sections 4 and 5, will be
available in July rather than June. Sections 6 and 7 will be available for Advisory Committee review
in August rather than July and Public review is expected in October rather than September. Adopting
and filing the GSP is still foreseen for December (no change from original schedule).
Marcus Trotta provided a status update on scenario modeling and evaluation of conceptual projects
and actions needed to achieve or maintain sustainability; and an introduction to the GSP
implementation plan including a presentation on each of the GSP components and next steps, which
include developing further details and budgetary costs estimates.
Questions/Comments
Director Gorin – We are under a time crunch, are we on track to get the GSP done in time to meet
the state deadline?
Jasperse – Yes.
Director Gorin – Are you planning on having a public meeting to present the Plan?
Jasperse – Yes, a Community meeting, it will be scheduled in the fall.
Questions/Comments
Director Rogers – We still drill wells, yet we are asking for a 15% reduction in vineyard well use. I
think your model includes some new wells.
Trotta – Our baseline projected scenario does include projected future increases of water
demand in rural domestic, agricultural, as well as municipality future projected pumping.
The decreases that we're simulating under Group 1 are all future wells. The idea of limiting well
water use in future, the county retains the well permitting authority. We have also talked about
including policies the Board may want to consider, in our implementation Plan.
Director Rogers – It would be important to talk about that.
Director Gorin – Sonoma County has the record, or close to, of the highest number of wells.
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Director Rogers – We also have issues with well drilling, some of the well drilling
interconnecting the upper and lower aquifers. There are some things the County could be doing
to maintain aquifers in good shape.
Director Gorin – Well drillers have the best information on wells/water tables, etc. Are we
tapping into those sources of information?
Trotta – Yes, we have had discussions with various well drillers over the years. Ann DuBay and I
talked recently about trying to do some specific outreach to the well drilling community to help
gather information.
Public Questions/Comments
Fred Allebach – I thought the Group 2a Storage and Recovery projects for the City and Valley of the
Moon Water Districts look like a great example of groundwater banking. I am curious about the
stormwater recharge in Arroyo Seco. How would that work in the winter? Where would the
recharge go?
Trotta – We are simulating the projects at a conceptual level. Lots of studies would have to go
into the recharge projects. We are selecting a diversion point along the stream. The State Board
has developed a methodology that they are calling a “streamlined permit” for aquifer recharge
projects. In terms of locations, we are assuming on-farm recharge.
Director Sangiacomo – There are some concerns, but also options for opportunities, to make
corrections and deficits disappear.
Director Mulas – A few comments/questions. 1) It would be encouraging to know what kind of
projects you are thinking of. 2) With the concern about future development of wells in the rural
areas, I go back to being in the middle of a severe drought. I haven’t heard any kind of mention of a
moratorium on wells and housing developments. 3) Eminent domain – some projects may fall into
some of the areas you were thinking about as far as storage, is that a consideration as part of your
strategy?
Jasperse – The GSA does have authority for eminent domain should it present itself – a right of
way for example. Sometimes there is friendly eminent domain because there can be benefits to
the property owner. The projects we are talking about now in Group 1 are the low-hanging fruit.
The overall idea is to start with low hanging fruit either like efficiency or projects already
underway from other agencies, and then build up to the larger efforts.
Director Rabbitt – New connections are miniscule compared to existing ones in terms of water
use. I don’t know what would have to happen to create a building moratorium on hookups.
Jasperse – Through water use efficiency, we deliver less water now. Fifteen years ago, Sonoma
Water delivered about 65,000 acre-feet of water per year. Now it is more like 40,000-45,000
acre-feet per year.
Director Gorin – We go through periods of very wet and very dry. Climate change is a game
changer. New houses are much more water efficient than existing buildings.
Director Rabbitt – Water agencies work on more high tech approaches to manage water better,
including FIRO, the Forecast Informed Reservoir Operation. This year alone, there were 11,000
acre-feet more water in Lake Mendocino at the start of this year than there was in previous
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years because of that program. That coupled with AQPI, the Advanced Quantitative
Precipitation Information System, which is new radar in the Bay Area, that identifies when
atmospheric rivers will come and where they will hit. We will use new technology, conservation,
recycled water, manage water, updated technology, etc., it gives me great optimism. We are on
the right track.
Director Gorin – Congratulations to Direct Sangiacomo for using updated technology in the
vineyards.
Director Rogers – Valley of the Moon also uses new technology so we can do better leak detection.
We have water but there are areas that don’t have adequate fire flow, so we need to install new
pipes.
Director Ding – In the sanitation plant, grey water goes to irrigation. The rest goes to the Bay. Any
way we can save or recharge the aquifer?
Jasperse – Ultimately, the plant will have less discharge over time. We have been asked if it can
be injected into the aquifer like in Southern California, I don’t think it is the best thing to do
here. We can just use it as we're doing now, which is what we call “in lieu “recharge when we
give it to a vineyard to use, for example, so they no longer pump the groundwater and we get
the benefit that way, rather than injecting it which has technical and cost issues.
Public Questions/Comments
Fred Allebach – I would like to remind everyone of the Pete Parkinson study that indicated there will
be zero growth in the County unincorporated area.
Director Gorin – The County is expected to grow a little in the unincorporated areas.
Director Rabbitt - I personally think in Santa Rosa and downtown, they could meet an additional
number of housing units. So, it's the drought and then the housing crisis and then trying to deal
with climate change. The more houses you build in the unincorporated area, the more vehicle
miles traveled, so there are some contradictory things going on right now.

8. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report

The Administrator and Plan Manager report is in the packet. Jay Jasperse added that staff are
working not only from the Sonoma Water perspective, but from the GSA perspective to look at
getting funding for projects for this basin and the others. The drought may jumpstart implementing
some projects a little earlier by providing funding.
Jasperse also mentioned that DWR reviewed the first four Groundwater Sustainability Plans that
were submitted two years ago by critically over-drafted basins. Our consultant has looked at the
reviews in detail as they were involved with three of those four basins. The bottom line is, that our
consultant does not see any red flags in what we're doing. We feel good in terms of the product
we're delivering.
No report from Legal Counsel.
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No public comment.

9. Adjournment

Director Gorin thanked the Board members for attending and adjourned the meeting at 6:10 p.m.
The next Board meeting is July 26, 2021 at 4:00 p.m.
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Consent Calendar

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, Administrator
Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Year-to-Date Budget and Member Agency Contributions

Summary: As of July 20, 2021, the Agency received or invoiced $554,986 in income (member agency
contributions including in-kind services and grant revenues) and received $511,968 in invoiced expenses.

Background

This financial report covers the 2020-2021 fiscal year, but does not include all anticipated invoices or
payments. The Agency’s total final budget for FY 20/21 includes revenues of $1,156,000, and expenditures
of $1,261,100.
Income: Member agency cash contributions total $110,000 plus in-kind contributions of $125,000. To date,
invoices totaling $110,000 have been issued to member agencies for cash contributions and $110,000 has
been received in payments. Grant revenues invoiced total $319,997.
Expenses: As of July 20, 2021, the agency received invoices for services totaling $511,968. This amount
does not include the 4th quarter invoice from Sonoma Water, which is currently being processed nor does it
include final legal invoices and some small miscellaneous charges.

Staff Recommendation

Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report.

Vote Requirement
Majority.

List of Attachments

1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2020-21
2. Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2020-21

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451
71110100
Account
42360
42601
42618
42627
42000

FY 2020-21
Draft
Budget

FY 2020-21
YTD
Budget

921,000
40,000
25,000
45,000
$ 1,031,000

319,997
39,989
25,000
45,000
$ 429,986

125,000
125,000

125,000
2,742
$ 125,000

Grand Total Revenues

$ 1,156,000

$ 554,986

Insurance - Liability
Administration Services
Accounting/Auditing Services
Client Accounting Services
Legal Services
Consulting Services
Permits/License/Fees (well registration)
In-kind services (Sonoma Water)
Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land
Training/Conference Expenses
County Services Chgs
Subtotal Services
Food
Memberships (ACWA for JPIA)
Office Supplies
Freight/Postage
Subtotal Supplies

2,500
100,000
6,600
4,000
45,000
928,500
40,000
125,000
1,500
1,000
1,500
$ 1,255,600
500
4,000
500
500
5,500
$ 1,261,100

1,343
30,058
5,600
5,112
26,816
313,688
0
125,000
0

$

Grand Total Expenditures

$ 1,261,100

$ 511,968

Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance

$ (105,100)

$

Account Description
State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68)
County of Sonoma
City of Sonoma
Special Districts
Total Intergovernmental Revenues

46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water)
46200 Revenue Appl PY Misc Revenue
46000

51041
51201
51206
51207
51211
51226
51244
51249
51421
51601
51916
52031
52091
52111
52114
51000

7/20/2021

Total Miscellaneous Revenues

Total Services and Supplies

$

635
$ 508,253
0
3,715
0
0
3,715
511,968

43,018

Page 14 of 126

Agenda Item: 3C, Attachment 1
Meeting Date: July 26, 2021
TOTAL
CONTRIBUTION

MEMBER AGENCY
County of Sonoma
City of Sonoma
Sonoma RCD
North Bay Water
District
Valley of the Moon
WD
Sonoma County
Water Agency (in
kind)
TOTAL

First Invoice: Due
9/15/20

Second Invoice:
Due 11/30/20

Third Invoice: Due
3/30/21

$
$
$

40,000
25,000
10,000

$
$
$

40,000
25,000
3,334

$

6,666

$

10,000

$

3,334

$

6,666

$

25,000

$

25,000

$

125,000

$

235,000 $

$

-

$

-

96,668 $

-

$

13,332
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator, and Fred Allebach, Chair, Advisory Committee
Advisory Committee Report

Summary: Update on recent activities and decisions made by the Advisory Committee
Background

Summary of GSA Advisory Committee activities in June and July:
•

The Advisory Committee continues to be updated by staff on GSA technical work and outreach
efforts.

•

Provided feedback on Projects and Management Actions and Implementation Plan.

•

Reviewing Section 4 (Sustainable Management Criteria) and Section 5 (Monitoring Plan) of the
GSP.

•

At its July meeting, the Advisory Committee:
o

Received an update on California Department of Water Resource’s review of four GSPs
submitted by critically over drafted basins.

o

Discussed Projects and Management Actions modeling and impacts on minimum
thresholds and undesirable results.

o

Provided feedback on Implementation Plan.

o

Discussed comments received on GSP Section 3, and how they will be addressed.

o

The AC would like to meet in August for an optional meeting to discuss the big picture
story of the GSP and discuss any issues or concerns member may have. This discussion
could be helpful for the Board in developing its own view of a verbal narrative for the
GSP.

Feedback/ Action/Decisions
•

Reiterated the need for the GSP to ‘tell the story’ of the basin, groundwater conditions, and
sustainability, per DWR’s critique of submitted GSPs.

•

Received a presentation on and discussed the modeling of Group 2 Projects and Management
Actions. AC members asked questions regarding the strength of the GSP and possible need for
more aggressive measures, costs-benefits, and whether curtailing the drilling of new wells is a
viable option in problem areas.
1
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•

Six Advisory Committee members provided feedback on GSP Section 3, the longest and most
technical section of the plan. Staff grouped the comments and discussed with the Advisory
Committee how they will be handled. The Advisory Committee recommended that AC comments
made during the GSP process are included in the GSP and made available for DWR to consider as
part of its review of the GSP.

Next Steps/ Meeting
o

The Advisory Committee is tentatively scheduled to meet in August, and if so, will give
feedback on Section 4 and the “big picture story” of the GSP, and discuss any issues or
concerns member may have.

o

In July and early August, the Advisory Committee will review Sections 4 and 5 of the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. In August, the Advisory Committee will review a draft
version of the GSP, including Sections 6 and 7.

Advisory Committee Meeting Packets

To view Advisory Committee meeting agendas and packets, 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

2
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Action Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Ann DuBay, Administrator
Multi-Level Groundwater Monitoring Wells

Summary: Consider authorizing Administrator to sign easements for property on which multi-level

groundwater monitoring wells will be located.

Background

The GSA received a $1 million grant from California’s Department of Water Resources through the
California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018
(Proposition 68). One of the grant components is the planning, design and installation of four multi-level
groundwater monitoring wells drilled to depths of up to 500 feet in areas identified as data gaps.
The specific focus is to provide monitoring data in areas with important features such as fault zones,
basin boundaries, baylands, and/or proximity to areas of substantial groundwater pumping. To date,
staff has identified locations that
•
•
•

Fill the highest-need data gaps
Are on public right-of-way or land owned by public agencies, and
Have minimal environmental concerns.

While the sites are still being evaluated for issues of concern, the wells will likely be located in the areas
described in Table 1 and are shown in Attachment 1 (basin map).
Table 1: Proposed Location of Sonoma Valley Multilevel Monitoring Wells
Well Location
Sonoma County Road
Maintenance Yard

Property Owner
County of Sonoma

Burndale Road at Herschel Road

In County road right-of-way

Highway 12 at Highway 121

In Caltrans road right-of-way

Arnold Drive at Felder Road

Sonoma Valley Fire District

Data Gap Addressed
Area of observed groundwaterlevel declines, in vicinity of
Eastside Fault.
Area of observed groundwaterlevel declines, in vicinity of
Eastside Fault.
Area of potential seawater
intrusion.
Area of substantial groundwater
pumping, observed
groundwater-level declines.
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The well planning, environmental analysis, design, construction, and completion is being conducted by
Sonoma Water and its subcontractors. However, the wells will be owned, monitored, and maintained by
the GSA. The bidding process for well drilling will close in September, and a contract will be awarded in
December. Drilling is planned to begin in February, and it is estimated that it will require six months to
drill, construct and complete all four wells. The wells must be completed by August 31, 2022 to meet the
timeline of the grant.

Property Easements Required

Staff has been in discussions with the property owners regarding well installation and ongoing
monitoring. All property owners are amenable to allowing Sonoma Water, as a contractor of the GSA, to
install the wells. The GSA (most likely through a contractor) will maintain and monitor the wells into
perpetuity.
The property owners are willing to sign easements with the GSA for (1) construction, (2) the wells and
(3) ongoing access to the wells for maintenance and monitoring. The GSA is not required to pay for any
easements. GSA counsel is working with Sonoma Water staff and property owners on the language and
terms of the easements.
Because of the tight timing, staff recommends that the Administrator be authorized to sign the
easements so they will be in place when the drilling contract is awarded. While there will at least one
more Board meeting between July and the awarding of the contract, the September meeting will be
focused on discussion and release of the draft GSP for final public review.
The resolution required for Board approval of easements is being drafted by GSA counsel and will be
provided separately and posted with meeting materials on the website.

Staff Recommendation

Consider authorizing the Administrator, in consultation with GSA counsel, to execute the construction
and access easements and sign certificates of acceptance.

Fiscal Information
None.

Vote Required
Two-thirds.

List of Attachments

1. Basin map of potential groundwater monitoring well locations
2. Resolution

Contact

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

Page 19 of 126

£
¤

So
no
m

aC

re
ek

Bea

r Cre
ek

128

Calabasas Creek

Calabases Creek

£
¤
£
¤

n Cr

Arroyo Seco

ek
Cre

Wils
o

ll
Mi

eek

12

Hoo
ker
C

re e
k

29

!
U
!
U
!
U

!
U
!
U

£
¤
116

121

on
Sec

.

To
la

!
U

Proposed Multi-Level
Monitoring Well Locations

yC

ree

apa
dN

Slo

ugh
loug
h

£
¤

Nap
aS

Potential Multi-Level
1M
01 onitoring
Groundwater¤
£
Well Locations

k

£
¤
37

!
U

Major Rivers and Creeks

0

1

´
2

4 Miles

Sonoma Valley
Groundwater Subbasin
Sonoma Creek Watershed

Filepath: T:\mbuttress\SGMA Monitoring Networks\Sonoma Valley\SV Prop 68 Wells SVDMW-3 Update.mxd

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics,
DS,
Page 20 ofCNES/Airbus
126
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Date prepared: 7/19/2021

Agenda Item: 6A, Resolution
Meeting Date, July 26, 2021

Resolution No.: 002-2021
Dated: July 26, 2021

RESOLUTION OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY (“SVGSA”) AUTHORIZING THE ADMINISTRATOR TO EXECUTE CERTIFICATES OF
ACCEPTANCE FOR ANY AND ALL EASEMENTS OR CONVEYANCES RELATED TO THE MULTILEVEL GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL PROJECT
WHEREAS, the multi-level groundwater monitoring well project will help the
SVGSA to gather data on groundwater that will inform the GSP; and
WHEREAS, easements will be needed for the SVGSA to construct, access, and
maintain the well sites; and
WHEREAS, California Government Code section 27281 states: "Deeds or grants
conveying any interest in or easement upon real estate to a political corporation or
governmental agency for public purposes shall not be accepted for recordation without the
consent of the grantee evidenced by its certificate or resolution of acceptance attached to or
printed on the deed or grant."
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Administrator of the SVGSA be
authorized to execute certificates of acceptance for any and all easements or other
conveyances which are related to the multi-level groundwater monitoring well project, made to
the GSA, a governmental agency.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Administrator of the SVGSA be authorized to execute
the easement agreements for the multi-level groundwater monitoring well project with the
relevant landowners, on behalf of the GSA.

MEMBERS:
J. Ding

AYES:

S. Gorin

NOES:

V. Mulas

ABSENT:

D. Rabbitt

S. Rogers

M. Sangiacomo

ABSTAIN:

2021-07-20 RESOLUTION OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY_July 26 Board meeting
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SO ORDERED
The within instrument is a correct copy of the original on file with this office.

ATTEST:

DATE: July 26, 2021

____________________________________________________
Ann DuBay
Clerk of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
of the State of California in and for the County of Sonoma

2021-07-20 RESOLUTION OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY_July 26 Board meeting
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update

Summary: The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. This update provides an

overview of the preliminary Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) developed for six sustainability
indicators as defined by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act; a status update on scenario
modeling and evaluation of conceptual projects and actions needed to achieve or maintain
sustainability; and an introduction to the GSP implementation plan.

Background
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) in high- and medium-priority basins to develop and submit Groundwater Sustainability Plans
(GSPs) to the California Department of Water Resources by January 31, 2022. GSPs are detailed road
maps for how groundwater basins will reach and maintain long-term sustainability.

Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview
A central aspect of the GSP is to develop Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) for each of the six
sustainability indicators listed below:
1. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of
supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon.
2. Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage
3. Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion
4. Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant
plumes that impair water supplies
5. Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses
6. Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse
impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water (e.g. water in streams or wetlands).
The requirements of the GSP are the development of SMCs which include: (1) quantitative minimum
thresholds; (2) quantifiable measurable objectives; (3) a qualitative description of significant and
unreasonable conditions; and (4) a definition of what constitutes an undesirable result for the basin.

Current Status of Sustainable Management Criteria
The following table illustrates the status of SMC development. As shown in the table, preliminary SMC have
been developed and approved for all six sustainability indicators. Attachment 1 presents a summary of
these preliminary SMC for all six sustainability indicators.
1
Page 23 of 126

Agenda Item: 7A
Meeting Date: July 26, 2021

Sustainable Management
Criteria

Advisory Committee

Board

Land Subsidence

Discussed and made
recommendations at May, June,
and July 2020 meetings.

Approved draft SMC on
August 27, 2020

Seawater Intrusion

Discussed and made
recommendations at May, June,
and July 2020 meetings.

Approved draft SMC on
August 27, 2020

Water Quality

Discussed and made
recommendations at September,
October, and November 2020
meetings
Discussed and provided feedback
at October, and November 2020,
and January 2021 meetings. Made
recommendation at April 2021
meeting.
Discussed and made
recommendations at March, and
May 2020 meetings. Revisited at
February 2021 meeting; made
recommendation in March 2021.

Approved draft SMC on
January 25, 2021

Materials were distributed for
review in February 2021.
Discussed and recommended at
March 2021 meeting.

Approved draft SMC on
March 22, 2021

Depletion of Interconnected
Surface Water

Chronic Decline of Groundwater
Levels

Reduction of Groundwater
Storage

Approved draft SMC on
April 26, 2021

Approved draft SMC on
March 22, 2021

Current Status of Groundwater Sustainability Plan
The California Department of Water Resources provides a detailed outline for Groundwater Sustainability
Plans. The table below provides a snapshot view of the status of Plan Sections. Draft sections and figures
can be viewed at http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/gsp/.

GSP Section

Status

Section 1: Introduction

Draft complete and released for Board, Advisory Committee,
and public review.

Section 2: Description of Plan Area

Draft complete and released for review in February.

Section 3: Basin Setting

Draft complete and released for review in April.

Section 4: Sustainable Management
Criteria

Draft released in July for review.

2
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Section 5: Monitoring Networks

Section to be released in July for review.

Section 6: Projects and Management
Actions

This section is being drafted and is anticipated to be
released for review in early August, along with the full
draft GSP.
Section 7: Implementation Plan
This section is being drafted and is anticipated to be
(including schedule and budgetary cost released for review in early August, along with full draft
and estimates)
GSP.

Projects and Management Actions
The need for potential projects and management actions is primarily driven by the development and
future monitoring of SMCs. The projected water budget and output from the 50-year model scenario
provide us insights into:
• How the basin may respond to future conditions under a wide range of climate patterns including
an extended wet period and a severe drought (i.e., “stress tests”)
• General types, size and locations of potential projects and actions that may be needed or
considered as contingencies to achieve or maintain sustainability based on SMCs
When and if to implement specific projects and management actions is ultimately the decision of the GSA
Board. The GSP due January 2022 does not need to have Projects and Management Actions finalized for
implementation. The GSP does need to identify the types of projects being considered for implementation
over the next 20 years and how they will help the Basin avoid undesirable results and reach its
sustainability goal.
As described at June meeting, conceptual projects and actions are grouped into two general categories for
the purposes of scenario modeling:
1. Those that have identified potential funding sources or are voluntary or incentive-based or are
lower-cost, including additional recycled water deliveries for irrigation for new and expected
contracts and voluntary and dispersed land-owner water-use efficiency or alternate water
source projects;
2. New or significantly expanded projects/actions, including expansion of recycled water conveyance
and storage, aquifer storage and recovery and focused stormwater recharge projects.
Some ideas for projects and actions would need to be further developed and planned to evaluate with
model scenarios, for example recharge net-metering programs, water markets, and zero-net water use
requirements for new development. Other management actions the GSA has under its authority, such as
mandatory conservation or pumping reductions, could also be considered in the future on an as-needed
basis.
Staff described these groupings to the Board at its June meeting and to the Advisory Committee at its
April meeting. Overall, the Advisory Committee agreed with the groups. Some members provided
3
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feedback regarding potential well owner reluctance to pay for projects like recharge, if new pumpers are
allowed, to drill wells. Others noted that the level of conservation could depend on the type of incentives
that are offered. It was noted that people may be reluctant to changes practices unless the process is
transparent and there is a specific reduction goal.
Staff has run model scenarios to evaluate the benefit of the different projects and actions under
consideration relative to the baseline scenario. See Attachment 1, which will be discussed at the July Board
meeting.

Implementation Plan
The implementation plan represents the last section of the GSP, and its purpose is to present a roadmap
for efforts needed to start implementing the GSP, with a focus on the initial five years. The following
primary components for the implementation plan were discussed at the May Advisory Committee
meeting and the June Board meeting. Overall, the Board acknowledged these components, and did not
propose any changes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

GSA Administration
Communication and Engagement
Routine Monitoring, Data Evaluation and Annual Reporting
Addressing Data Gaps
Maintaining, Updating and Improvements to Model
Refining, Study and Implementation of Potential Projects and Actions
Five-Year Update to GSP
Five-Year Budget, Schedule, and Funding Strategy

At the July Advisory Committee meeting, staff discussed the implementation plan in greater detail. Some
Advisory Committee members expressed concern that the early years of implementation seemed
weighted toward studies. Other Advisory Committee members indicated that the Implementation Plan
seemed reasonable.
At the July Board meeting, staff will describe the implementation plan and provide budgetary cost
estimates.

Requested Board Action
Information only.

Fiscal Information
None.

List of Attachments

1. Matrix
2. Presentation on Projects and Management Action and Implementation Plan

Contact

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov
4
Page 26 of 126

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update

7/26/2021

SONOMAVALLEYGROUNDWATER.ORG

Page 27 of 126

1

Schedule for Remaining Draft GSP Section Reviews
SMC/Monitoring Sections (2 weeks) – AC review 7/16 – 7/30
• As-needed 8/10 AC meeting to discuss any issues from SMC/Monitoring section
review
• 7/26 Board Meeting to discuss PMAs/Implementation Plan/cost estimate
AC-Review Complete (Sections 1-7) Draft GSP (4 weeks) – Early August – Early
September
• 9/14 AC meeting to discuss issues/comments from full draft GSP AC-review
• 9/27 Board meeting to discuss issues/comments from full draft GSP AC-review
Public Review Draft GSP (30 days) – October 1 – 31
• 11/9 AC meeting to discuss any significant issues/comments from public review
• 11/29 Board meeting to discuss/resolve any issues comments from public review
and consider GSP adoption
7/26/21
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Method for Simulating Projects and
Management Actions
•Starting with the projected baseline scenario, a set of projects and management
actions are added incrementally to the model until a reasonable change in
groundwater levels is achieved that will help with achieving and maintaining
sustainability.
•Adding incremental groups of projects and management actions allows to show
relative benefits of each group of projects
•Specific project assumptions will be described in the Projects and Management
Actions GSP section
• At June Board meeting, reviewed Group 1 and Group 2A projects
7/26/21
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Group 2b Projects and
Management Actions
•Incorporates all Group 1 and 2a projects and
management actions
Adds:
•Additional ASR wells:
◦ Vicinity of Golf Course
◦ Along 8th Street East (east of Eastside Fault)
•Surficial Stormwater Recharge:
◦ Alluvial fans of Carriger, Felder, and Rodgers Creeks
◦ Alluvial fan of Arroyo Seco Creek
◦ Mainstem of Sonoma Creek (near Glen Ellen)

7/26/2021
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Group 2b Scenario, as simulated
• New ASR well near Golf Course Well, completed 2030:

265 AFY (winter GC pumping)

• New ASR well near 8th St E and Denmark St, completed 2030:

54 AFY

• New ASR well near Napa Rd and Denmark St, completed 2030:

54 AFY

• Stormwater diversion and recharge on Sonoma Creek, Carriger Creek, Felder Creek, Rodgers Creek and Arroyo Seco
Recent
RW
contracts

20%
reduction in
rural
domestic
water use

10%
reduction in
vineyard
irrigation

RW
Expansion: 8th
St / Napa Rd

RW Expansion:
West Study Area
to Sonoma Creek

ASR: Vicinity
of CoS Well
#5

ASR: Vicinity
of Verano
Well

ASR:
Golf
Course

ASR: 8th St
East and
Napa/Denm
ark

Stormwater
recharge

Baseline
Group 1

X

X

X

Group 2a

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Group 2b

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

7/26/2021
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Approach to Reviewing Model Results
1. Assess effects for ASR injection only (on deep aquifer)
2. Assess effects of stormwater recharge only (on shallow aquifer)
3. Assess effects of the combined ASR and stormwater recharge projects on the
entire aquifer to assess total benefits of Group 2b projects

7/26/2021
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6

Group 2b Scenario, ASR wells
Modeling assumptions
• Assume that all three ASR wells receive surface

water for injection from November through April

• Golf Course winter injection equal to winter
pumping demand

Golf Course
8th St East

• 8th St East and Napa/Denmark sites have
injection rates equally distributed over November
through April
• ASR injection occurs in the deep aquifer layers

7/26/2021
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Group 2b Scenario,
Stormwater Recharge Modeling
Assumptions
Steps for simulating divertible stormwater flows:
• Estimate 90th percentile monthly streamflow for each point of
diversion based on historical simulation results
• For winter (Nov-Apr) months when projected streamflow
exceeds the historical 90th percentile, 20% of the monthly
flow can be diverted
• Assume that maximum diversion capacity per stream is 2 cfs
(~900 gpm; 5cfs for Sonoma Creek), and that stormflow
diversion occurs 6 days per month
• All surface water removed from the stream is applied equally
over corresponding recharge area
• Mean annual stormwater diversion is about 150 AFY
7/26/2021
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Group 2b, combined ASR and
stormwater recharge, Shallow aquifer

7/26/2021
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Group 2b, combined ASR and
stormwater recharge, Deep aquifer

7/26/2021
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Overall Key Water Budget Component
Changes
The following slides show the incremental changes to:
- Cumulative change in storage
- Reduction in inflow from Baylands
- Change in streamflow depletion

7/26/2021
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Cumulative Change in Storage
Average annual
change in
groundwater storage
(AFY)

Baseline

Group 1

Group 2A

Group 2B

2021 – 2070

-300

-200

-100

-100

2021 – 2040

0

100

200

200

2041 – 2070

-500

-400

-300

-300

Projects in Group 1, Group 2A, and Group 2B scenarios mitigate
future projected storage declines

7/26/2021
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Subsurface Inflows from Baylands
Mean Net Flow
To/From
Baylands (AFY)

Baseline

Group
1

Group
2A

Group
2B

2021 – 2070

400

300

200

100

2021 – 2040

300

200

200

100

2041 – 2070

500

300

200

100

The total reduction in Baylands
subsurface inflows with the Group 1,
Group 2A, and 2B projects reduces the
potential for brackish groundwater
intrusion

7/26/2021
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Stream-aquifer Interaction
Mean Net Stream
Leakagea (AFY)

Baseline

Group 1

Group
2A

Group
2B

2021 – 2070

100

0

-100

-200

2021 – 2040

-300

-400

-400

-500

2041 – 2070

400

200

100

-200

Positive values mean net leakage from surface water to groundwater, negative
values mean net leakage from groundwater to surface water
a

Results show that with Group 1, Group 2A, and
Group 2B projects, there is a projected reduction
in net streamflow depletion due to reduced
pumping and increased recharge

7/26/2021
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Overall Project Scenarios Modeling
Summary
 Group 2b project scenarios help improve groundwater declines during the latter

portion of the projected period (affected by the major drought), in both the
shallow and deep aquifers

 Although we are not completely avoiding minimum threshold exceedances, at
this stage in the GSP planning and considering current uncertainties due to
modeling and project information, this latest project scenario shows reasonable
efforts towards reaching sustainability in the Subbasin to meet GSP
requirements.
 Additional data collection and project conceptualization during early phases of
GSP implementation will help refine these scenarios.

7/26/2021
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Discussion/Questions?

7/26/2021
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Implementation Plan Update

7/26/21
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Refinement, Study and Implementation of Potential Projects and Actions
for Implementation Plan: Years 1-5
•

Assessment and implementation of conservation and groundwater-use efficiency
opportunities (study of groundwater use characteristics, existing levels of water-use
efficiency, preferred tools and strategy recommendations, etc.)

•

Recycled Water projects and assessment of additional recycled water irrigation
opportunities

•

Assessment and implementation of Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR) studies

•

Feasibility study for water market

•

Study/consideration of potential policy options for future GSA consideration
7/26/21
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Recycled Water Projects and Studies: Potential ASR Scope – Years 1-5
• Support and coordination with existing grant-funding applications (i.e.,
NBWRA Phase 2 Project)
• Assessment of additional recycled water opportunities
o Optimization of existing and projected future available supplies
o Cost/benefit analysis for future alignment options
o Identify optimal locations for future storage

7/26/21
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Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR) studies: Stormwater
Recharge Potential Scope – Years 1-5
• Study of On-Farm and other dispersed recharge opportunities
o Water available for recharge
o Areas with permeable near-surface deposits
o Optimal methods and techniques
o Focus on locations that could help sustain baseflows/support GDEs
for recharge
• Stormwater capture and recharge site specific investigations

7/26/21
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Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR) studies:
Potential ASR Scope – Years 1-5
• City of Sonoma and VOMWD areas: Work Plan and implementation of
expanded pilot studies and full-scale operations
• Update 2012 feasibility study for other ASR opportunities
o Update source water (Russian River) availability and transmission system
capacity assumptions
o Assessment of locations/operations that benefit GSP implementation (i.e.,
areas of depletion)
o Design and implement pilot studies for favorable areas

7/26/21
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Farm Plans GSP Coordination Concept
•

Coordinate Farm Plans, developed at individual farm sites, with implementation of the
basin-wide GSP

•

Identify areas of mutual interest (e.g., improved water use efficiency, increased
groundwater recharge, increased monitoring and data collection, coordinated
information sharing, and reporting) in addition to challenges that need to be
addressed (e.g., data confidentiality, data quality requirements, verification of Farm
Plan performance)

•

This project would: (1) identify requirements or standards to demonstrate benefits to
GSP implementation; (2) develop metrics that would be measured and verified; and (3)
consider options to incentivize actions of mutual benefit.

7/26/21
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Coordination with Land Use Agencies
• Further develop information-sharing platforms and systems with Permit
Sonoma, City of Sonoma, Agricultural Commissioner, Ag + Open Space
District, etc.
o Well permit tracking, groundwater level data sharing, etc.
• Engage with specific planning area processes in Sonoma Valley (i.e.,
Springs Specific Plan, Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan)
• Coordination and information sharing with local planning commissions
(Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission, Springs and North Valley
Municipal Advisory Councils, etc.)
7/26/21
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Coordination with Land Use Agencies and Potential Study of Policy Options
•

Study of potential policy options for future GSA consideration or recommendation
– some policy options would need to be considered by other agencies
o Water conservation plan requirements for new development
o Discretionary review of well permits for any special areas identified in GSP
o Expand low-impact development or water efficient landscape plan
requirements
o Well construction and permitting recommendations (e.g., water quality
sampling/reporting for COCs, requirement for water-level measurement access,
prevent cross-screening multiple aquifers)
o Metering program
o Permitting and accounting of water hauling
7/26/21
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Next Steps
• Develop cost estimates and funding strategy
• Refine implementation schedule
• Further develop descriptions of activities for Sections 6 and 7

7/26/21
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Questions/Discussion
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Agenda Item: 7B
Meeting Date: July 26, 2021

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Action Item

Board of Directors
TO:
FROM:
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff, and Mike Sangiacomo, Board Member
SUBJECT:
Rural Community Outreach Project
____________________________________________________________________________________

Summary: The Proposition 68 grant-funded Rural Community Engagement project is underway. This

item provides an update on the project and next steps.
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Background

With funding from the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection and Outdoor Access
for All Act of 2018 (Proposition 68), the Agency kicked-off a rural community engagement program. The
goal of the project – which is underway in all three Sonoma County GSAs – is educating and engaging
rural residents on issues related to SGMA, the GSP, groundwater concerns and potential funding
sources.
At its August meeting, the Board approved a contract with the SCI Consulting Group, whose team
includes Stephen Groner & Associates (SGA) and Larry Walker Associates (LWA), and in October
appointed Board Member Sangiacomo to serve as the liaison to the project.
The project is being conducted jointly with the other two Sonoma County GSAs. Major contract tasks
include research (survey and focus groups); development and implementation of an engagement
campaign; and funding analysis.
A survey was mailed on December 1-2 to 1,673 property/well owners in the basin. The intent of the
survey is to assess baseline attitudes regarding groundwater and to test possible messages regarding
groundwater management.
The Board received an update on survey results at its February meeting. Focus groups were conducted
in late April/early May with selected survey respondents. Social distancing protocols prohibited
traditional focus groups, and so the Consultant met virtually with focus group participants. See
Attachment 1 for focus group comments and results.
The information provided by the survey and focus groups is being used to develop an engagement
campaign that will be deployed in the August/September.

Board Action

Information only.
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Agenda Item: 7B
Meeting Date: July 26, 2021

Fiscal Information

The project is funded through Proposition 68 grant-funded services and is included in the FY 2020-21
budget adjustments.

Attachments

Attachment 1: Presentation

Contact

Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach, 707-521-1837, andrea.rodriguez@scwa.ca.gov
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Agenda item: 7B, Attachment
Meeting date: July 26, 2021

Sonoma County Groundwater
Sustainability Focus Group
Results Report
Sage Outcomes LLC
May 2021
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Focus Group Attendees’ Demographics: Age
Breakdown of Attendee’s Ages

62

32-78

years old

years old

Average Age

Age Range
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Focus Group Attendees’ Demographics: Political Affiliation
Breakdown of Attendee’s Political
Affiliation

While 31% of respondents did not
report their political affiliation, there
was an even split of respondents who
reported affiliation with the
Republican and Democratic parties.
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Focus Group Attendees’ Demographics: Acreage Owned
Breakdown of Attendee’s Land Acreage

Data Table
Min Acreage

.36 ac

Max Acreage

54.17

Average Acreage

6.68

Median Acreage

3.17
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Sample Overview

Focus Groups

Number Registered

Number Participated

Participation Rate

Petaluma Residential

7

8*

100%

Sonoma Valley Basin

6

6

100%

Santa Rosa Plain Basin

9

4

44%

Agricultural Well Owners

5

5

100%

Disadvantaged Communities

5

2

40%

Agricultural, Commercial, Residential
Well Owners in Santa Rosa Plain
Basin

7

5

71%

Total

37

30

81%

*One respondent had spouse participate in focus group
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Group1: Petaluma Residential
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Petaluma: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Respondents got their water from a well on their property and for the most part did not have any real
water issues. The issues were mainly with water quality & purification.

“ We get our water from a well on our property. ... it is a bit brackish. I mean the funding, strengthen water quality,

we have to purify it with reverse osmosis system under you know, in our main kitchen sink for drinking purposes, but
we bathe in it. It's been performing fine. So I think the water supply itself is all right."
“We are also on a property with a well it's the original well from my husband's grandparents, chicken ranch and the

water supply, we haven't had an issue with quantity. We do have to treat the water for iron sulfides with the iron
removal thing, and then we also you know, so we don't have a staining in on the porcelain appliance, you know, toilets
and sinks and bathtubs and such."
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Petaluma: Perception Of Groundwater Problems
The primary concerns were for the future impact of the vineyards or if the city developed deep wells.
A respondent mentioned water pressure as being a problem.

“My concern would be that, you know, the city can turn on these monster pumps, and affect our aquifer.
“ If the city turns on these deep, deep wells, and starts pumping, the shallow well, owners are gonna likely lose their

water. They'll be drawdown and depression to the water table... The other concern is the vineyards that have gone in,
I know a lot of them will not, some of them do get their irrigation water from the wastewater treatment plant, but

others, you know, put in the deep wells."
“ And certainly we hear a lot from constituents out there regarding agriculture, whether it's vineyards, or now
cannabis, or anything else that is going to be a continued intensification of, of pumping from the groundwater. And
there's, I think, a lot of concern."
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Petaluma: Fears Regarding Groundwater Supply
The main concerns of respondents were running out of water, the city taking control over the deepwater wells, and that the county may want to charge the private well owners a fee to use the
groundwater.

“Running out of water. And then, I mean,
in the news, I've heard that the county
may want To charge, you know, private

well owners a fee to use the
groundwater”
“Running out is the biggest concern”
“I don't know that I really trust the city of

Petaluma in having these, you know,
these deep wells “
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Petaluma: Solutions To Prevent These Issues
Respondents felt that in order to mitigate these fears and prevent these issues they would need a better
understanding of how their groundwater was classified now, where they were vulnerable currently, and how
they could address this.

“One thing that I find confusing is trying to get
my head around how our groundwater is
classified now. ... Would be nice to have some
sense of how waters moving in this area.. get a
sense of where we're most vulnerable and how
we can address those things."
“A comprehensive assessment and sense of, of

where we are vulnerable currently."
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Petaluma: What Would Happen If No Action Was Taken?
Respondents felt they would need more information to know if there was a water insecurity to their
property, but also felt that they would do their part by conserving water (collecting rainwater, mindful
usage, utilizing storage tanks, etc.)

“Developing some storage tank.”
“Water tables gonna drop, and we're gonna lose some
good wells.”

“But I'm going to do my part to collect rainwater,
that's that just seems like a natural thing to do."
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Petaluma: Role Of Local Government In The Water Supply Issue
There were mixed responses to the local government’s involvement in the water supply issue. However, most
respondents agreed that the local government could collect data on water levels and usage which would be
helpful towards understanding & addressing these issues.

“I think local government needs to be involved in the
water supply issue. . the more data they can collect, in
terms of water level information, and then the large
user information, when you can sort of estimate what a
homeowner would use."

“It does scare me to get the government involved in the
water usage, but kind of like what everybody else has

said, I agree that we need data”
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Petaluma: Expected Benefits & Funds Use Concerns
There were mixed responses to the efforts and benefits expected. While some respondents wanted time to
think about expected benefits, others mentioned grants for faltering wells and ensuring that their water
supply is maintained. Almost all respondents had concerns about the money being well spent.

“ I would like to see some of that money go
into grants to faltering wells."
“Ensure that my water supply is maintained.”
“So it concerns me that government's getting
involved again, with something that we might
not even know where that money is spent.

Where's this money going? Where's it being
spent? Or who's getting paid?”
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Petaluma: Grape Growers & Vineyards Efficient Water Use and
Plan Perceptions
Respondents did not think their feelings would change but would like to look at the data and perhaps,
review the vineyard’s water usage.

“So again, it'd be monitoring the vineyards in
terms of their water usage per acre, or, or

however you feel would be the best way to
do it”
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Petaluma: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction Change
Feelings
Respondents did not think that new residential or commercial construction regulated regarding their water
use, would change their feelings about this potential plan.

“Yes, and no... Once, you know, what's the
return? You know, where's the value added to

me?”
“No, we wouldn't... Growth should be a
independent decision, and it should not be
tied to water ever."
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Petaluma: Key Takeaways
➢ The main issues were water quality & purification. Residential well owners in Petaluma were also worried about the future impact
of the vineyards as well as the impact of the city developing deep wells. Another concern was that the county may want to charge
the private well owners a fee to use the groundwater.
➢ Residential well owners in Petaluma wanted more information to understand vulnerabilities to prevent issues with groundwater
supply in the future. This information included a better understanding of how their groundwater was classified ,where they were
vulnerable currently, and how they could address this. They felt that if no action were taken, wells would go dry, and they would
suffer.

➢ They felt that the local government could collect data on water levels and usage which would be helpful towards understanding &
addressing these issues.

➢ In response to the plan, some respondents wanted time to think about expected benefits, while others mentioned grants for
faltering wells and ensuring that their water supply is maintained. Almost all respondents had concerns about the money being well

spent.
➢ Residential well owners in Petaluma did not think their feelings would change if they knew of the efficient water usage either by
Grape Growers & Vineyards or by new constructions in the area.
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Group 2: Sonoma Valley Basin
Residential Well Owners
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Respondents had wells on their property which was the source of their water. There were a lot of concerns of
water shortages due to the well drying up over time and natural causes like drought/earthquakes/fire. There
were also concerns over water pollution.
“ And the bigger drought that we went through, about five years ago? We're on a little old farm property. With a pretty

shallow well, it's only about 65 feet. So we experienced, you know, some shortages during that January and February before
the rains came that year. And it was nerve racking. So .. If we go through another extended dry period, and you know, the

water levels really go down a bunch, you know, if you're on a well, like we are sitting on you know an old well, couple acres,
what do you do?”
“And my well is 150 feet deep. And my neighbor 80 feet deep well over the 40 years have dried twice now. Life happens and I

almost expect droughts and we have to be prepared. I don't know what to do if a major long-lasting drought comes on…. And
then I notice with there's an earthquake, my water changes .... I had a creek here for 40 years and it's slowly drying up .. I hear

rumors that the bay salt water is approaching Sonoma County groundwater by serious point. And if that happens, Will our
groundwater be subject to pollution or what and, you know, if worse comes to worse, we're all going to have to maybe put in

cisterns or water or depend on another source."
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Perception/Fears Of Groundwater
Problems In The County
Respondents were worried about the groundwater supply running out and what their options could be in case of
a drought situation.

“So, you know, I guess I'm trying to figure out

what my options are, if this drought extends."
“Groundwater supply of course, I'm not only
worried about myself, but I'm worried about

the planet and everybody else in this county.
We all need water."
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Solutions To Prevent These Issues
Respondents felt that they needed more data before they came up with any solutions. Some respondents
also felt that they needed to conserve the water available.

“So really conserving the water that we have
available and making the most of it and going to the
most efficacious way."
“We can't come up with solutions until we have

data.. we need big data and micro data. We need a
lot of data before we can form any solutions."
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Sonoma Valley Basin: What Would Happen If No Action Was
Taken On These Issues?
Respondents mentioned that if no action were taken it would lead to a very serious problem for the residents.

“ Well, obviously, it's a very serious problem... So
we do need a lot of data and somebody needs to
take it pretty seriously pretty quickly... We can't
do it alone as individual farmers, we need
something more county wide statewide. Us wide.
But it's a serious problem."
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Role Of Local Government In The Water
Supply Issue
All respondents agreed that the local Government should be actively involved in monitoring, collecting and storing
information on water usage (Residential vs Agricultural usage). They also felt that residents need to know what’s
going on with their water, especially, because of all the new vineyards and the cannabis cultivation.

“So I think I would love to know, what is the water

usage? I would want local government to be, you know,
the people with the most information and coordinating
gathering the data so that we know we're dealing with."
“I think the government should gather the data and be
sensitive as to how they use it.”
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Expected Benefits & Funds Use Concerns
Respondents hoped that people would be informed/educated about groundwater and have a better understanding
of where the water comes from and how important it is. There was some confusion on what the fee would be
utilized for and respondents hoped that the fee amount would vary based on the amount of water used.

“People would start understanding that all the water
comes from underground, .. Understanding of how

important it is."
“People don't like to say, Oh, I'm using this much water.
And I'm using it for this. And I'm using it for that. So that I
think like people that use a lot of water should be charged
a variable fee. People that are very stringent and use
under a certain amount, perhaps they might be void of
that fee.”

Page 78 of 126

Sonoma Valley Basin: Grape Growers & Vineyards Efficient Water Use
and Plan Perceptions
Respondents were undecided but open to changing their feelings about the plan if they had more information
about the plan, especially if it involved planning for sustainability

“Oh, sure. Yeah, I mean, that's, that's
obviously what you want. I mean, and it's

information, you know, we have to have a
coordinated response to gathering the

information... I would certainly be open to
that, if it involves, you know, short and long
term planning, for sustainability, which is
what this whole thing is about."
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction
Change Plan Perceptions
Respondents felt that their perspective of this potential plan could change but they would need more
information.

“Well, I mean, it could. Yeah, I just don't want

anybody well to run dry.”
“So further, if it's some sort of regulation, I think
there needs to be a lot of information gathered on

what would be fair, so that no one runs out of water."
And I think that looking at the difference between

commercial use, and personal use is also a good thing.”
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Sonoma Valley Basin: Key Takeaways
➢ The main concerns were water shortages due to the well drying up over time and natural causes like drought,

earthquakes, and fire. There were also concerns over water pollution.
➢ Residential well owners in the Sonoma Valley Basin felt that they needed more data before they came up with any

solutions. Some respondents also felt that they needed to conserve the water available.
➢ They felt that the local Government should be actively involved in monitoring, collecting and storing information on

water usage (Residential vs Agricultural usage).
➢ In response to the plan, respondents hoped that people would be informed/educated about groundwater and have a

better understanding of where the water comes from and how important it is. They hoped that the fee amount would
vary based on the amount of water used.

➢ Residential well owners in the Sonoma Valley Basin were undecided, but open to changing their feelings about the
plan( if they knew of efficient water usage either by Grape Growers & Vineyards or by new constructions in the area)
if they had more information ,especially if it involved planning for sustainability.
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Group 3: Santa Rosa Plain Basin
Residential Well Owners
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Respondents got their water from a well on their property and except for one respondent, had a positive
experience overall with the water supply in the area.

“ I have a well on my property. So we get a current water supply from the well we are in a pretty we have a pretty

high water table. So we really haven't had any problems with water."
“We're we have a well, too. And we've been here 50 years. We haven't had a problem with the water."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Perception Of Groundwater Problems
All the respondents were worried that water shortage was going to be a big issue in the future.

“I have tremendous fears because of the drought, and

because of the vineyards around us.. And I just worry all
the time about whether we're going to have enough water

and not just us, but everyone in the Santa Rosa plan.”
“ And I do fear that as we enter more droughts, they say
water is the oil of the 21st century. And this is going to be

a big issue. And I think we need to get ahead of it in Santa
Rosa, before it does become an issue.”
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Solutions To Prevent These Issues
Respondents had several ideas including using less monitoring, collecting water saving appliances as well
as finding another source of water. Incorporating sustainable practices and thinking ahead would help to
prevent the wells from going dry.

“Use less water.... Metering is a good idea."
“Common sense things... Water saving, appliances,

more affordable available to people.”
“ We got to find another source of water."

Page 85 of 126

Santa Rosa Plain Basin: What Would Happen If No Action Was
Taken On These Issues?
The growth of more and more vineyards (which use a lot of water) in the area was a major concern for
respondents who felt that their wells (especially shallower wells) were likely to go dry if no action was
taken

“I could see shallower wells going dry."
“They're not thinking about us, and we're on the
low end of the stick on this aquifer use... We're
the ones that are going to suffer."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Role Of Local Government
Almost all respondents felt that the local government needed to monitor the water usage and perhaps,
suggest long term solutions for water conservation and try to find new sources of water

“I think local government, should have some sort of an
inventory of who's using what and how much."

“Somebody is going to manage the water supply, probably
the county. And there's got to be some management of it. ”
“ Looking at long term solutions, advocating for people to be

more conscientious about the water, perhaps making some
programs available for people to install, lower flow type of

things in their businesses and homes."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Expected Benefits & Funds Use
Concerns
Respondents did not expect any benefits or believe that there could be any benefits except a possible service if
needed. They did, however, want to be treated fairly and remain informed about their water usage (and applicable
fee) vis-à-vis industrial and small business usage. They also wanted the county/agency to look at future sources of
water.

“Well, I wouldn't expect any kind of benefit,
because I don't think there's any kind of benefit

they could give me.."
“So if I'm going to pay a fee I'm going to want
something back from them... Some sort of like

sediment management service."
“ I don't expect to get anything from it except a
bill at some point in time."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Grape Growers & Vineyards Efficient Water
Use and Plan Perceptions
While they approved of wineries being responsible, respondents did not really feel that their thoughts on the
plan would change because the bigger issue was that there were other industries (especially cannabis) which
would continue to require a lot of water.

“ I think most farmers nowadays are fairly cognizant
of water usage, because it's an issue. So I'm not

worried about the grape growers, I there's just this
demand, it's going to continue. That's all I can say.

It's not going to go away."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction
Change Plan Perceptions

While they approved of the judicious use of water by residential/commercial construction,
respondents did not really feel that their opinions would change about the plan, because they did
not believe that monitoring and doing studies was going to really solve the problem

“It doesn't change it too much. Again, I don't

think monitoring and doing studies is going to
really solve a problem necessarily."
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Santa Rosa Plain Basin: Key Takeaways
➢ Residential well owners in the Santa Rosa Plain Basin worried that water shortage was going to be a big issue in the
future. The growth of more and more vineyards( which use a lot of water) in the area was a major concern for
respondents who felt that their wells( especially shallower wells)were likely to go dry if no action was taken.

➢ Some of the solutions proposed by the residents included using less plan, because water saving appliances as well as
finding another source of water.

➢ They felt that the local Government needed to monitor the water usage and perhaps, suggest long term solutions for
water conservation and try to find new sources of water.

➢ Residential well owners in the Santa Rosa Plain Basin did not expect any benefits or believe that there could be any
benefits except a possible service if needed. They did, however, want to be treated fairly and remain informed about

their water usage (and applicable fee) vis a vis industrial and small business usage.
➢ While they approved of responsible water usage by wineries as well as new constructions in the area, residential well

owners in the Santa Rosa Plain Basin did not really feel that their thoughts on the plan would change because the
bigger issue was that there were other industries (especially cannabis) which would continue to require a lot of water.
Also, monitoring and doing studies was not going to really solve the problem.
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Petaluma vs Sonoma Valley vs Santa Rosa Plain Basin” Solutions To

Prevent These Issues

“A comprehensive assessment and sense of where
we are vulnerable currently."

“So really conserving the water that we have
available and making the most of it.. the most
efficacious way."

“Use less water.... Metering is a good idea."
“ We got to find another source of water”
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Group 4: Sonoma County
Agricultural Well Owners
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Agricultural well owners: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Agricultural well owners got their water from a well/wells on their land. Most of them had good water
supply. Some owners have needed to truck in water when water supply was limited during bad years/drought
conditions.

“ So far, our water supply has been totally fine and abundant."
“Our water supplies ... Our well, I think it's about 200 feet deep. We have never had a problem. But
we're concerned about the drought."

Page 94 of 126

Agricultural well owners: Perception/Fears Regarding
Groundwater Supply
Drought conditions and the groundwater supply running out were key concerns.

“I mean, I think that's hard because you find
you know, you find a place that's based on
the current water supply and then don't
think about what will happen in a drought. I
do have concern ... I do know that a lot of
large vineyards are sitting on top of or used
a lot of water, and that does concern me."
“If a route with a well does run dry, not
being able to replace that water source is a

problem."
Page 95 of 126

Agricultural well owners: What Would Happen If No Action Was
Taken On These Issues?
Respondents felt that water agencies are going to be less sensitive to the needs of agricultural users and
that limited water resources would have to be shared between residential, agricultural, and industrial users

“Speculative land buying because of the water resources underneath. You know, that this sort of feeling like fighting
between, you know, residential, agricultural industrial users."
“Well, I just think, you know, people at the Water Agency for Santa Rosa whose primary purpose is to get water to the

city are going to be less sensitive to, what growers and other rural people need."
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Agricultural well owners: Role Of Local Government In The Water
Supply Issue
Respondents agreed that the local government should be actively educating the public about the problem
as well as monitor the wells and collect data on water usage. The local government could also help to
develop alternate sources of water and facilitate large scale rainwater storage.

“I think some data collection and .. monitoring of wells

and we need to have some better understanding of how
big the aquifers are, and how healthy they are."
“So if the county and local governments could help to
facilitate large scale rainwater storage projects,
additional ponds, additional water, any kind of
additional water storage from somewhere else, ..
providing technical assistance, whatever they can do to
help with Similarly, most alternate sources would be
fantastic.”
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Agricultural well owners: Benefits Expected & Concerns About The Money
Being Well Spent.
Benefits
●

Water supply availability

●

Access to technical advisors

●

Clean and consistent water supply

“Finding a way to guarantee a basic, clean and
consistent water supply for existing residences in
the county would be really important."

Concerns
●

Averse to paying a fee

●

Government to step in

“Things should be part of basic government
services and covered by the substantial property
taxes that I'm sure we all pay as owners."
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If we knew that these wineries and grape growers were using their water
efficiently, would that change any of your thoughts on this potential plan?
Agricultural well owners did not believe that their thoughts on the proposed plan would change after learning
about the efficient water usage by the wineries and grape growers. Some of them thought the volume of water
usage was enormous irrespective of the efficiency and others thought the wineries and grape growers were
already efficient to start with.

“And it almost doesn't matter to me how water
efficient those larger vineyards are. Because the total
volume of water they're pumping and using is still
enormous."
“Um, I don't think it would change my thoughts, mostly

because I think that wineries generally try to be
efficient to start with."
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Agricultural well owners: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction
Change Their Feelings
Respondents did not feel that their thoughts on the plan would change if new residential/commercial
construction would be regulated on their water usage.

“I'm not sure how that would change things... it seems true
that if new residential or commercial construction is being

allowed, that should be with an understanding that they're
going to use some water and shouldn't necessarily be

subject to more limitations. But I do think as far as like,
citing or knowing where the water is going to come from
before developments are allowed, seems smart."
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Agricultural well owners: Key Takeaways

➢ Drought conditions and the groundwater supply running out were key concerns for Agricultural well owners.
They feared that limited water resources had to be shared between residential/agricultural/industrial users
and Water agencies were going to be less sensitive to the needs of agricultural users.
➢ While Agricultural well owners wanted consistent water supply as the main benefit from the plan, they were

averse to paying a fee and wanted the Government to step in. Agricultural well owners wanted the local
government to be actively involved in educating the public about the problem as well as monitor the wells

and collect data on water usage. The local Government could also help to develop alternate sources of
water and facilitate large scale rainwater storage etc.
➢ Agricultural well owners did not believe that their thoughts on the proposed plan would change after
learning about the efficient water usage either by the wineries and grape growers or by new construction.
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Group 5: Well Owners in
Disadvantaged Communities
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DAC: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Respondents had a well and a septic system. Some respondents faced a problem with hard water.

“My husband and I live in Glen Ellen.. And we are both old and new to the area, we have a
well, and we have a septic system."

“Well, we're on well, and septic Also, I've talked to my neighbors in this area, and we're all
seemed to be a one mind as the waters pretty hard here.” So we've always wished for and
I've been here like almost 40 years... Always wished for municipal water to come in here."
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DAC: Perception/Fears Regarding Groundwater Supply
While respondents did not have any issues with the water supply currently, they were concerned about the
effects that droughts were likely to have on water supply. Another concern was the quality of water (hard

water) .

“We do want to see and know about and comment on plans for sustainability, and I'm focusing on groundwater
supplies, and the health of the groundwater."
“My well. So I don't know. I don't have any concerns about the supply. It's just the quality. It's always been very

hard water."
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DAC: Solutions To Prevent These Issues
Observing the environmental effects of certain processes around the area especially, agricultural, in terms of
the water quantity and quality and water reservoirs were some of the suggested solutions.

“Watching the environmental effects of certain processes around the around the area especially agricultural in
terms of the water quality, quantity, the supply."
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DAC: What Would Happen If No Action Was Taken On These
Issues?
A respondent mentioned building moratoriums as a possible solution to manage the water supply.

“Well, the only thing I could think of other than that it's not a very good solution would be building moratoriums. We're

running out of water, maybe we shouldn't allow that populate or the residences to expand here."
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DAC: Role Of Local Government In The Water Supply Issue
Respondents felt that the local government should have a say and have a role in this, especially with the
planning and execution, but it needs to go hand in hand with what the local community and the citizens
are saying . One respondent preferred that the local government did not have any say in this issue.
“The issue on the vineyards.... Several years ago, they started forcing us to give up the location of our wells. And

asking us for estimates of how much we used. Some people assured me this would only be about the vendor, they
would be the only one that paid ... it looks like it's going to be the citizens are going to pay the brunt of this.. I don't

like being snowed. So I think I think they were kind of sneaky about the way they did it. And once again, I didn't like
the thing of being forced to give up that information. You know, I thought that was government overreach."
“I can see where a local or regional government agency can play a role in in planning and, and bringing some expertise
to the issue in terms of addressing the concerns and issues of water supply and quality... And it's obviously a
government role to, to tax for the for the infrastructure costs for water storage and quality. But I do think there
should be a city citizens oversight of some format."
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DAC: Benefits Expected & Concerns About The Money Being Well

Spent.

Benefits

“Well, I would love to have a water main brought up

One respondent was interested in a water main near his

... I don't expect that to happen. They only seem to

property while another respondent thought that water

do that anymore when they're putting in a big

supply and water storage issues needed to be dealt

development. .. I think there's going to be doing

within a regional or countywide basis.

studies... I wouldn't expect anything more than that. I

don't know what they could do. I mean, reports and
charge me money or and restrict me. That's all I that's
all I expect that."

“I wouldn't say I wouldn't say fears, but some
especially, agricultural concerns that money collected,

it depends on how much is collected. And by virtue of
whether it's fees or tax assessments .... In other words,

what money how much, and especially, agricultural the

Concerns
Respondents were concerned that the money ( from the

fees) would be used for more surveying and regulations
and no real action would be taken.

funding source, if you will, would be of a concern to

me."
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DAC: If we knew that these wineries and grape growers were using their
water efficiently, would that change any of your thoughts on this potential
plan?
Respondents did not have too much information about this industry and thought their feelings/thoughts might change
if they knew that the vineyards and wineries were making an effort to regulate their water supply. In addition, they

were interested in understanding the water usage by Cannabis farmers in the area.

“Perhaps a little if they're making an effort. Okay. But especially, agricultural but it's just I don't know that much about the
industry. Maybe a little to them, as a lot of us. I don't know. I know very little about that industry."
“Right. It's not a big piece of agricultural use in the county, I suspect, but in terms of space, and you know, acreage, but I do

hear that when people are concerned about neighboring permit applications for cannabis grow. They say Oh, they use it, they
especially, agricultural are going to use up too much water or something like that. So good information, no matter what the

topic is, in terms of water storage, and quality is vital."
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DAC: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction Change Their
Feelings
Respondents were unsure if their thoughts on the plan would change if new residential/commercial
construction would be regulated on their water usage. They would need to see more information on
how the commercial and residential properties were regulated to form an opinion.

“Um, regulated water use on commercial and industrial? properties? I'm not sure regulated water use? Is I wouldn't
I'd have to study that a little bit more in terms of if regulated water use would be a viable tool in our water supply?
issue. I'm not so sure about that. I don't have enough familiarity with that."
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Group 6: Agricultural,
Commercial, Residential Well
Owners in Santa Rosa Plain
Basin
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Ag, Comm, Res: Sources of Water Supply/Experience
Respondents had their own wells from which they got water and most of them had positive
experiences except for a few statements about water quality.
“I have a well, and so my experience has been good, because I've taken care of it myself."
“No, the only issue... I think our original well is 35 feet deep. And so we went ahead and punched it to 160
to clean up the water quality.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: Perception/Fears Regarding
Groundwater Supply
Most respondents were worried about the Vineyards, Cannabis growers and other businesses
using too much water.

“Well, I think we're gonna, we're gonna have a

problem, at some point, maybe even start
running out of water."
“ And it combined with the uncontrolled

growth of vineyards, you know, I'm pretty
worried about it.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: Solutions To Prevent These Issues
All respondents thought that limiting growth/development was the best way to prevent issues.

“Well, it's, it's obvious, the growth has to be
limited."
“ Also, any kind of large water usage type

business like a vineyard or like a casino or like
something that really uses a lot of water.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: What Would Happen If No Action Was Taken On

These Issues?

All of the respondents agreed that if no steps were taken, they would eventually, run
out of water.

“Well, I think we're gonna, we're gonna have a

problem, at some point, maybe even start
running out of water.
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Ag, Comm, Res: Role Of Local Government In The Water Supply

Issue

There was some hesitancy around local government and their potential role in water supply issues.
However, respondents did see the need for some regulations.

“Limited, I think, but yet I see the need for some regulations

as far as for the bigger outfits that are made that are really
using the water, vineyards, Cannabis, large, industries”
“Well limited because there's so many things that go on that

with the government running stuff that just ends up not
working or spending way too much tax money for very little

results.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: Benefits Expected & Concerns About The Money Being
Well Spent.
Almost all respondents cited monitoring/ensuring water quality as the top benefit. They were not convinced
that the money would be well spent.

“I would expect at least some water quality
testing, in fact is right now we haven't drank

our well water in years, because we don't
trust it ."
“Wisdom and government?”
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Ag, Comm, Res: If we knew that these wineries and grape growers were
using their water efficiently, would that change any of your thoughts on this
potential plan?

Respondents wanted to see how the water usage was regulated before they could change
their thoughts.
“Okay, so if Yeah, well, I guess I would

still say that it's the future from here on,
we better watch out on how much goes

in, because, yeah, I don't know how, how
would that be regulated and all that
stuff?”
“I don't think it would, I don't know.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: Would New Residential/Commercial Construction Change
Their Feelings
Respondents did not think their feelings would change and were unsure how the water
usage would be regulated.

“No, and I don't see how they can do it.”
“ I just can't conceive how you can regulate a
homeowner.”
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Ag, Comm, Res: Key Takeaways

➢ Both Residential and Agricultural well owners wanted the local government to be involved in collecting
data. They had similar fears including running out of water, facing a drought situation, additional

regulation and the impact of large vineyards. While Agricultural well owners wanted consistent water
supply as the main benefit from the plan, Residential well owners wanted to be treated fairly with respect

to water usage (pay based on usage). Both wanted basic services (maintenance, sediment management,
technical advice etc.) to be included in the benefits.
➢ Keeping these stakeholder perspectives in mind will ensure adequate funding, strengthen groundwater
management and accountability and empower local agencies to achieve their sustainability goal.
➢ Stakeholder engagement will be essential to engage with well owners around a potential fee and promote

the benefits of improved outcomes, optimized resources and reduced conflict.
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Conclusion
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Conclusion And Actionable Next Steps
➢ Building stakeholder engagement and developing a shared understanding across diverse stakeholder groups

can be achieved by the following steps:
➢ Establish a technical advisory committee to oversee and provide input on the groundwater supply situation.
➢ Web based tools like databases, online document libraries and GIS mapping platforms ( (GIS) is a framework
for gathering, managing, and analyzing data ) will greatly improve access to data and go a long way towards
building trust with the well owners.

➢ Provide stakeholders opportunities to meet and discuss issues with the local government through public
hearings, workshops, meetings and other outreach efforts.

➢ Seek feedback on engagement, outreach and communication efforts.

Effective stakeholder engagement will need to be an ongoing process tailored to meet the needs of each region.
While stakeholder engagement will require time and resources in the short term, the benefits of support, reduced
conflict and improved outcomes will make these efforts invaluable in the long term towards achieving the

objective of sustainability.
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Thank You!
Questions? Please contact Sage Outcomes LLC
Info@SageOutcomes. Com
617-299-6079
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Agenda Item: 8
Meeting Date: July 26, 2021

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Board of Directors
Ann DuBay, Administrator, and Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager
Administrator and Plan Manager Report

Summary: The purpose of this item is to provide updates on any major developments or milestones
since the last Board Meeting, and any significant upcoming activities. All the items reported are carried
out in coordination with Member Agency staff and with other Sonoma County Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies.
Administrator & Plan Manager

Many activities have been defined by both the Groundwater Sustainability Plan Sustainable
Management Criteria work and the COVID-19 public health emergency, and we are working to address
the challenges of:
•
•

•

Communications through ongoing, regularly scheduled meetings via email, phone, and web
applications;
Soliciting Advisory Committee and public feedback on complex technical questions regarding
sustainable management criteria through revised meeting and facilitation plans, utilizing virtual
meeting tools, and revising the website to make GSP information more easily accessible. In
response to the challenges associated with soliciting feedback during COVID, draft GSP sections
are being released sequentially; and
Safely ‘reopening’ public meetings as the Governor’s emergency lifting of the Brown Act expires
on September 30.

Administrator
July activities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Worked with outreach staff and facilitator on June 23 community meeting;
Negotiating with selected rate/fee consulting team;
Helped coordinate July Advisory Committee meetings;
Coordinated comments received on Section 3 of the GSP and in incorporating comments
received on other sections;
Worked with outreach staff on Monthly Updates and website updates;
Worked with grants administration staff on invoices for Proposition 1 and Proposition 68
funding;
Worked with outreach staff on feedback on rural community engagement campaign; and
Coordinated intra-basin staff meeting to discuss items common to all three basins.
1
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Upcoming activity highlights:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Post Sections 4 and 5 of the GSP for public review;
Complete contract for rate/fee consultant;
Work with technical editor on revisions to all GSP sections, for release of draft GSP in August;
Work with Board liaisons, outreach team and consultants on rural residential
Work with Board liaisons on selection of recommended rate/fee consultant;
Work with outreach staff on ongoing website updates and development of a social media
program; and
Evaluate GUIDE program in Santa Rosa Plain to prepare for program launch in Sonoma Valley.

Plan Manager

July activities of technical staff and consultants (GSP team) include:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Completion of draft Sustainable Management Criteria process and GSP Section 4.
Development and completion of Monitoring Networks: The team wrapped up its work on the
Representative Monitoring Point (RMP) Network. RMPs are a required component of
groundwater sustainability plans to ensure basin conditions are adequately monitored for
measurable thresholds and objectives. RMPs must meet certain criteria established by DWR to
ensure representative data is obtained from each of these monitoring points. In addition to the
draft RMP network, staff has been establishing a recommended network of additional points
(e.g., wells, stream gages) to assess groundwater conditions in other areas, including adjacent to
the basin (e.g., other basins or upper watershed areas). Drafting is nearly completed on Section
5, describing the Monitoring Network.
Development of Projects and Management Actions is well underway, with modeling results
shared with the Advisory Committee for feedback;
Final GSP Sections are being drafted, with Sections 4 and 5 released in July and Sections 6 and 7
to be included in full draft GSP to be released in August;
Completing environmental work and project manual for constructing bidding on multilevel
monitoring wells;
Ongoing work with consultant Montgomery & Associates on groundwater modeling; and
Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Upcoming activity highlights:
•

•
•
•

Implementation of Proposition 68 technical tasks, including completing access arrangements
and opening bid for multilevel monitoring well construction; work with Permit Sonoma for
well/database information upgrades; and developing contracts with subconsultants for
geophysical surveys;
Refinement of Implementation Plan;
Drafting and release of the draft GSP for Board and Advisory Committee review; and
Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Staff Recommendation
Information only.
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Fiscal Information
None.

Attachment
None.

Contact

Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-484-7754, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov
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