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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

MEETING SUMMARY  

Meeting date/time: June 1, 2018 I 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 
Location: Valley of the Moon Water District Office, 19039 Bay Street, El Verano  
Contact: Dan Muelrath, Valley of the Moon Water District General Manager (Interim 
GSA Administrator) 
Email: dmuelrath@vomwd.com I Phone: (707) 996-1037 

MEETING RECAP 
• Fred Allebach, SVGSA Advisory Committee Chairman, welcomed all attendees

and kicked off the SVGSA Advisory Committee meeting.
• The previous meeting summary for May 2018 was conditionally approved upon

incorporating Advisory Committee Member comments to finalize and post.
• Marcus Trotta, Sonoma County Water Agency, provided an overview of the

recent DWR SGMA basin re-prioritization process and results for Sonoma
County.

• Marcus Trotta continued a presentation on groundwater science and
hydrogeologic conceptual models.

• Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, provided a Fee/Rate Study progress
report and asked for AC input on questions. The responses will be shared with
the SVGSA Board.

• An Ad Hoc amendment to the AC Charter was discussed and approved by the AC,
and the existing Ad Hoc was changed to a Water Markets Ad Hoc and provided
specific direction by the AC Chair.

• Advisory Committee Members received updates from Dan Muelrath, SVGSA
Administrator, on SVGSA activities, and Marcus Trotta provided updates on
Sonoma County Water Agency SGMA activities.

Summary of Action Items 
Action Item Responsible Party Deadline 

Incorporate changes to 
May meeting summary 
and provide to AC 
members 

Staff June 2018 

Share with AC the Water 
Agency’s comments to 
DWR on basin re-
prioritization 

Staff June 2018 

Provide SV recharge study 
to AC members 

Staff June 2018 

Provide SV gaining-losing 
streams map to AC 
members 

Staff June 2018 

Provide revised AC 
Charter incorporating 
amended Ad Hoc language 

Staff June 2018 
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to AC members 
Add to the July AC agenda 
a report from the Water 
Market Ad Hoc 

Staff July 2018 

Next Meeting:  July 10, 2018, 3:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m., Valley of the Moon Water 
District 

Sonoma County Groundwater Website: http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/ 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Roll Call, Agenda Review 
The public was provided an opportunity for comment at the beginning of the 
meeting – no public comments received. 

Approval of Previous Meeting Summaries 
The Advisory Committee conditionally approved the April meeting summary for 
final posting on the website, with the following corrections: 

• Vicki Hill discussed the proposed changes for the summary, including a
comment on challenging data collection and a comment on transparency.

• Norman Gilroy, list as Rural Residential Well Owner Representative
• Sue Smith, list as Sonoma Resource Conservation District Representative

BASIN REPRIORITIZATION 
Marcus Trotta explained history of prioritization:  

• In 2014 DWR used CASGEM prioritization.
• Noted that the prioritization was not based on any pre-regulatory program

envisioned in the state.
• For 2018, DWR added groundwater-surface water flow data, new

information that DWR didn’t have time to gather in 2014, and new
calculation methodology.

• The 2018 Draft Prioritization upgraded SV, PV and SRP from medium to high
priority and added three new basins in Sonoma County: Wilson Grove
Highlands, Alexander Valley, and Healdsburg area (Dry Creek and segment of
RR).

• Staff has been communicating with DWR and discussing rankings.
• Public comment period open through 7/18/18. Note: subsequent to the

meeting, DWR extended the public comment period to 8/20/18.
• Staff is reviewing SV metrics to make sure they make sense.
• Noted that change from medium to high doesn’t currently have an impact,

but in future could make a difference, so GSA should use due diligence
regarding the data.

• No current difference on grants or funding for medium and high priority
basins. The difference is for critically overdrafted basins.

http://www.sonomagroundwater.org/
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Marcus reviewed summary chart (attached).  
• Noted that if basins are over 21 they are high, and if over 14 are medium.  
• Will be looking at irrigated acreage and how DWR determined this metric. 

Staff is waiting on data sets from DWR regarding overall water use estimates.  
• Noted that total number of points increased in C7 (impacts). 
• How are public supply wells defined?  Any well that provides water to the 

public and must report usage and quality to Division of Drinking Water, for 
example cities and wineries.  

• Population projection basis? Census data updated with Department of Finance 
projections. 

• What accounts for drop in overall GW wells? Is this in line with what we are 
estimating? Number was lowered in all basins; DWR screened out monitoring 
wells with casing diameters of 4” or less. 

• C6 – Overall GW use and percent of supply were surprising.  Agreed - The 
2014 number seems low and 2018 number seems high. We are waiting for data 
files, especially on ag irrigation assumptions. 

• All of numbers within the basin boundaries? Yes. 
• Being sensitive to ag use, it seems that 15,000 irrigated acres is high. How 

reflected to DWR? When we get data sets we will compare them, and will likely 
be submitting comments. 

• SRP has no GW declines? Levels seem stable, but will learn more with data. 
 
ACTION:  Staff to circulate potential comments on Draft Basin Re-Prioritization to 
AC members. 
 
HYDROGEOLOGIC CONCEPTUAL MODEL (continued from last meeting) 
Marcus Trotta continued presentation from last meeting. 

• Are the wells that are used for monitoring, municipal wells?  Monitoring data 
is from combination of private wells (including ag and residential) and 
municipal, in addition to a smaller network of dedicated monitoring wells. 

• How are losing/gaining streams distinguished from seasonal streams? If you 
remove wells, and GW levels fluctuate by season, seasonal streams could go dry. 

• Re seepage runs – is it year round that some streams discharge and others 
recharge? Yes, some stream segments do fluctuate seasonally between gaining, 
losing, and neutral  based on monthly data collection events. 

• Should stream velocity be considered as part of the surface water-
groundwater interconnection? Seems like there is a connection between flow 
and recharge. Yes, need to consider. 

• Noted that financing options should consider stormwater discharge. 
• Can the numerical groundwater flow model help predict salinity?  It’s a 3-D 

flow model, which doesn’t include solute transport that would be needed to 
simulate salinity concentrations in groundwater, but the flows and fluxes 
simulated by the flow model and knowledge of the distribution of salinity 
concentrations can provide insights on current and future salinity distribution. 
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• Are there data gaps? Yes, SGMA acknowledges that data gaps exist and 
requires that GSAs identify and address the importance. 

• Napa voting on Measure C re GW recharge. Recharge is hard to quantify on 
basin scale. There are ways to estimate. A study was done locally on Sonoma 
Valley recharge and it can be circulated. 

• Can we get gaining and losing streams map for AC to look at? Yes. 
• Is there a giant creek blockage in south that could be removed and does it 

affect GW recharge? Can we get an update on this? SW resources and GW need 
to be managed together. As we get into this, we can bring someone in from the 
Water Agency who is technically informed on the hydrologic and hydraulic 
conditions related to flooding/stormwater issues. 

• In confined/unconfined aquifers, do we know where they exist throughout 
the valley? Using well depths as a proxy, but this needs to be looked at more 
closely to match up depth and knowledge of geology. 

• Will handout on SV GW conditions be included in report? Happy to take 
comments. The section on GW levels and movement should include shallow 
aquifers and should note salinity in GW quality. 

 
Action: Provide Sonoma Valley gaining-losing streams map to AC members. 
 
RATE & FEE STUDY PROGRESS: 
Ann DuBay provided an update on the ongoing Rate/Fee Study – see Funding 
Options Update memo in AC meeting handouts. Initial AC clarifications/comments: 

• A new option is a fee that would combine parcel size and land use type. This 
is referred to as a “proportional benefit fee.” 

• Clarification regarding the flat parcel fee – It would apply across all parcels. 
• De minimis users  

o To include in a fee assessment, would need to be regulated  
o County is in the process of developing a scope and budget for doing a well 

registration process, which would be one of the least invasive forms of 
regulation 

• Commercial/Industrial users – where are they in the current study? 
o Comment:  Commercial/Industrial users should be a separate category in 

Sonoma Valley, where there are larger numbers – may not be appropriate 
in other Sonoma County basins 

• Comment:  Would be extremely helpful to have examples of how parcel and 
user fee would be applied 

 
The following SVGSA Board questions and AC discussion followed:  

1. Parcel charge: Is there interest in pursuing a flat parcel charge? Or, should 
the Board remove it from potential options? 
- This type of fee probably will not fly – general agreement by AC 
- Some felt is was the most fair and equitable option 

 
2. Fee based on estimated groundwater use (Categorical Benefit Fee): 
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a. To charge rural residential well users, they need to be regulated 
(likely through a simple well registration program): Should the Board 
direct staff to take steps toward an ordinance to regulate rural 
residential (de minimis) users? This was re-phrased by the AC and 
Staff to ask “should the Board direct staff to further outline steps to 
consider an ordinance to regulate rural residential (de minimis) 
users?” 
- Implementation will be problematic, to get well owners to register 
- Could there be incentives to opt in early? 
- There are about 1,500 domestic wells in the SV accounting for an 

estimated 27 percent of the groundwater demand  
- Question about how many actually use 2 acre-feet per year and 

defining de minimis without measured pumping 
- This option has to be explored and included – it is all inclusive and 

would include all those that own wells and are pumping 
groundwater 

- Actual use (pumpage) will be determinant factor  
b. Some municipalities are not currently using groundwater. Should 

costs be shared by municipalities based on the actual and/or potential 
use of groundwater in the basin? 
- Why can’t the County pay for this? 
- Consider municipalities paying versus parcels in municipalities’ 

jurisdictions paying 
- Similar way to deal with water users supplied by water district  

3. Proportional Benefit Fee (a parcel based fee that would spread costs broadly, 
but segmented by parcel size and, possibly, land-use designation) 

a. Is this an option that the Advisory Committee recommends the Board 
pursue? 
- Parcel size is problematic  
- Proportional use of water not necessarily related to parcel size 
- Should consider also separate Commercial/Industrial category 

b. If so, should unirrigated Open Space parcels and other parcels (ex., 
CalTrans right of ways, water ways), be included in the fee base? 
- No exclusion 
- This category is significant and should be included 
- How much total size and relative amount of land compared to 

rest? 
- Groundwater is a common pool resource, so all landowners need 

to share responsibility for management and also get the benefit  
4. Ongoing member agency contributions: Should the Board pursue ongoing 

member agency contributions? 
- County should pay (some AC members) 
- General consensus that if members agency contributions are used, 

it should be spread proportionally across all GSA members 
- This would require a unanimous vote of the GSA Board 
- This option has favor because of different political pressures 



  

Additional AC Comments/Questions: 
-      What are the fiscal impacts on the possible rate/fees on different 

(economic) groups?  
 
AD HOC AMENDMENT 

• AC Comment,  2nd paragraph:  The number of members limited to five “or 
less.” 

• AC ok approved by consensus Ad Hoc language. 
 
Action: Provide revised AC Charter incorporating amended Ad Hoc language to AC 
members. 

SVGSA AC June Meeting Summary 6 06-21-2018 

 
EXISTING AD HOC 

• AC Chair proposed that existing Ad Hoc be expanded to an Ad Hoc looking at 
water markets, rather than an Ad Hoc focused on working with Aqua Shares, 
noting that a water market may not come into play for several years.  

• AC Members noted that a water-market approach may provide an 
opportunity for financing the GSA. Ad Hoc discussions has led to idea that 
there needs to be a study moving forward. It’s complicated. Ad Hoc has been 
looking into feasibility of working with Water Agency on a study. 

• Ad Hoc to report to AC in a month from now. And then six months out report 
to AC? If there is applicability to the fee schedule, would be good to have that 
information soon. Check with other areas to see what they are doing?  

• Caitlin Cornwall will join the Water Markets Ad Hoc. (Full ad hoc:  Norman 
Gilroy, Jim Bundschu, Caitlin Cornwall) 

 
ACTION:  Add report out from Water Market Ad Hoc on July AC meeting agenda 
 
UPDATES: 
SVGSA Administrator, Dan Muelrath: 

• Working on meeting schedule for AC for 2018-19. We don’t have the funding 
for facilitation and staffing for every month.  

• Ann DuBay will likely become the administrator for basin. 
 
Technical, Marcus Trotta, SCWA:   

• GSP Grant - Working with DWR on grant agreement for GSP Preparation.  
• DWR Technical Support Services - Preparing materials for technical support 

services opportunity for shallow wells near streams.  
• Sonoma Valley ASR Project - Recharging 12 ACF at different times, on 

different cycles. Starting third and final cycle. Things seem to be going well. 
Responses to water levels are what we expected. Getting good data on WQ 
changes and information on thickness of aquifer thickness (expected it to be 
100 feet thick, but it’s only 30 feet thick).  

• What is the rate it’s going in at? 70 gpm. 



• Also exploring a stormwater recharge project through the Stormwater
Resources Plan. In the past, found a lot of shallow clay that prevents
percolation. Have found an opportunity near Carriger Creek by Arnold Drive
that appears to have permeable cobble and gravel (but have some shallow
clay, too).
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Public Comment  
No public comment received. 

MEETING ATTENDEES 
Advisory Committee Members 
Fred Allebach  
Helge Bruckner 
Jim Bundschu 
Greg Carr 
Caitlin Cornwall 
Norman Gilroy 
Vicki Hill 
Ken Johnson 
Matt Stornetta 
Jane Whitsett 

Staff 
Dan Muelrath, Interim Administrator 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency 
Lauren Dunlap, Sonoma County Water Agency 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma County Water Agency 
Tim Parker, Center For Collaborative Policy Facilitator 
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