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From: Roger Peters 
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2021 12:54 AM 
To: Ann DuBay 
Cc: Fred Allebach 
Subject: Comments on draft GSP 

Ann, 

I realize that the draft GSP is not out for public review. Since I have tried to follow the 
evolution of the plan as a commenting member of the public during this process I ask for 
your and the AC's indulgence for me to none the less submit comments at this point in the 
process. I can and intent to reinforce the essence of the comments during the meeting 
tomorrow, but I thought it might be helpful if I laid them out in writing in advance. I ask 
that you make them available to the members for consideration prior to the meeting. I am 
not in a position to use the comment tool given some limitation on the device I have assess 
to at this moment, so am just sending this via email. 

In my public comments during the last meeting I indicated a concern that the drafts I had 
seen to date did not in my view adequately come to grips with the potential that the climate 
situation was more dynamic than was assumed for purposes of setting the model 
assumptions. In particular I indicated that the draft of section 3.4.2 that was then public left 
a placeholder for how to address the risk that the subbasin water supply reliability would 
be viewed by the public in January 2022 when the GSP was filed as not accurately reflective 
of current dry/drought conditions. I posed how the public might react with skepticism if 
the assumption that the near term conditions would be wetter than normal water 
conditions was the driving assumption for the first 20 years, when the increasingly dire 
actual conditions were generating movement toward water rationing from Lake Sonoma 
and the Russian River.  I thought that would seriously compromise the credibility of the 
GSP and urged that some recognition that current conditions might warrant an alternative 
framing of how the GSP would be structured in the face of that more dire water situation. 

I have read the revised section 3.4.2 and find the additional discussion not only inadequate, 
but seriously questionable given the current situation. Setting aside that the document 
does not even address how State housing policy might increase water demands (not 
addressed at all), the representation that "[b]ased on efforts over the last five years during 
dry conditions [as reflected in the 2020 UWMP] Sonoma Water does not anticipate any 
difficulty in maintaining an adequate supply of imported surface water during the single-
dry year" over the next 20 year time horizon, seems hard to accept as a realistic 
assessment. Could Sonoma Water even make that statement today for the upcoming water 
year? 

My reaction to Section 6 and the discussion there re proposed projects to achieve near 
term groundwater sustainability, after reading the discussion in Section 3 and the water 
budget assessment, was that the challenge ahead is quite a bit more fraught with peril than 
suggested in Section 6. The cumulative change in groundwater storage of -14,000 AF from 
1970-2018 is eye-catching, but no less so that the projection that from 2020-2070 the 



cumulative change will go from-14,000 to -35,000 AF. (p3-76). The statement that average 
annual total groundwater pumping of 5,400 for the period 2025-2040 is a sustainable yield 
(assuming that all the group 1, 2a and 2b projects are implemented) seems inconsistent the 
pumping rates reflected on Table 3-14 (p 3-75).  I may be misreading the presentation but 
that seems to suggest that if all those projects are implemented the sustainable yield is still 
well below most of the current and future estimated pumping rates. How does that yield an 
overall sustainable groundwater profile?  
  
In prior comments I have questioned the assumption used in the GSP that the near term 
water situation (2025-2040) will be wetter than normal, with a severe drought assessment 
only emerging from 2050-2070. The discussion in Section 3.5 on p 3-78 indicates that the 
current water budget model assumes that 37% of that 2025-2040 period will be wetter 
than normal, 56% will be normal, and only 6% will be dry. Viewed from today's 
perspective that distribution hardly seems plausible. I am not a weather forecaster but you 
don't need a weatherman to tell you which way the wind is blowing or the heat is heading. 
At a bare minimum though, I would think that an alternative assumption presentation that 
at least more equally distributes the probabilities would be a good exercise in the 
precautionary principle. As a policy matter front-loading the wet years only serves to 
engender delay in action in what may well turn out to be a race to chase dramatically 
diminishing water resources (especially in the face of horrific wildfire prospects for the 
future and the impacts of that on water storage and retention). 
  
Perhaps the underlying discussion validating the water year assumptions occurred at a 
time I was not participating in an AC meeting. If that is the case, I would have hoped that 
the presentation of those assumptions and how they were derived was explained in a bit 
more detail in the GSP, as well as with some explanation re why an alternative less 
favorable set of assumptions was also not presented for precautionary purposes to bound 
the discussion. These are important and long lead time decisions that the GSA faces; the 
GSA deserves some comparative perspectives to be available to mull over in those 
discussions.  I urge the AC to modify the present draft to provide that additional 
information, and to also add some discussion about water demand assumption 
uncertainties and data gaps in the face of what seems like a very fluid State-local 
divergence on future housing policy mandates. 
  
Thanks for the opportunity to provide these thoughts. 
  
Regards. 
  
Roger        
 


