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ACTION MINUTES
NAPA COUNTY GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
April 25,2013
1. CALLTO ORDER & ROLL CALL

The Napa County Groundwater Resources Advisory Committee (GRAC) met in regular session on
Thursday, April 25, 2013 with the following members present:
Tucker Catlin; Alan Galbraith; Don Gleason; Dave Graves; Chair Peter McCrea; Charles Slutzkin;
Steve Soper; Marilee Talley; Bill Trautman; Jim Verhey; Susanne von Rosenberg; and
Duane Wall. Michael Haley arrived during Item 4; Vice-Chair Michelle Benvenuto arrived
during Item 5.c; and Dale Withers was excused.
2. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Chair Peter McCrea provided opening comments.
3. ORGANIZATIONAL ITEMS
a. APPROVAL OF ACTION MINUTES AND MEETING SUMMARY

Action Minutes and Meeting Summary of the February 28, 2013 regular meeting approved.
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b. REVIEW WORK PLAN/SCHEDULE

Patrick Lowe, Natural Resources Conservation Program Manager, Public Works, referenced the
latest version of the Work Plan included in the agenda packet and mentioned upcoming items of
business.

c. REVIEW MEETING AGENDA AND PROCESS

Dorian Fougeéres, Ph.D., Mediator, Center for Collaborative Policy, CSUS, briefly reviewed the
background and purpose of each agenda item.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

None.



5.

PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSION ITEMS
a. REPORT ON BOARD OF SUPERVISORS UPDATE/PRESENTATION

Chair Peter McCrea reported on the presentation made at the April 2, 2013 Board of Supervisors
meeting. Mr. McCrea referenced the staff report included in the agenda packet and stated the
presentation focused more on the GRAC’s efforts and what was planned for the near future. The
importance of confidentiality for well locations was stressed as a very important issue in terms of
improving the probability of the success of the program. The Board was very sympathetic to the
situation, but they cannot give an iron-clad opinion. Minh Tran, County Counsel, stated at the
Board meeting that all is rather moot until the issue is raised by someone requesting information,
as it is hard to deal with ahead of time, but if it were left to County Counsel, they would definitely
try to keep confidentiality in place. District 5 Board of Supervisor Keith Caldwell mentioned at the
Board meeting that he believed there was a confidentiality agreement in place for wells in the
Tulocay area, as these wells are monitored in much greater detail. Hillary Gitelman, Director,
Planning, Building and Environmental Services, clarified that although there isn’t an explicit
agreement, the information is kept confidential. Mr. McCrea added that the Board was very
pleased with the GRAC’s work and current status. Patrick Lowe, Natural Resources Conservation
Program Manager, Public Works, mentioned that Janice Killion, Deputy County Counsel, was
present today in Mr. Tran’s absence and he reiterated Mr. Tran’s opinion that County Counsel
would defend confidentiality to the extent possible on a case-by-case basis. Mr. Lowe also
distributed a newspaper article about a Public Records Act request that was related to an
agriculture item at U.C. Davis wherein the request was taken to court and the court denied the
release of the information. Ms. Killion stated the Board did express their commitment to
maintain the confidentiality of the documents in the event someone would ask for well
monitoring data. Then, if it should ever go to court, the court would weigh it on a case-by-case
basis, and County Counsel would do the same. County Counsel would have to see the request
before deciding how to respond, but the initial response would likely be to deny the request. If
the County were sued, they would then have to take another look and decide how to proceed. In
any event, the specific landowner would be contacted.

b. FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM PRESENTATION ON UPDATED HYDROGEOLOGIC
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND CHARACTERIZATION OF CONDITIONS

Vicki Kretsinger Grabert, Principal Hydrologist, LSCE, distributed a map, cliff notes and a
PowerPoint handout. The map, which addresses a previous question and indicates average
annual recharge per acre by watershed area, was created by taking a map and numbers directly
from the Updated Hydrogeologic Conceptualization and Characterization of Conditions Report
(Hydro Report). However, there is some caution on putting too much weight on the numbers
because they do not take into account the myriad kinds of variables, such as slopes, water-year
type and geologic materials, but they provide a broad idea. The cliff notes were generated from a
conference call between a subset of the GRAC to discuss the last meeting and the next steps, and
there were varying degrees of what did all of the information present. The point of the cliff notes
was to summarize the essential information and to have it used as talking points for the GRAC as
they do outreach to potential volunteers. The cliff notes touched on the overarching interests of
the Hydro Report and Napa County Groundwater Monitoring Plan (Plan); purpose of the updated
hydrogeoleogic conceptualization; groundwater monitoring recommendations in the Hydro
Report and Plan; importance of improving the understanding of groundwater/surface water
interaction; and groundwater recharge — a key component of water budget of a groundwater
basin. Susanne von Rosenberg mentioned she would like to further discuss the thresholds at
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another time. The PowerPoint handout addresses a question by Duane Wall related to water
level responses and geologic conditions in the MST area. Three example wells shown in a
hydrograph located in the northern, central and southern areas of the MST subarea had the
following information depicted: water level trends over time that showed some degree of decline
but also stability; the complexity of the geology of the whole MST area as viewed from the
surface; cross sections with water level trends, well depth and geologic surface types/units;
examples of rock material; and a north/south cross section that shows a comparison of the
geologic surfaces of the two areas in which the southern area has a much more limited aerial
distribution of the Tuffaceous geologic surface (principal water bearing formation) than the
northern area. Ms. Kretsinger Grabert stated that even though some historical documents refer
to the MST as a basin, the DWR doesn’t designate it as such. LSCE’s work refers to it as a subarea,
so it is not one that is broadly defined by alluvial deposits that are unconsolidated; it has a lot of
geologic complexity to it. It is very dependent on where this recharge occurs and what the
thresholds might be and how they are used. An electronic version of the PowerPoint handout will
be emailed to the GRAC.

c. DISCUSSION OF INDUSTRY/PUBLIC OUTREACH & WELL OWNER OUTREACH

Patrick Lowe, Natural Resources Conservation Program Manager, Public Works, distributed
folders to the GRAC that contained the final version of the outreach brochure and inserts, as well
as lists of the outreach teams and potential candidate well owners, areas of interest maps and a
PowerPoint handout. Mr. Lowe went through the handout, which focused on the background of
groundwater resources, the GRAC, key groundwater efforts, groundwater monitoring, education
and outreach, next steps, and sustainability. The GRAC’s comments on the handout and other
materials were as follows:

Comment Member
Focus more on the practical issue rather than the understanding of what GRAC is DW1
about.
Both issues are important; focus on the practical side could be a separate PM
presentation geared towards individual well owners.
Cut a couple of slides out of the beginning. | would like to see more of a focus on sV

what we still need to know and why (put before the Voluntary Groundwater
Monitoring Program slide).

Information on the Voluntary Groundwater Monitoring Program doesn’t appear MH
until slide 16. People should hear early on why their participation is needed.

It would be less threatening to convey to the well owner that this is part of a 1\Y/
confirmation process to get a better understanding of the situation.

Have some material ready at presentations for well owners who express interest in Y
volunteering.

Add a slide that has what would be specifically asked of a well owner during a one- DG1
on-one conversation.

Add a slide that in general terms describes who the ideal candidate would be and a SV
one-page handout that reiterates the criteria and has contact information.

Re-sort the candidate list alphabetically to avoid duplicate contact efforts DG1
Have State well numbers on the candidate list that correspond with Areas of DW1

Interest maps




Item 5.d...Continued

Tucker Catlin nominated Susanne von Rosenberg to work with Mr. Lowe on revisions to the
PowerPoint handout and the candidate list, to which Ms. von Rosenberg agreed. Hillary Gitelman,
Director, Planning, Building and Environmental Services, suggested having a one-page blank form
wherein the contact information of a willing volunteer can be written down and given to staff for
follow up. Dorian Fougéres, Ph.D., Mediator, Center for Collaborative Policy, CSUS, suggested the
GRAC briefly review the outreach teams list for confirmation or changes. Dave Graves offered to
also assist with Areas 3 and 5. Michael Haley offered to also assist with Area 5. Michelle
Benvenuto offered to also assist with Area 10. Mr. Fougéres requested the GRAC review the
Areas of Interest maps to see if they have any contacts within the areas where they are not part of
the outreach team to possibly offer assistance.

d. REVIEW OF DRAFT GROUNDWATER ORDINANCE & PERMIT PROCESS UPDATES

Christine Secheli, Assistant Director, Planning, Building and Environmental Services, went over a
technical memo that summarized the proposed changes to the County’s Groundwater Ordinance,
as well as redlined changes that appear in the latest draft of the Ordinance. Some of the specific
changes Ms. Secheli discussed were as follows:

Section Change
13.04.010-C Intended to clarify when a water supply other than a well is acceptable.
13.04.020 Includes a provision for approved potable water supply for all development —
not just dwellings.
13.04.050 Recommendation from the consultant was to do pumping for determination of

yield. (Staff will get the opinion of a local well driller on this process and will
investigate the idea of having one process for residential wells and another for
agricultural/commercial wells.)

13.04.090 Added reference to the use of abutting lots, which puts into code that this is an
option. (Item 13.04.090 will be corrected to remove the reference to sewer.)
13.12.180 Reference to groundwater being influenced by surface water shall be

considered and treated as such was added by recommendation of the
consultant. (Staff will look into providing the definition of “immediately below
the surface” and the usage of the word “quality” and possibly rephrasing the
related sentence.)

13.12.340 Increased minimum distance from property line from five feet to 25 feet and
from a sewer line from 25 feet to 50 feet; added minimum distance of 25 feet
for underground drainage — approved water tight piping and 50 feet for
underground drainage — non-water tight piping. (Staff will review the GRAC’s
suggestions of having the property line and sewer line distances remain as they
were, have the numbers be at the well driller’s discretion, made applicable for
water deficient zones or in relation to the distance of other wells. Staff will
also review if the provisions for underground drainage are State well water
standards. If so, they will remain. If not, staff will reconsider whether to
include these provisions and if there is a way to reference agricultural context.)

13.12.395 Allows for an access opening into the well for water level measurements.

13.12.480 Updated to reflect current methods of well destruction per State well
standards and Napa County Guidelines.

13.15.010-C Added cottage food operations as allowed by State law to the definition of
“minor improvement”; and added definition of water conservation regulations
for landscape design.
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Section Change

13.15.020-G Added the requirement of completing a form to be registered with the County
if hauled-in water will be used.

13.15.030-D Added the provision that the permittee shall provide access to the County to
measure water levels in the spring and fall of each year, if requested, under
ministerial approval.

13.15.035 Added the provision of projects subject to the State water efficient landscape
requirements shall include information that demonstrates compliance.
13.15.060 - E Although the Ordinance references the Water Availability Analysis Policy

Report of August 2007, it is in the process of being updated and the revised
version will be brought to the GRAC for their review and input; and
“sroundwater” will be added to the last sentence.

13.15.075 Added the provisions of requiring a groundwater permit for exporting water
used outside of the county and prohibiting export without assuring the
sufficiency of water supply for county uses, which implements the county use
general plan water resources policy.

Under 13.15.030 — C.2.c, Marilee Talley questioned the average of 0.30 of acre feet of water per
acre and suggested this be changed if the threshold is going to be based on the Water Availability
Analysis Policy. Ms. Secheli responded that staff will check if it would be more appropriate to
have this defined in the Ordinance or in the Water Availability Analysis Policy.

Duane Wall stated that under 13.15.030 — C.1.¢, it refers to a usage limit of 0.6 acre feet per year,
which is approximately 500 gallons per day, but under 13.04.040, it refers to a sustained yield of
not less than one gallon per minute per dwelling unit, which is about 1,440 gallons. Mr. Wall
would like this amount to also be reduced to 0.6 acre feet per year. Ms. Secheli responded that
one deals with construction and one deals with usage and if a water supply yields less than one
gallon per minute, it doesn’t meet State requirements, but staff will research.

Under 13.15.075, Don Gleason questioned if other counties would take umbrage if Napa County
will require permits to export its water. Hillary Gitelman, Director, Planning, Building and
Environmental Services, responded that staff will research. Ms. Gitelman also suggested the
GRAC review all of the technical memo and the redlined changes in the Ordinance. There were
some recommendations by LSCE mentioned in the memo that weren’t included in the Ordinance,
as well as two items that haven’t been addressed, such as a no-net increase standard for projects
in the MST that staff will draft language for the GRAC’s review and whether it should be included
in the Ordinance or in the Water Availability Analysis Policy.

6. OTHER BUSINESS
a. UPDATE ON DWR GRANT APPLICATION FOR GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

Patrick Lowe, Natural Resources Conservation Program Manager, Public Works, reported that the
County ranked ninth out of 98 applications overall and the DWR’s technical advisory panel
recommended $200,000+ in funding for Napa County rather than the $249,000 the County was
seeking. Additionally, Alan Galbraith previously informed Mr. Lowe that there are possibly some
wells in St. Helena that may be used for free, which would offset the $50,000 deduction in funding
from the DWR.



7. ANNOUNCEMENTS
None.

8. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Hillary Gitelman, Director, Planning, Building and Environmental Services, stated that staff would
bring back the Ordinance with verification of revisions based on today’s discussion, as well as
discussion of the Water Availability Analysis Policy and how it might be revised.
Patrick Lowe, Natural Resources Conservation Program Manager, Public Works, stated that
depending on the time frame, staff may introduce the beginning discussion of developing

groundwater sustainability objectives.

Chair Peter McCrea would like to set aside one hour to discuss outreach activities and the status
of people’s efforts in trying to secure well monitoring volunteers.

9. ADJOURNMENT to the NEXT MEETING

Adjourned to the next regular meeting of the Napa County Groundwater Resources Advisory
Committee on Thursday, June 27, 2013 at 2:00 p.m.
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By:  GREG MORGAN, Supervising Office Assistant

Voting Key
If not unanimous, member votes will be tallied (N = No; X = Excused; A = Abstained) using the following Committee
Member abbreviations:
MB = Michelle Benvenuto; TC = Tucker Catlin; AG = Alan Galbraith; DG1 = Don Gleason; DG2 = Dave Graves;
MH = Michael Haley; PM = Peter McCrea; CS = Charles Slutzkin; SS = Steve Soper; MT = Marilee Talley;
BT = Bill Trautman; JV = Jim Verhey; SVR = Susanne von Rosenberg; DW1 = Duane Wall; DW2 = Dale Withers
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