
Attachment O Addendum 6

Public Comment Received
May 17, 2021 from 12:00 PM to 5:00 PM



From: no-reply@sonoma-county.org
To: BOS
Subject: Issue: The new Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Saturday, May 15, 2021 10:52:50 AM

Sent To:  County of Sonoma
Topic:  Issue
Subject:  The new Cannabis Ordinance
Message:  Dear Board:

   You are having to mediate a situation in which a major extraction industry - the cannabis industry- seeks to use
Sonoma County as a precedent-setting Big Move-in in order to expand their operations.

   After they do expand their business operations into other counties and states, their product will become less
valuable and many will shut down here to concentrate on lower land cost areas.   The result would be a lot of
Sonoma County degraded properties and a broken oversight process encoded in Sonoma County policy.

   Please create a sensible program going forward.  Often lamented is the ability of Code Enforcement to meet the
needs of Sonoma County residents.
    If permits are made ministerial, with conditions for building and operations not spelled out, there is no
opportunity for prevention of conditions that call for enforcement action.

   Thinking of all of us, I know you’ll make a good decision.

Sender's Name:  Anne Seeley
Sender's Email:  aseeleysr@gmail.com  
Sender's Home Phone:  707 526-3925  
Sender's Cell Phone:  707 484-8722  
Sender's Address:    
4370 Raymonde Way
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

mailto:no-reply@sonoma-county.org
mailto:BOS@sonoma-county.org


From: no-reply@sonoma-county.org
To: BOS
Subject: Constituent Matter: marijuana and water shortage
Date: Saturday, May 15, 2021 1:45:18 PM

Sent To:  County of Sonoma
Topic:  Constituent Matter
Subject:  marijuana and water shortage
Message:  Supervisors:
I urge you to slow down on the approval of large marijuana growers in Sonoma County. Like many have said and
you are aware, the amount of water to support marijuana farms is exorbitant, especially when we are facing critical
shortages of water. All residents will suffer having to practice extreme water savings and higher costs for water
without the addition of this water-thirst crop. Finally, marijuana, like wine, is not a necessity for life. It is a product
that a percentage of citizens purchase, but it is not a benefit to most people across the county. This is the wrong
place for additional marijuana farms!
Thank you,
Barbara Gay

Sender's Name:  Barbara Gay
Sender's Email:  barbaraegay@yahoo.com  
Sender's Home Phone:  7078898053  
Sender's Address:    
925 Georgia Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

mailto:no-reply@sonoma-county.org
mailto:BOS@sonoma-county.org


From: Arielle Kubu-Jones on behalf of Susan Gorin
To: Cannabis
Subject: FW: In this time of drought and fires
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:37:43 PM

From: Mike and Becci Greene <verdecasa2u@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:02 PM
To: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; Arielle Kubu-Jones <Arielle.Kubu-
Jones@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>; Andrea Krout
<Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org>; district3 <district3@sonoma-county.org>; Chris Coursey
<Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org>; Sean Hamlin <Sean.Hamlin@sonoma-county.org>; district4
<district4@sonoma-county.org>; James Gore <James.Gore@sonoma-county.org>; Jenny
Chamberlain <jchamber@sonoma-county.org>; district5 <district5@sonoma-county.org>; Lynda
Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; Leo Chyi <Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: In this time of drought and fires

Hello Supervisors,

I would like you to  Invest in a full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) to determine suitable areas for future cannabis grows. The existing SMND is
fatally flawed and should be scrapped.

WE ARE IN A DROUGHT.  WE ARE IN A DROUGHT.WE ARE IN A
DROUGHT.WE ARE IN A DROUGHT.WE ARE IN A DROUGHT.WE ARE
IN A DROUGHT.

THERE WILL BE MORE WILDFIRES.THERE WILL BE MORE
WILDFIRES.THERE WILL BE MORE WILDFIRES.THERE WILL BE
MORE WILDFIRES.THERE WILL BE MORE WILDFIRES.

WATER SUPPLIES ARE DWINDLING.WATER SUPPLIES ARE
DWINDLING.WATER SUPPLIES ARE DWINDLING.WATER SUPPLIES
ARE DWINDLING.WATER SUPPLIES ARE DWINDLING.

I already live in a pot grow ghetto west of Petaluma.

Do the right thing to preserve our precious

EXTERNAL
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resources.

Sincerely,
Becci Greene

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Bob Koenitzer
To: BOS
Subject: Cannabis ordinance change
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:29:51 PM

To:  Board of Supervisors
From:  Bob Koenitzer DDS

I am a 60 year old, lifelong Petaluma resident (second generation), who has lived the last 21 years
just north of Petaluma in a residential/rural neighborhood.  I have served the last 17 years as a
trustee for the Liberty School District.

I hope you will truly take careful consideration before you change the ordinance.

There are many significant factors that make it critically important that these cannabis operations go
through a fully transparent process.

Operations should not be allowed that will impact our water resources, especially now.  Those issues
are highly local, and can vary dramatically from one side of a hill to the other.  By creating over the
counter permission, you eliminate the possibility of ensuring and protecting our water source.  There
are many places where cannabis grow operations will not be problematic, but there are also many
places that could be catastrophic for the neighbors.  These decisions need to be made on an
individual basis.

The same is true for other issues, like:  endangered species, safety issues, air quality, traffic, etc

It is truly inappropriate to essentially give blanket approval for all grow operations.  They need to be
considered individually and allowed in locations with the least negative impact.  There are plenty of
those locations.  But there are also plenty of locations that would create significant, potentially
devastating damage.

It is prudent and appropriate to treat these permits individually, and make sure that we don’t harm
our wonderful county.

Bob Koenitzer DDS

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: cathycrowley@sbcglobal.net
To: BOS
Cc: cathycrowley@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Agenda Item 14
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 11:48:21 AM

I am extremely concerned with the proposed changes  to allow commercial marijuana
cultivation in Bennett Valley and Sonoma county.  In 2017, I lost my home in the wildfire in
Bennett Valley. Like many, I questioned whether to rebuild or not. I did so for multiple
reasons. I did rebuilt and have been so pleased to see that so many others in my area have also
rebuilt. There has been such a community feeling as neighbors helped neighbors to go through
the process of rebuilding our community. I am extremely concerned that the changes to allow
for major commercial marijuana cultivation in our county could forever change the nature of
our area in many,many negative ways. It will (and has already) brought in outside LLC to
purchase land. These LLC are not here to benefit our community, our neighbors and our rural
landscape. They have no vested interest in the our area. 

Some of my major concerns:

Water- we are in a drought, being asked to reduce water consumption. This is not the
time to ease up on land use that will require much more water.
Traffic- If some of the large properties off of Bennett Valley Road (7004 Bennett Valley
Road for example) is allowed up to 6 areas of marijuana growing, the number of trucks
and vehicles on the BV Road will increase. The heavy equipment and trucks at all times
of day and night will have a negative impact on our roads and all of us who use it to get
to our homes. 
 For the environment: pot growers use dangerous pesticides, which will ultimately leech
into the Matanzas Reservoir and Matanzas Creek.  They will disrupt lifecycles of native
wildlife, and pollute the surrounding landscape.  When their natural methods start to fail
they will need to fall back on more toxic solutions for pest control and fertilization
The pervasive smell

Large scale cannabis operations does comply with the Bennett Valley Area Plan. For all of us
who spent the last three years rebuilding our homes and neighborhoods from the devastating
impact of the NUNs fire, please, please do not now allow to be ruined by allowing large
commercial outside marijuana growers. Bennett Valley should be designated as a Cannabis
Exclusion Zone.  Or at the VERY least, impose a 5-year moratorium on developing these
titanic outsider operations until studies can be undertaken and more sensible statutes can be
put into place.  

From the Bennett Valley Area Plan: ‘Commercial development is not considered to be
appropriate to the rural character of Bennett Valley.’ 

Thank you.

Cathy Crowley
6975 Bennett Valley Road
Santa Rosa, Ca 95404

EXTERNAL
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THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Dick and Vi Strain
To: Arielle Kubu-Jones; Andrea Krout; district3; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; BOS
Subject: Agenda Item 14, Proposed Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in Agricultural and Resource Areas Zoning Ordinance

and Zoning Code Amendments; General Plan Amendment
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:15:34 PM

Dear Supervisors, Monday, May17, 2021

I’m making additional comments on behalf of Concerned Citizens of Bloomfield via
this email. We have previously submitted our comments supporting the following:

*Complete a Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
*Limit cannabis approval during the emergency drought
*Drop Chapter 38 ministerial permitting
*Require cannabis processing to locate in Commercial and Industrial zones

The staff report for the May 18, 2021 meeting recommends continuing with the
existing proposed process and if the Supervisors choose that course of action we
have comments relative to the draft Chapter 38 that are not included above as
follows:

1. Cannabis Processing Buildings should also be subject to the recommended 1000
ft. setback from residential property lines.

In Bloomfield the proposed cannabis operation has a large processing building
adjacent to rear property lines on two sides. The processing plant is the 24/7 use with
attendant traffic, noise, outdoor lighting and other activities of around the clock
operating a mere hundred feet from these residential backyards. 

2. Existing Buildings - Place a limit on cultivation in existing buildings or remove the
unlimited use of existing buildings and place their use within the 10% proposed
increase of acreage that can be used for cannabis. The unlimited use of existing
building has not been adequately studied in the SMND as pointed out by the Shute,
Mihaly & Weinberger letter dated March 18, 2021.

In Bloomfield there are six existing buildings on the property proposed for the
cannabis operation. These building are all adjacent to single-family residential
property lines. Their use would create a greater intensity of concentrated use
adjacent to these property lines and need safeguards in the ordinance.

This is a case where use of existing buildings on a site remote from rural residential
towns and neighborhoods might not have a significant effect. However, adjacent to
existing concentrated neighborhoods have a significant effect. This is in addition to
the loophole allowing unlimited use of existing buildings for increasing cannabis
production beyond the proposed limitations.

EXTERNAL
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We sincerely request you initiate preparing an Environmental Impact Report and
include the two issues outlined above for additional study and analysis to determine
the impact of these issues on adjoining residential neighborhoods and the
environment in general and develop appropriate mitigation measures. 

Vi Strain
Bloomfield 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: David Baldwin
To: BOS
Subject: Sonoma County marijuana ordinance - public comment
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 11:31:46 AM

To Sonoma County Supervisors:

My family and I have lived on King Road for 28 years.  We moved here because I 
needed space for a horticultural business I owned, a place where I could have 
greenhouses and grow field crops.  During the late spring, summer and early fall, my 
business placed great demands on the water supply from our well, and our well never 
ran out.  

Three years ago I retired and sold my business.  This greatly reduced our demand for 
water.  Now the only people on the property are my wife and me.  Despite these 
changed conditions, for the last three years our well has struggled to provide the 
water the two of us need in August, September and October. This could be the result 
of residential development in our neighborhood.  We do not know, but the sputtering 
sound from our faucets is very real. 

This change in our water situation is a great concern to us.  We have made 
substantial investments in our property over the years, all of which would be seriously 
compromised if we do not have an adequate and reliable water supply.  We are also 
concerned about fire, as we would lose everything if a fire passed through our 
neighborhood and we did not have the water needed to fight back.

Given these very real concerns, I urge the supervisors to consider the needs of our 
neighborhood and those of us who live here now, before you approve the permit for 
the marijuana production business proposed for Pepper Road.  It will place significant 
demands on our already compromised water supply and it seems irresponsible to 
allow this project to move forward.

David Baldwin
541 King Road
Petaluma, CA 94952

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: David Bowers
To: BOS
Subject: Letter in Support of Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Sections 26-88-250 and 254
Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 12:35:49 PM
Attachments: BOS_ Ordinance Support_Santa Rosa.pdf

Honorable Members of the Board,

Please see attached letter in support of Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Sections 26-88-250 
and 254 and the proposed Cannabis cultivation in Agricultural and Resource Areas.

Best,
David Bowers
(510) 414-0400

-- 

2590 Telegraph Avenue I  Berkeley, CA 94704  I  510-540-7878

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Foxworthy Red, LLC.
7955 St. Helena Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
UPC17-0089


May 14, 2021
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors and
Sonoma County Planning Commission
575 Administration Drive
Room 100 A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403


RE: Cannabis Draft Ordinance


Honorable Members of the Board


I am writing to you today to urge you to support the amendments to Cannabis Land Use
Ordinance Sections 26-88-250 and 254 and the proposed Cannabis cultivation in Agricultural and
Resource Areas. This will be a great improvement to the existing ordinance and will help Sonoma
County lead the way and benefit from this emerging industry.


I know the major concerns are with the environment and that would be rightfully said when you
look at the effect that unregulated cannabis has had on the environment.  When you zoom out
and look at the average cannabis business in Sonoma you will find that they are some of the most
passionate people when it comes to making a positive environmental impact.  The use of
permaculture is one example of how a cannabis farm can work with nature to help the
environment. On top of this, there are strict guidelines that regulate cannabis even further than
any other agricultural crop when it comes to riparian corridor setbacks and pesticide use.


Water and Fire and serious issues that we need to address. There are great projects that have
been identified in local Community Wildfire Protection Plans like water storage ponds that not
only mitigate against fire hazards but also may provide a way to catch surplus water in the winter
time to use not only for cultivation but for late season water release into the watershed.


Cannabis has proven to be good for the community. Ask the Berkeley City Council or any City or
County that has a long track record of regulating cannabis. I suggest you use taxes generated to
fund schools, the homelessness and opioid crisis.


Foxworthy Red, LLC. 7955 St. Helena Rd. Santa Rosa CA 95404


Page 1







I am a property owner and cannabis applicant in Sonoma who has been in the County since 2016.
I am in full support of the new ordinance and think you should vote to pass it. The updates to the
ordinance and general plan will make a clear pathway for a healthy cannabis industry in Sonoma.


Thank you for your consideration.


Sincerely,


David Bowers
Santa Rosa, California


Foxworthy Red, LLC. 7955 St. Helena Rd. Santa Rosa CA 95404
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Foxworthy Red, LLC.
7955 St. Helena Rd.
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
UPC17-0089

May 14, 2021
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors and
Sonoma County Planning Commission
575 Administration Drive
Room 100 A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

RE: Cannabis Draft Ordinance

Honorable Members of the Board

I am writing to you today to urge you to support the amendments to Cannabis Land Use
Ordinance Sections 26-88-250 and 254 and the proposed Cannabis cultivation in Agricultural and
Resource Areas. This will be a great improvement to the existing ordinance and will help Sonoma
County lead the way and benefit from this emerging industry.

I know the major concerns are with the environment and that would be rightfully said when you
look at the effect that unregulated cannabis has had on the environment.  When you zoom out
and look at the average cannabis business in Sonoma you will find that they are some of the most
passionate people when it comes to making a positive environmental impact.  The use of
permaculture is one example of how a cannabis farm can work with nature to help the
environment. On top of this, there are strict guidelines that regulate cannabis even further than
any other agricultural crop when it comes to riparian corridor setbacks and pesticide use.

Water and Fire and serious issues that we need to address. There are great projects that have
been identified in local Community Wildfire Protection Plans like water storage ponds that not
only mitigate against fire hazards but also may provide a way to catch surplus water in the winter
time to use not only for cultivation but for late season water release into the watershed.

Cannabis has proven to be good for the community. Ask the Berkeley City Council or any City or
County that has a long track record of regulating cannabis. I suggest you use taxes generated to
fund schools, the homelessness and opioid crisis.

Foxworthy Red, LLC. 7955 St. Helena Rd. Santa Rosa CA 95404
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I am a property owner and cannabis applicant in Sonoma who has been in the County since 2016.
I am in full support of the new ordinance and think you should vote to pass it. The updates to the
ordinance and general plan will make a clear pathway for a healthy cannabis industry in Sonoma.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

David Bowers
Santa Rosa, California

Foxworthy Red, LLC. 7955 St. Helena Rd. Santa Rosa CA 95404
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From: David Jackson
To: BOS
Subject: Board meeting 5/18/2021 Item 14 - Commercial Cannabis Cultivation
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 10:24:46 AM

EXTERNAL

Hello:

2021-0337 - Proposed Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in Agricultural and Resource Areas Zoning Ordinance and
Zoning Code Amendments

I strongly support limiting Cannabis cultivation in Sonoma County. Having lived near illigal grows - even small
ones, I can attest that it stinks.

I strongly support the comments of the group - "It's Too Much Cannabis”

Keep the Cannabis industry on a leash, no need to rush to make it easier for the growers. They will expand the
industry over time anyway. Save our water and air resources!

David Jackson
1451 Keiser Ave.
Santa Rosa, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Dmitry Korenkov
To: BOS
Subject: Agenda 2021-0337 public comment
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 9:04:18 AM

Agenda 2021-0337 comment:

The new Chapter 38 is bad for the environment and it's especially bad policy in a
drought. It was written without adequate public input during a pandemic.

Instead of this uninformed Chapter 38, fix the regulations so they meet basic
neighborhood compatibility standards.

Specifically, 

1. Invest in a full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine
suitable areas for future grows.

2. Limit permit approvals during a state-declared drought to applicants that grow
cannabis only using dry farming techniques.

3. Increase setbacks to 1,000 feet from outdoor and hoop house cultivation to the
property line for all residences, schools, childcare facilities and parks.

4. For indoor cultivation, increase setbacks to 300 feet minimum to the property
line.

5. Ban all cannabis cultivation in Community Separators.
6. Require cannabis processing in facilities in commercial and industrial zones

only.
7. Prohibit cannabis events near homes and in agricultural or resource zones.
8. Require posting of a $50,000 mitigation bond upon issuance of each permit.
9. Limit these ministerial permits to small, local growers as was intended --

imposing a requirement for in-county residents to own at least 51%.
10. Change the initial permit period to one year, to match the State and test this

new policy.

Regards,

Dmitry Korenkov
2499 Eastman Ln
Petaluma, CA 94952

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Edie Otis
To: Cannabis; Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout; district3; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4; James

Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi
Subject: Fwd: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:52:45 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Edie Otis <netreal@comcast.net>
Subject: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21
Date: May 17, 2021 at 1:50:35 PM PDT
To: Natasha Bacci <natasha.bacci@gmail.com>

Edie Otis- Sebastopol

Dear Supervisors: 

The proposed changes to the cannabis permitting process will be some of the most
significant land use changes in Sonoma County in the last 40 years. 

I am a member of a coalition of neighbors and environmental activists who are trying to
preserve what makes Sonoma County so special: our scenic beauty and precious natural
resources. Our goal is to limit these cannabis grows to small areas away from residences,
not in public view, and not spreading noise or odor. Unfortunately, this is not what has
been proposed.

SPECIFICALLY, we want the County to change the following:

1. Invest in a full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine suitable
areas for future grows. The existing SMND is fatally flawed and should be scrapped.

2. Limit permit approvals during a state-declared drought to applicants that grow cannabis
only using dry farming techniques.

3. Prohibit trucking of water or recycled wastewater under all circumstances.

EXTERNAL

mailto:netreal@comcast.net
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Arielle.Kubu-Jones@sonoma-county.org
mailto:David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district3@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Sean.Hamlin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district4@sonoma-county.org
mailto:James.Gore@sonoma-county.org
mailto:James.Gore@sonoma-county.org
mailto:jchamber@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district5@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org
mailto:netreal@comcast.net
mailto:natasha.bacci@gmail.com


4. Ensure that residential wells do not run dry due to cannabis operations.

5. Ban all cannabis cultivation in Community Separators.

6. Increase setbacks from the property line of all residences, schools, childcare facilities
and parks to 1,000 feet for outdoor and hoop house cultivation and 300 feet minimum for
indoor cultivation.

Sincerely,

Edie Otis 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Jane Kerlinger
To: James Gore; BOS
Cc: Scott Sibary
Subject: Cannabis
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:17:13 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Supervisor Gore,

We have been hearing a lot of neighbors voice concerns about the potential impacts of cannabis production in Dry
Creek Valley.  We don’t yet have enough information on what those impacts add up to.

When we read the May 3, 2021 letter to the Board from concerned folks in the Graton area, we wonder what your
plans are for dealing with the public outrage from the impacts of cannabis production that we can’t foresee unless
there is a full EIR. Better to avoid such a scenario and require an EIR.

Sincerely,

Jane Kerlinger
Scott Sibary

Dry Creek Valley

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: jkingsf@gmail.com
To: BOS
Subject: Comment on Cannabis ordinance
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 7:59:41 PM
Sensitivity: Confidential

The issue of water, quality and quantity, is of extreme importance to Sonoma County, and to its
residents.  Agricultural, ecological and human/residential use are all interrelated and can only be
evaluated by preparing a county-wide EIR.  While I know there are many special interests lobbying
you to approve the ordinance I urge you to take the long view, vote no, and prepare a
comprehensive analysis, through the EIR process.  Thank you.

John King
4401 Chemise Road
Healdsburg, CA   95448

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: nbaylk@aol.com
To: Arielle Kubu-Jones; Andrea Krout; district3; district5; David Rabbitt; Jenny Chamberlain; Cannabis
Subject: Cannabis Ordnance BOS 5/18/21
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:24:59 PM

Board of Supervisors,

The proposed cannabis ordnance will change the look and feel of Sonoma County for the worse in many
ways.
It will be bad for the environment and a serious mistake in view of our water shortage.
Most of the citizens of Sonoma County do not want want cannabis production to be located within one
mile of them.

Why would you approve this?

Karen Kibler

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Ken Mandelbaum
To: BOS
Subject: Comments for 5/18 BOS Meeting
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 4:05:42 PM

EXTERNAL

Re: File # 2021-0337: Proposed Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in Agricultural and Resource Areas Zoning
Ordinance and Zoning Code Amendments; General Plan Amendment

Dear Sonoma County Supervisors,

We write today to voice our opposition to the approval of adopting an Ordinance (a) adding Chapter 38 to the
Sonoma County Code to expand ministerial cannabis cultivation permitting process in agricultural and resource
zoning districts (CCCARA); and (b) amending the Cannabis Land Use Ordinance (CLUO) in Chapter 26 (Zoning
Code) of the Sonoma County Code to expand use permits for cannabis cultivation.

While we can understand the industry’s support for the proposed ordinances and amendments, as Sonoma county
residents we urge you to not move forward with the approval of the proposed ordinances and amendments for
reasons that include:

1) We strongly believe that due to the impacts from commercial cannabis operations on neighbors, the approval
process of new commercial cannabis cultivation operations needs to continue to be overseen through a traditional
zoning and planning approval process—not through an over-the-counter ministerial approval process. We also
believe that the approval process for these projects needs to remain within the purview of the county Zoning
department and not be delegated to the Agricultural Commisioner.

2) While the groundwater use issues relating to commercial cannabis cultivation operations has always been an
issue, the current drought conditions put an even brighter spotlight on it and again support the importance of keeping
the permitting for these projects within the purview of a traditional zoning and planning process.

3) We believe a more robust public comment process needs to occur before any new ordinances or amendments
related to this issue are approved. Due to the constraints of the pandemic and the lack of traditional in-person public
workshops, we are concerned that there has been inadequate public outreach for such an important matter.

Thank you,

Ken Mandelbaum and Liza T. Heath
Petaluma
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From: Kim Stare Wallace
To: BOS
Subject: Agenda #14, Opposition to Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 10:38:29 AM
Attachments: image004.png

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing on behalf of our business Dry Creek Vineyard, as well as a longtime resident of the Dry
Creek Valley. We strongly oppose the new amended Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Chapter 38. We
feel it is very important that there is an EIR conducted before a decision such as this is made. We are
opposed to the growing of marijuana in LIA designated areas, such as Dry Creek Valley. The reasons
are many, but include concerns over neighborhood impact, environmental impacts, sensorial
impacts (the stink alone is a concern), potential crime impacts, etc. We must protect our grape and
wine industry at all costs as it is the lifeblood of this region. Opening up the cultivation of marijuana
in the Dry Creek Valley would gravely impact our region, our community, our grape growers, and the
future of our wine industry.

Sincerely Yours,

Kim Stare Wallace
President
707.433.1000 ext. 130 
Kim@drycreekvineyard.com
3770 Lambert Bridge Rd.
Healdsburg, CA 95448

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

EXTERNAL

mailto:kim@drycreekvineyard.com
mailto:BOS@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Kim@drycreekvineyard.com
https://facebook.com/drycreekvineyard
https://twitter.com/DryCreekVnyd
https://www.instagram.com/drycreekvineyard/



From: Katherine Yates
To: Cannabis; Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; Andrea Krout; district3; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4; James

Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi
Subject: Wrong side of history
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:37:13 PM

  Commercial cannabis grows near neighborhoods is so obviously a bad idea to anyone you
bring it up with that it boggles the mind to know you could choose so differently. No other bay
area county is being this rash and destructive. How is it possible you cant see this, especially
when there are obvious, more intelligent, solutions?
   It is a complete myth that changing the ordinance will help the  family farmer. 
   It is crazy to throw the doors wide open to a water guzzling product.
   It is completely inaccurate to make parallels between cannabis and other ag crops. IT IS AN
INDUSTRIAL PRODUCT.
   To think there wont be crime is to be utterly naive, to fail to read your own county's crime
data.Pot is still illegal federally, which means these grow operations cannot use banks, so have
to hold cash.
   You've known about the odor problem for years: there are articles in business journals dating
to 2017 talking about the odor problem and what is required to address it. And what is
required are systems that belong in industrial parks, not rural neighborhoods, with little to no
oversight.
  Come on, be on the right side of history. Use a little intelligence. Require these operations to
be out in the real rural areas of the county, or in industrial parks, not in or near neighborhoods.

 With deep sadness,
Katherine Yates, 27 years Sonoma County resident
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From: no-reply@sonoma-county.org
To: BOS
Subject: Issue: Cannabis Water Usage
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 8:40:27 AM

Sent To:  County of Sonoma
Topic:  Issue
Subject:  Cannabis Water Usage
Message:  Dear Supervisors,

Tuesday you will be discussing a proposed Cannabis ordinance.

PLEASE be very, very careful in your deliberations and more than anything, think about the advisability of allowing
commercial pot farms in Sonoma County, an area long plagued with droughts which are only growing more and
more frequent.

Just last week, Supervisor Gorin sent out a very lengthy email pleading with her constituents to embrace the spirit of
water conservation and personal sacrifice to do so.  I certainly expect Supervisor Gorin to join Supervisor Rabbitt in
opposing any more commercial pot farm permits, regardless of their size.  It's important to "put your money where
your mouth is".  In other words if you so concerned about drought and water usage then make sure you vote against
any high water usage businesses.  It is imperative that you Supervisors act in the best interest of the majority of your
constituents, not in the best interest of people who decided to make commercial pot growing their livelihood of
CHOICE.

Sender's Name:  Linda Barr
Sender's Email:  Wileysgram@vom.com  
Sender's Home Phone:  7074861158  
Sender's Cell Phone:  7074861158  
Sender's Address:    
24 Sereno Court
Sonoma, CA 95476
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From: Laura Howard
To: BOS
Subject: Sonoma cannabis
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 3:10:46 PM

Proposed Commercial Cannabis Cultivation in Agricultural and Resource Areas Zoning 2021-
0337 Ordinance and Zoning Code Amendments;

Letter to the board:

Cannabis is not sustainable agriculture, nor does it contribute to our culture here in Sonoma
County. We do not want it here. We are trying to create a community for families and promote
a friendly place to visit. We want to increase the tax base by representing our community as a
wholesome space. Cannabis not only detracts from this community building but it also
threatens it. Cannabis brings trouble in all the wrong forms. We have a limited water supply
and we don't want to see a handful of non community residents threaten our environment by
taking our water for this export crop. 

Say no to cannabis in Sonoma County. 

Signed,
Laura Howard-Gayeton
Sonoma County Business Owner
Laloo's Goat's Milk Ice Cream
The Lexicon of Sustainability

____

Laura Howard-Gayeton  
o. 707-981-8556
m.707-782-3638

www.ourfood.world
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From: Marian Van Alyea
To: BOS
Subject: Comment for Board of Supervisors Meeting May 18, 2021
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 4:22:47 PM

EXTERNAL

Marian and Peter Van Alyea, Dry Creek Valley Residents
Agenda item: III number 14 Proposed Commercial Cannabis Cultivation 2021-0337

We are opposed to the new ordinance proposal. Sonoma County needs an EIR to comply with CEQA requirements.
More citizens need to know the impact this will have on our peaceful rural surroundings.

Thank you.
Marian and Peter Van Alyea
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From: Maureen Corcoran
To: BOS
Subject: Cannabis
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 6:49:46 PM

EXTERNAL

We are not in favor of cannabis growing in Dry Creek Valley.

Maureen Corcoran
Healdsburg
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From: Mary Prchal
To: Arielle.Kuba-Jones@sonoma-county.org; Cannabis; district3; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; district4
Subject: CANNABIL ORDINANCE BOS 5/18/21
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 3:53:37 PM

Dear Supervisors,

I am surprised and shocked that Sonoma County Supervisors would consider the proposals being
discussed tomorrow for cannibal ordinance BOS.  At a time of extreme drought and continued danger
from wildfires, you should be focused on how the county will manage water resources, not bring in more
industry to our county that is extremely water intensive.

The ordinance being discussed relies on water survey data which is no longer relevant in our current
situation. We face drought emergency of historic proportions that will likely extend for multiple years. The
current reality caused by climate change was never considered in the 20-year old General Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or the SMND prepared for this policy.  This policy change should not
move forward at all, but certainly not without evaluating our current water resources.  Sonoma County
needs an EIR, one which will protect our natural resources, comply with CEQA requirements and at the
same time give residents a right to their health, safety and peaceful enjoyment of their properties.

I have been following the amendments and revisions to the cannabis ordinance for Sonoma County and
have read the letters in the newspapers and other sources.  It is my understanding that legal
recommendations and Agency input, including the Califonia Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
recommendations, among others, have not been incorporated.

Napa County Supervisors voted against cannabis grows in March 2021.  You should not be swayed by
industry or personal interests.  The majority of your constituents agree with my view.  We must conserve
our water resources.  I have been a homeowner in Sonoma county for nearly 30 years.  Do what is right. 
Require an updated EIR and get more input from your constituents and enforce better regulations of any
potential cannabis grows in our county.

Mary Prchal
Healdsburg, CA 
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From: Mercedes Terezza
To: BOS
Subject: agenda items on May 17 closed meeting
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 7:04:27 AM

EXTERNAL

to the Board of Supervisors

Our neighbors and I are very concerned about water issues and cannibis cultivation.  In West County there are many
places where water has to be trucked in.   Cannibis is a water intense crop.  Where will that water come from?  Our
depleting water tables?   Another issue is where does the runoff go and in what state?  How does the runoff affect
the salmon run for example?  What is permitted in the runoff?  how is it to be monitored?

Another major issue is traffic on our narrow country lanes.  How does this figure into the equation?  How close to
schools like Salmon Creek/Harmony schools can these operations be?  How has this issue been addressed so that in
fire or emergency the trucks and vehicles can get through?

I am hoping these issues will be addressed by the Board in your closed session today and that the results of your
closed door meeting will be made available for us to review.

Sincerely,
Mercedes Terezza
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From: Natasha Bacci
Subject: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 3:46:24 PM

Dear Supervisors: 

The proposed changes to the cannabis permitting process will be some of the most significant
land use changes in Sonoma County in the last 40 years.

I am a member of a coalition of neighbors and environmental activists who are trying to
preserve what makes Sonoma County so special: our scenic beauty and precious natural
resources. Our goal is to limit these cannabis grows to small areas away from residences, not
in public view, and not spreading noise or odor. Unfortunately, this is not what has been
proposed.

SPECIFICALLY, we want the County to change the following:

1. Invest in a full Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine suitable
areas for future grows. The existing SMND is fatally flawed and should be scrapped.

2. Limit permit approvals during a state-declared drought to applicants that grow cannabis
only using dry farming techniques.

3. Prohibit trucking of water or recycled wastewater under all circumstances.
4. Ensure that residential wells do not run dry due to cannabis operations.
5. Ban all cannabis cultivation in Community Separators.
6. Increase setbacks from the property line of all residences, schools, childcare facilities,

and parks to 1,000 feet for outdoor and hoop house cultivation and 300 feet minimum
for indoor cultivation.

Sincerely,

Natasha Bacci
Sebastopol Resident 20+ years
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From: Pamela Angleman
To: Arielle Kubu-Jones; Andrea Krout; district3; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Cannabis
Subject: re: Cannabis Ordinance BOS 5/18/21
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 4:18:47 PM

Dear Supervisors: 

I have been closely following the amendments and revisions to the cannabis
ordinance for Sonoma County, have read letters to the Editor, the information and
analysis from neighborhood groups and had many conversations with other Sonoma
County residents. I would like to take this opportunity to express my concern that the
Subsequent Mitigated Declaration has serious potential negative impacts to our
communities. I believe that returning to the Board’s earlier decision to do a project-
wide EIR for Phase 2 makes the most sense and is the most fair to the community at
large.  Sonoma County needs an EIR, one which will protect our natural resources,
will comply with CEQA requirements and at the same time give residents a right to
their health, safety and peaceful enjoyment of their properties.

I am a sixth generation ranch owner in West County who has experienced illegal
cannabis grows on my property and know first hand the vulnerability that still exists on
a personal and environmental level given cannabis unfortunately is not Federally
legal. It is undeniable that even with legal grows protections such as dogs, lights etc.
exist due to the continued black market and do in fact impact neighbors and the
community as a whole. 

My family stopped using commercial pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers in the late
1950s and strive to be good stewards of the land not only for ourselves but for the
environmental benefit for all. I believe an EIR is paramount for this cannabis
ordinance and without it we could easily be left with serious environmental problems
that cannot be reversed or at best would be difficult to reverse.

As someone who grew up in Berkeley in the ‘60s I have no issue about cannabis in
regard to an individual’s decision but as a Nurse Practitioner I have concern for the
health and safety of the public. This ordinance should be about what is the best
overall for our communities as a whole. 

In conclusion I urge you to consider all these possible negative impacts tomorrow,
May 18th and to please vote to return to the Board’s earlier decision to do a project-
wide EIR for Phase 2.

Respectfully,

Pamela Angleman
PO Box 10 15015 Bodega Highway
Bodega, CA 94922
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From: Judith Olney
To: Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout; district3; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4;

James Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi; Cannabis
Cc: Judith Olney; Raymond Krauss
Subject: May 18 BOS: Cannabis - Non-Compliance with State Requirements
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:00:33 PM
Attachments: PRSC_May17_2021_BOS_Letter.pdf

EXTERNAL

Honorable Supervisors - PRSC is entering the following letter into the Administrative Record.  At issue is Sonoma
County’s on-going non-compliance with State agency requirements for demonstration of water availability and
cannabis wastewater disposal, riparian corridor setbacks and other issues.  PRSC requests the County complete an
EIR and identify appropriate locations for cannabis cultivation - not impaired watersheds with special status species
habitat.

In addition, under separate emails, we are entering two substantive comment letters from Palmer Ridge Residents
relative to proposed Use Permit for UPE 18-0046 into the record for the May 18 Board of Supervisors hearing on
proposed Cannabis Ordinances.
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May 17, 2021 
To: Board of Sonoma County Water Agency  
From:  Preserve Rural Sonoma County  
 
RE: Irresponsible Water Infrastructure Planning – Require Cannabis EIR  
 
Preserve Rural Sonoma County enters the following into the Administrative Record.  
As outlined in the March 15, 2021 Sonoma County Water Coalition Letter, commercial cannabis 
cultivation is a product with high water demand. We urge our Supervisors to set cannabis 
acreage caps per groundwater basin, allocating water to the highest and best use – not the 
highest revenue producer – as advocated by the cannabis industry.   
 
In addition, the County is processing Use Permits for projects that do not meet State Agency 
and State Water Board requirements.  Citations from UPE 18-0046 ISMND are provided as 
examples of non-compliance with state requirements.  And, comments from Palmer Ridge 
Neighbors are incorporated herein by reference.   


 
MULTIPLE DRY YEAR WATER AVAILABILITY PLAN REQUIRED: The May 6, 2021 LA Times Editorial clearly 
identifies the root cause of the problem – our climate has changed. The County must prepare a 
comprehensive water availability plan – addressing current and committed water uses and 
multi-year drought conditions.    
 
On April 15th the Planning Commission passed a resolution recommending an EIR, which would 
include a comprehensive review of baseline conditions as well as a much-needed assessment of 
the public infrastructure costs associated with adding a major new resource-intensive industry.  
On April 21st the Governor declared a drought emergency in Sonoma County.  The Board of 
Supervisors also declared a drought emergency, and within a month of that declaration, County 
Supervisors are poised to approve a significant land use change – with unstudied water impacts 
and public infrastructure costs to future ratepayers as required by CEQA.   
   
PROTECTION AGAINST WELL INTERFERENCE IN ALL GROUNDWATER ZONES:  In addition to State 


recommended amendments to Sonoma County’s Use Permit Ordinance, PRSC requests the 
County reinstate the “Protection against Well Interference” standard for all groundwater zones. 
Net Zero Water Plan elements and provisions also need clarification to ensure on-site retention 
or catchment of water does not adversely impact neighboring wells. The County needs to 
address potential impacts to adjacent neighbors’ wells from blocked rainwater and sheet flow 
that no longer infiltrates and replenishes the groundwater aquifer, and must ensure new 
groundwater wells do not negatively impact existing uses.   
 
Example: Proposed Project – UPC 18-0046 draft ISMND – proposes extensive water catchment 
in groundwater zone 4 with unstudied impacts to adjacent landowner wells.  


Page 10: “Water Supply 
The project includes the construction of a 782,907-gallon (approximately 2.4 acre-feet) water storage 
pond to provide water for the cultivation operation. The pond will be filled by precipitation that will 
primarily occur between November and April; the pond will not receive any channelized surface flow. 
The pond will be lined with an impermeable barrier material and will be the primary water supply for 



https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1621280904/SCWC-CannabisWtrLettr-150321Final.pdf?1621280904

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1621282162/UPC18-0046_DRAFT_ISMND_04142021.pdf?1621282162

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1620763095/LATimes_Editorial.docx?1620763095
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the cultivation operation. A 97,000-gallon water storage tank would be installed near the mixed-light 
greenhouses and would collect runoff from the greenhouses and other nearby structures.”  


PROJECT SEPTIC SYSTEM DOES NOT MEET NCRWQCB REQUIREMENTS: NCRWQCB (March 18, 
2021 letter) raised concern about County Use Permit non-compliance with wastewater 
discharge requirements: “Discharge of excess irrigation water, effluent, process water or gray 
water is considered industrial wastewater and cannot be discharged to septic or land via a 
bio-retention treatment system… As such, the Regional Water Board requests the County 
revise the requirements of the wastewater management plan (Sec. 38.12.130) to acknowledge 
that the discharge of cannabis cultivation wastewater to septic (or similar) systems is generally 
prohibited unless an appropriate waste discharge permit is sought from the Regional Water 
Board. However, obtaining a permit for such is unlikely: Since the adoption of the original 
Cannabis Policy and General Order in 2017, the Regional Water Board has yet to approve a 
request for such a permit.” 
 
Non-Compliant Example: Page 10-11: UPE 18-0046 ISMND proposed Wastewater Disposal via 
Septic System: “A single new septic system is proposed consisting of a septic tank and leach field 
(PRMD Septic Permit SEP19-0181). The system will be located in the northern portion of the parcel that 
will service an ADA accessible restroom for employees in the existing barn and the new dwelling for the 
farm manager. The capacity of the system is designed for a high occupancy load and is anticipated to be 
more than adequate for the proposed commercial purposes. These restrooms will be available for 
employees and any other invited persons and will be ADA accessible by adding concrete ramps off of a 
stable parking area. Septic wastewater uses are estimated be approximately 20 gallons per day, based 
on the residence for two caretakers and the single ADA accessible restroom. The restrooms will use low 
water use fixtures. The septic field will be located approximately 50 feet away to the west in an area of 
steeper slope.” 
 
STATE RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO CANNABIS PERMITTING PROCESSES: The above examples show 
that Sonoma County is not complying with State regulations. Over 30 pages of Federal and 
State agency comments outline, among other things, serious deficiencies in County-well testing 
and reporting practices, inadequate demonstration of water availability, insufficient riparian 
corridor setbacks, and non-compliant industrial wastewater disposal.  
 
State oversight of public trust resources need to be incorporated early in the discretionary use 
permit process. Per State Water Code 8102, an Applicant must enroll with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to identify all water sources used for cultivation, including 
details of well drilling reports, letters from commercial water suppliers, and evidence of direct 
diversion compliance. And the SWRCB coordinates its permits with California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife for negotiation of Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements, ensuring 
diversions or groundwater pumping does not affect in-stream flows.  
 
Additional permitting requirements are described in the March 2021 California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board letters as well as 
NOAAs Federal NMFS Agency letters incorporated herein by reference. Only key deficiencies 
are noted below; these include but are not limited to requirements that:  
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• State Water Code Section 13149: “…individual and cumulative effects of water 
diversion and discharge associated with cannabis cultivation do not affect the instream 
flows needed for fish spawning, migration, and rearing, and the flows needed to 
maintain natural flow variability. The conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the 
principles, guidelines, and requirements established pursuant to Section 13149 of the 
Water Code.” 
 


• Cannabis use permit requirements need to address the NCRWQCB (March 18, 2021 
letter) concern about non-compliance with wastewater discharge requirements: 
“Discharge of excess irrigation water, effluent, process water or gray water is considered 
industrial wastewater and cannot be discharged to septic or land via a bio-retention 
treatment system… As such, the Regional Water Board requests the County revise the 
requirements of the wastewater management plan (Sec. 38.12.130) to acknowledge 
that the discharge of cannabis cultivation wastewater to septic (or similar) systems is 
generally prohibited unless an appropriate waste discharge permit is sought from the 
Regional Water Board. However, obtaining a permit for such is unlikely: Since the 
adoption of the original Cannabis Policy and General Order in 2017, the Regional Water 
Board has yet to approve a request for such a permit.”  
 


• Another area requiring NCRWQCB oversight is any use of piped urban recycled water on 
cannabis cultivations, especially to ensure wastewater application is at agronomic rates 
in confined aquifers.   
 


• Department of Water Resources requirements for groundwater management in 
Priority Groundwater Basins under the State Groundwater Management Act.  NOAAs 
Federal NMFS Agency also identified the issue of permitting high water demand 
cannabis cultivations in over-drafted basins. Cannabis cultivation acreage caps and other 
protections are required to ensure the cannabis program does not undermine the 
County’s ability to achieve sustainability goals.  
 


MINISTERIAL PERMITS CANNOT MEET CEQA REQUIREMENTS: The State requires an Ordinance that does 
not require project-specific environmental analyses be supported by CEQA review. In addition 
to the SMND failing multiple CEQA standards, the ministerial permitting process cannot meet 
CEQA’s Article 19 criteria. With little or no enforcement, merely requiring a set of disassociated 
“plans,” with no discretionary analyses as to their accuracy or effectiveness will not address or 
reduce unique, site-specific environmental impacts to less than significant.  
 
CEQA Guidelines Article 19 clearly defines limits to Ministerial Permits: A Project is ministerial if: 
The Lead Agency can see with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a 
significant impact. (emphasis added)  
 
Article 19 sets specific criteria for Lead Agencies: 1) No physical change to the environment;  
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2) Location has no sensitive attributes (stream, wetland, steep slope, sensitive receptor);  
3) Only use fixed standards and objective measures; and 4) Staff can use little personal 
judgement or discretion  
 
Criteria 1 and 2: No physical change to environment or sensitive habitats: By definition, 
projects requiring fencing, 24-hour security, lighting, water and power infrastructure and 
nuisance-related setbacks change the physical environment.  
 
The scope and fragility of the environmental resources in the Significant Impact Area are not 
appropriate for ministerial permitting for high-intensity cultivation: Over 80 percent of Sonoma 
County’s land areas are either zoned Agricultural or Resource. Most locations in Ag zones and 
especially the RRD zone have sensitive physical attributes (streams, wetlands, slopes, heritage 
trees, etc.).  
 
Water and Energy Use are interrelated: Acreages of cultivation in certain locations will have 
increased energy demand impacts from significant groundwater pumping and as well as the 
potential for nuisance odor and wildlife-disturbing noise impacts.  


 
Discretionary review required – (Criteria 3 and 4): In an attempt to incorporate standards into 
the Ministerial process, the Ordinance and SMND identify separate reports, studies or permits 
required for review and approval from a State Agency or County Ag Commissioner Staff during 
the ministerial permitting process.  


 
Issues with BMPs and Future Mitigations: The Ag Commissioner can change BMPs at any time, 
many standards are less stringent than State standards, a number of mitigations defined and 
then relied on to make certain findings in the SMND are not incorporated into the Ordinance. 
Many proposed actions are recommended after the impact occurs; however, CEQA prohibits 
future mitigations.  


 
Many types of environmental impact do not lend themselves to fixed standards or measures; 
thus, they require discretion to determine if criteria are met or measures meet the objectives – 
these are discretionary reviews. Some reviews are sent to Permit Sonoma for decision-making; 
however, merely stating “discretionary review is done by Permit Sonoma rather than the Ag 
Commission staff” does not make the process Ministerial – it merely proves that a 
Conditional Use Permit is required.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Judith Olney Co-Chair Preserve Rural Sonoma County  
Citations incorporated by Reference:  
State Department of Fish and Wildlife March 17, 2021 Letter 
Federal NOAA – National Marine Fisheries Service August 2018 and February 2021 Letters 
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board March 2021 Letter  
Palmer Ridge Neighborhood UPE 18-0046 Comments of May 15, 2021 
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CEQA Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Response                                                   May 15, 2021 
 


From:  Palmer Creek Residents 
 


Application #UPC18-0046 
6699 Palmer Creek Road, Healdsburg, CA 
 


Attn:  Lauren Scott, Project Planner,  MIG 
Cc: Tennis Wick, Permit Sonoma Director, County of Sonoma 
           Robert Pennington, Professional Geologist, County of Sonoma 


 
Ms. Scott, 
 


We are in receipt of the CEQA Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial Study (ISMND), 
dated April 16, 2021, for land use application UPC18-0046 at 6699 Palmer Creek Road as prepared by 
Lauren Scott, Project Planner. 


We urge that the ISMND be rejected as fatally flawed based on the review and comments that 
follow.  The ISMND conclusions are based on misleading and factually incorrect data, application non-
compliance with Permit Sonoma and State RWQCB requirements, omission of known impactful activities 
and design requirements, and prejudicial descriptions that diminish the true impacts of this proposed 
facility.  By omitting critical impact activities, under reporting or exaggerating quantities and distances, 
and using prejudicial descriptions, the ISMND has compromised any relevant assessment and comment 
by reviewing agencies unfamiliar with the site and project.  Having to base their conclusions and 
recommendations on false and misleading data severely compromises any valid review. 


In the limited time we have been granted to respond, we are unable to adequately address all the 
misrepresentations and omissions that are indicative of the ISMND but will focus on the most critical 
that clearly show that the ISMND is fatally flawed and must be rejected. 
 
Project Location 
 


The proposed project is located in the Mill Creek watershed, a designated priority watershed 


supporting critical habitat, in a Class 4 water scarce zone. Palmer Creek is one of the four sub-


watersheds that the Mill Creek priority watershed encompasses.  Palmer Creek is also a designated high 


fire hazard severity area. 


· The Mill Creek watershed is designated a “Cannabis Priority Watershed” by the State Water 


Resources Control Board due to critical habitat and water supply. 


· Due to ongoing drought conditions, in 2015 an emergency regulation was adopted by the State 


Water Board “to he lp protect federa l-and-state-listed anadrom ous fish  in  four Priority  Russian R iver 


tributary w atersheds (D utch B ill Creek, Green Valley Creek, portions of M ark W est Creek, and M ill 


Creek).  The purpose of the regulation is to  assist in  provid ing the m inim al am ount o f flow  needed in 


these tributaries to  m aintain  viable instream  flow s for sum m er rearing and  m igration  of the species.”  


The emergency regulation required residents to implement enhanced water conservation in critical 


areas of the four noted watersheds which included Palmer Creek. 


· Palmer Creek is part of the Russian River Broodstock program which stocks and releases Federally 


endangered juvenile Coho salmon directly into the upper reach tributaries that support the Russian 


River. 
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May 17, 2021 
To: Board of Sonoma County Water Agency 
From:  Preserve Rural Sonoma County  

RE: Irresponsible Water Infrastructure Planning – Require Cannabis EIR 

Preserve Rural Sonoma County enters the following into the Administrative Record. 
As outlined in the March 15, 2021 Sonoma County Water Coalition Letter, commercial cannabis 
cultivation is a product with high water demand. We urge our Supervisors to set cannabis 
acreage caps per groundwater basin, allocating water to the highest and best use – not the 
highest revenue producer – as advocated by the cannabis industry.   

In addition, the County is processing Use Permits for projects that do not meet State Agency 
and State Water Board requirements.  Citations from UPE 18-0046 ISMND are provided as 
examples of non-compliance with state requirements.  And, comments from Palmer Ridge 
Neighbors are incorporated herein by reference.   

MULTIPLE DRY YEAR WATER AVAILABILITY PLAN REQUIRED: The May 6, 2021 LA Times Editorial clearly 
identifies the root cause of the problem – our climate has changed. The County must prepare a 
comprehensive water availability plan – addressing current and committed water uses and 
multi-year drought conditions.    

On April 15th the Planning Commission passed a resolution recommending an EIR, which would 
include a comprehensive review of baseline conditions as well as a much-needed assessment of 
the public infrastructure costs associated with adding a major new resource-intensive industry.  
On April 21st the Governor declared a drought emergency in Sonoma County.  The Board of 
Supervisors also declared a drought emergency, and within a month of that declaration, County 
Supervisors are poised to approve a significant land use change – with unstudied water impacts 
and public infrastructure costs to future ratepayers as required by CEQA.   

PROTECTION AGAINST WELL INTERFERENCE IN ALL GROUNDWATER ZONES:  In addition to State 

recommended amendments to Sonoma County’s Use Permit Ordinance, PRSC requests the 
County reinstate the “Protection against Well Interference” standard for all groundwater zones. 
Net Zero Water Plan elements and provisions also need clarification to ensure on-site retention 
or catchment of water does not adversely impact neighboring wells. The County needs to 
address potential impacts to adjacent neighbors’ wells from blocked rainwater and sheet flow 
that no longer infiltrates and replenishes the groundwater aquifer, and must ensure new 
groundwater wells do not negatively impact existing uses.   

Example: Proposed Project – UPC 18-0046 draft ISMND – proposes extensive water catchment 
in groundwater zone 4 with unstudied impacts to adjacent landowner wells.  

Page 10: “Water Supply 
The project includes the construction of a 782,907-gallon (approximately 2.4 acre-feet) water storage 
pond to provide water for the cultivation operation. The pond will be filled by precipitation that will 
primarily occur between November and April; the pond will not receive any channelized surface flow. 
The pond will be lined with an impermeable barrier material and will be the primary water supply for 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1621280904/SCWC-CannabisWtrLettr-150321Final.pdf?1621280904
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1621282162/UPC18-0046_DRAFT_ISMND_04142021.pdf?1621282162
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/wasa/pages/6/attachments/original/1620763095/LATimes_Editorial.docx?1620763095
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the cultivation operation. A 97,000-gallon water storage tank would be installed near the mixed-light 
greenhouses and would collect runoff from the greenhouses and other nearby structures.”  

PROJECT SEPTIC SYSTEM DOES NOT MEET NCRWQCB REQUIREMENTS: NCRWQCB (March 18, 
2021 letter) raised concern about County Use Permit non-compliance with wastewater 
discharge requirements: “Discharge of excess irrigation water, effluent, process water or gray 
water is considered industrial wastewater and cannot be discharged to septic or land via a 
bio-retention treatment system… As such, the Regional Water Board requests the County 
revise the requirements of the wastewater management plan (Sec. 38.12.130) to acknowledge 
that the discharge of cannabis cultivation wastewater to septic (or similar) systems is generally 
prohibited unless an appropriate waste discharge permit is sought from the Regional Water 
Board. However, obtaining a permit for such is unlikely: Since the adoption of the original 
Cannabis Policy and General Order in 2017, the Regional Water Board has yet to approve a 
request for such a permit.” 

Non-Compliant Example: Page 10-11: UPE 18-0046 ISMND proposed Wastewater Disposal via 
Septic System: “A single new septic system is proposed consisting of a septic tank and leach field 
(PRMD Septic Permit SEP19-0181). The system will be located in the northern portion of the parcel that 
will service an ADA accessible restroom for employees in the existing barn and the new dwelling for the 
farm manager. The capacity of the system is designed for a high occupancy load and is anticipated to be 
more than adequate for the proposed commercial purposes. These restrooms will be available for 
employees and any other invited persons and will be ADA accessible by adding concrete ramps off of a 
stable parking area. Septic wastewater uses are estimated be approximately 20 gallons per day, based 
on the residence for two caretakers and the single ADA accessible restroom. The restrooms will use low 
water use fixtures. The septic field will be located approximately 50 feet away to the west in an area of 
steeper slope.” 

STATE RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO CANNABIS PERMITTING PROCESSES: The above examples show 
that Sonoma County is not complying with State regulations. Over 30 pages of Federal and 
State agency comments outline, among other things, serious deficiencies in County-well testing 
and reporting practices, inadequate demonstration of water availability, insufficient riparian 
corridor setbacks, and non-compliant industrial wastewater disposal.  

State oversight of public trust resources need to be incorporated early in the discretionary use 
permit process. Per State Water Code 8102, an Applicant must enroll with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to identify all water sources used for cultivation, including 
details of well drilling reports, letters from commercial water suppliers, and evidence of direct 
diversion compliance. And the SWRCB coordinates its permits with California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife for negotiation of Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements, ensuring 
diversions or groundwater pumping does not affect in-stream flows.  

Additional permitting requirements are described in the March 2021 California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board letters as well as 
NOAAs Federal NMFS Agency letters incorporated herein by reference. Only key deficiencies 
are noted below; these include but are not limited to requirements that:  
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• State Water Code Section 13149: “…individual and cumulative effects of water
diversion and discharge associated with cannabis cultivation do not affect the instream
flows needed for fish spawning, migration, and rearing, and the flows needed to
maintain natural flow variability. The conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the
principles, guidelines, and requirements established pursuant to Section 13149 of the
Water Code.”

• Cannabis use permit requirements need to address the NCRWQCB (March 18, 2021
letter) concern about non-compliance with wastewater discharge requirements:
“Discharge of excess irrigation water, effluent, process water or gray water is considered
industrial wastewater and cannot be discharged to septic or land via a bio-retention
treatment system… As such, the Regional Water Board requests the County revise the
requirements of the wastewater management plan (Sec. 38.12.130) to acknowledge
that the discharge of cannabis cultivation wastewater to septic (or similar) systems is
generally prohibited unless an appropriate waste discharge permit is sought from the
Regional Water Board. However, obtaining a permit for such is unlikely: Since the
adoption of the original Cannabis Policy and General Order in 2017, the Regional Water
Board has yet to approve a request for such a permit.”

• Another area requiring NCRWQCB oversight is any use of piped urban recycled water on
cannabis cultivations, especially to ensure wastewater application is at agronomic rates
in confined aquifers.

• Department of Water Resources requirements for groundwater management in
Priority Groundwater Basins under the State Groundwater Management Act.  NOAAs
Federal NMFS Agency also identified the issue of permitting high water demand
cannabis cultivations in over-drafted basins. Cannabis cultivation acreage caps and other
protections are required to ensure the cannabis program does not undermine the
County’s ability to achieve sustainability goals.

MINISTERIAL PERMITS CANNOT MEET CEQA REQUIREMENTS: The State requires an Ordinance that does 
not require project-specific environmental analyses be supported by CEQA review. In addition 
to the SMND failing multiple CEQA standards, the ministerial permitting process cannot meet 
CEQA’s Article 19 criteria. With little or no enforcement, merely requiring a set of disassociated 
“plans,” with no discretionary analyses as to their accuracy or effectiveness will not address or 
reduce unique, site-specific environmental impacts to less than significant.  

CEQA Guidelines Article 19 clearly defines limits to Ministerial Permits: A Project is ministerial if: 
The Lead Agency can see with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a 
significant impact. (emphasis added)  

Article 19 sets specific criteria for Lead Agencies: 1) No physical change to the environment; 
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2) Location has no sensitive attributes (stream, wetland, steep slope, sensitive receptor);
3) Only use fixed standards and objective measures; and 4) Staff can use little personal
judgement or discretion

Criteria 1 and 2: No physical change to environment or sensitive habitats: By definition, 
projects requiring fencing, 24-hour security, lighting, water and power infrastructure and 
nuisance-related setbacks change the physical environment.  

The scope and fragility of the environmental resources in the Significant Impact Area are not 
appropriate for ministerial permitting for high-intensity cultivation: Over 80 percent of Sonoma 
County’s land areas are either zoned Agricultural or Resource. Most locations in Ag zones and 
especially the RRD zone have sensitive physical attributes (streams, wetlands, slopes, heritage 
trees, etc.).  

Water and Energy Use are interrelated: Acreages of cultivation in certain locations will have 
increased energy demand impacts from significant groundwater pumping and as well as the 
potential for nuisance odor and wildlife-disturbing noise impacts.  

Discretionary review required – (Criteria 3 and 4): In an attempt to incorporate standards into 
the Ministerial process, the Ordinance and SMND identify separate reports, studies or permits 
required for review and approval from a State Agency or County Ag Commissioner Staff during 
the ministerial permitting process.  

Issues with BMPs and Future Mitigations: The Ag Commissioner can change BMPs at any time, 
many standards are less stringent than State standards, a number of mitigations defined and 
then relied on to make certain findings in the SMND are not incorporated into the Ordinance. 
Many proposed actions are recommended after the impact occurs; however, CEQA prohibits 
future mitigations.  

Many types of environmental impact do not lend themselves to fixed standards or measures; 
thus, they require discretion to determine if criteria are met or measures meet the objectives – 
these are discretionary reviews. Some reviews are sent to Permit Sonoma for decision-making; 
however, merely stating “discretionary review is done by Permit Sonoma rather than the Ag 
Commission staff” does not make the process Ministerial – it merely proves that a 
Conditional Use Permit is required.   

Sincerely, 

Judith Olney Co-Chair Preserve Rural Sonoma County 
Citations incorporated by Reference:  
State Department of Fish and Wildlife March 17, 2021 Letter 
Federal NOAA – National Marine Fisheries Service August 2018 and February 2021 Letters 
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board March 2021 Letter  
Palmer Ridge Neighborhood UPE 18-0046 Comments of May 15, 2021 
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CEQA Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration Response  May 15, 2021 

From:  Palmer Creek Residents 

Application #UPC18-0046 
6699 Palmer Creek Road, Healdsburg, CA 

Attn:  Lauren Scott, Project Planner,  MIG 
Cc: Tennis Wick, Permit Sonoma Director, County of Sonoma 

  Robert Pennington, Professional Geologist, County of Sonoma 

Ms. Scott, 

We are in receipt of the CEQA Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial Study (ISMND), 
dated April 16, 2021, for land use application UPC18-0046 at 6699 Palmer Creek Road as prepared by 
Lauren Scott, Project Planner. 

We urge that the ISMND be rejected as fatally flawed based on the review and comments that 
follow.  The ISMND conclusions are based on misleading and factually incorrect data, application non-
compliance with Permit Sonoma and State RWQCB requirements, omission of known impactful activities 
and design requirements, and prejudicial descriptions that diminish the true impacts of this proposed 
facility.  By omitting critical impact activities, under reporting or exaggerating quantities and distances, 
and using prejudicial descriptions, the ISMND has compromised any relevant assessment and comment 
by reviewing agencies unfamiliar with the site and project.  Having to base their conclusions and 
recommendations on false and misleading data severely compromises any valid review. 

In the limited time we have been granted to respond, we are unable to adequately address all the 
misrepresentations and omissions that are indicative of the ISMND but will focus on the most critical 
that clearly show that the ISMND is fatally flawed and must be rejected. 

Project Location 

The proposed project is located in the Mill Creek watershed, a designated priority watershed 

supporting critical habitat, in a Class 4 water scarce zone. Palmer Creek is one of the four sub-

watersheds that the Mill Creek priority watershed encompasses.  Palmer Creek is also a designated high 

fire hazard severity area. 

· The Mill Creek watershed is designated a “Cannabis Priority Watershed” by the State Water

Resources Control Board due to critical habitat and water supply. 

· Due to ongoing drought conditions, in 2015 an emergency regulation was adopted by the State 

Water Board “to he lp protect federa l-and-state-listed anadrom ous fish  in  four Priority  Russian R iver

tributary w atersheds (D utch B ill Creek, Green Valley Creek, portions of M ark W est Creek, and M ill 

Creek).  The purpose of the regulation is to  assist in  provid ing the m inim al am ount o f flow  needed in

these tributaries to  m aintain  viable instream  flow s for sum m er rearing and  m igration  of the species.”

The emergency regulation required residents to implement enhanced water conservation in critical 

areas of the four noted watersheds which included Palmer Creek. 

· Palmer Creek is part of the Russian River Broodstock program which stocks and releases Federally 

endangered juvenile Coho salmon directly into the upper reach tributaries that support the Russian 

River. 



The attachments to the following letters are too 
voluminous to remediate as per Section 508 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requiring government 

agencies to make electronic information accessible to 
people with disabilities. 

As such, the attachments are not available online, but 
are available to the public upon request. 

To receive a link to the attachments, email McCall 
Miller at Cannabis@sonoma-county.org.  

Note: the attachments include the letter and exhibits to 
the letter, totaling 100 and 42 pages, respectively.



From: Judith Olney
To: Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout; district3; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4;

James Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi; Cannabis
Cc: Judith Olney
Subject: May 18: BOS: Palmer Ridge Residents Letter -Part 1
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:03:44 PM

EXTERNAL

The attached Palmer Ridge Resident letter Part 1 is incorporated by reference into the Preserve Rural Sonoma
County letter (May 17, 2021 letter) submitted into the administrative record for the May 18, 2021 Board of
Supervisor hearing on its proposed Cannabis ordinances. The two substantive comment letters from Palmer Ridge
Residents relative to proposed Use Permit for UPE 18-0046 demonstrate the issue of non-compliance with State
agency requirements in the County’s cannabis permitting program.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:milestonesmet@gmail.com
mailto:Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Arielle.Kubu-Jones@sonoma-county.org
mailto:David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district3@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Sean.Hamlin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district4@sonoma-county.org
mailto:James.Gore@sonoma-county.org
mailto:jchamber@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district5@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org
mailto:milestonesmet@gmail.com


From: Judith Olney
To: Susan Gorin; Arielle Kubu-Jones; David Rabbitt; Andrea Krout; district3; Chris Coursey; Sean Hamlin; district4;

James Gore; Jenny Chamberlain; district5; Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi; Cannabis
Subject: May 18: BOS Admin Record: Palmer Ridge Letter Part 2
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:05:35 PM

EXTERNAL

This Palmer Ridge Resident letter Part 2 is incorporated by reference into the Preserve Rural Sonoma County letter
(May 17, 2021 letter) submitted into the administrative record for the May 18, 2021 Board of Supervisor hearing on
its proposed Cannabis ordinances. The two substantive comment letters from Palmer Ridge Residents relative to
proposed Use Permit for UPE 18-0046 demonstrate the issue of non-compliance with State agency requirements in
the County’s cannabis permitting program.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:milestonesmet@gmail.com
mailto:Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Arielle.Kubu-Jones@sonoma-county.org
mailto:David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district3@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Sean.Hamlin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district4@sonoma-county.org
mailto:James.Gore@sonoma-county.org
mailto:jchamber@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district5@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org


From: Ron Ferraro
To: Cannabis
Subject: Urgency Letter to BOS.pdf
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:35:56 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

Urgency Letter to BOS.pdf

Here’s my letter again, please let me know if it don’t work again 

This message and any attachments are intended for the use of the addressee and may contain information that is privileged 
and confidential. If the reader of the message is not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 
communication in error, notify the sender immediately by return email and delete the message and any attachments from 
your system. 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

EXTERNAL

mailto:ron@elyoncannabis.com
mailto:Cannabis@sonoma-county.org
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		Ron Ferraro

Founder | CEO

A 5355 Skylane Blvd Ste A Santa Rosa, CA 95403

P 707.312.3328

E ron@elyoncannabis.com

W www.elyoncannabis.com
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May 13, 2021


Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Dr #102A
Administration Building
Santa Rosa, CA 95403


Dear Sonoma County Supervisors,


I’m writing to you today as a business owner in the Sonoma County cannabis industry who currently
employs one-hundred County residents. It is time for us to see the bigger picture. Countries and a
majority of states have legalized cannabis. Federal legalization is just around the corner. It is past time
that the County update the ordinance to allow for cultivators to get permitted, and align with state law.


Upon federal legalization of cannabis, which is currently being proposed in Congress, why are we in
Sonoma County still battling a vocal minority? This is the fastest growing industry we have experienced
in our time. We can save our local economy while generating more tax dollars than ever seen before in
Sonoma County.


Elyon Cannabis is already selling off the shelves in dispensaries across the state. We cannot keep
enough Sonoma County cannabis in stock. With the ordinance revisions as proposed, my company will
grow to a point where over 1,000 local jobs will be needed to keep up with the demand. We project an
annual tax payment to the county of $10M should you proceed with this much needed update to the
ordinance.


Sonoma County has a rare opportunity to capture the high-end cannabis flower market, so long
as these ordinance revisions are approved. We cannot lose any more time. We are falling behind
the industry and losing our opportunity to create a sustainable economy based on a safe and
legal agricultural crop.







Some people seem distracted by a handful of potential minor changes instead of focussing on the
bigger picture. There are simple solutions that can be implemented to ensure water is protected and
eliminate any other impacts from cultivation.


● Worried about too much cannabis on one parcel? Find a reasonable cap on acreage per parcel
that works and implement it, today! 5 Acres is sufficient.


● Worried about potential environmental impacts? Cap cannabis cultivation at 1,000 total acres
allowed, as no judge will hold the County responsible for an impact of only 1,000 acres. ● Worried
about the cannabis opponents who represent a very small fraction of your constituents? Ask them
to come to the table with solutions to the problems, as passing the ordinance must happen in order
to preserve jobs for the next generation of Sonoma County residents. ● Worried about water? Then
keep policy as written, and allow water availability to dictate how much cannabis is grown- not what
zone your well is in.


All of the problems proposed by opponents are small potatoes compared to the magnitude of the
opportunity that is at hand. How many more of our youth need to attend secondary education in this
county, only to see their job prospects decrease in the years that they attend. Where are our jobs? If
Supervisors care about our County's future, then it is unnecessary to hold up the entire ordinance to
implement a few minor solutions.


The ordinance that staff wrote is restrictive as it is currently written, as good ordinances should be.
Some cultivators with small parcels have come out in opposition to this ordinance. They represent a
minority of the local cannabis industry. Their lack of support is not echoed amongst the larger property
owners. We have spoken with over 40 ranchers in the county with large parcels in an array of property
zones. These ranchers, looking for any means to keep their properties within their family, are seeing
cannabis for the opportunity that it is. I have scouted the GIS map for the last four months and I cannot
see more than two thousand acres of permissible cultivation area considering the many land use
restrictions and setbacks.







We cannot let our Sonoma County ranchers down. Keep Sonoma Green! Please adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and staff’s recommendations for ordinance revisions. It is a program that can work
for everyone. You have the power to do what is best for Sonoma County. Please do what is best for our
county, in the present and for the future.


Sincerely,


Ron Ferraro
CEO
Elyon Cannabis
ron@elyoncannabis.com
(707) 312-3328







May 13, 2021

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Dr #102A
Administration Building
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Sonoma County Supervisors,

I’m writing to you today as a business owner in the Sonoma County cannabis industry who currently
employs one-hundred County residents. It is time for us to see the bigger picture. Countries and a
majority of states have legalized cannabis. Federal legalization is just around the corner. It is past time
that the County update the ordinance to allow for cultivators to get permitted, and align with state law.

Upon federal legalization of cannabis, which is currently being proposed in Congress, why are we in
Sonoma County still battling a vocal minority? This is the fastest growing industry we have experienced
in our time. We can save our local economy while generating more tax dollars than ever seen before in
Sonoma County.

Elyon Cannabis is already selling off the shelves in dispensaries across the state. We cannot keep
enough Sonoma County cannabis in stock. With the ordinance revisions as proposed, my company will
grow to a point where over 1,000 local jobs will be needed to keep up with the demand. We project an
annual tax payment to the county of $10M should you proceed with this much needed update to the
ordinance.

Sonoma County has a rare opportunity to capture the high-end cannabis flower market, so long
as these ordinance revisions are approved. We cannot lose any more time. We are falling behind
the industry and losing our opportunity to create a sustainable economy based on a safe and
legal agricultural crop.



Some people seem distracted by a handful of potential minor changes instead of focussing on the
bigger picture. There are simple solutions that can be implemented to ensure water is protected and
eliminate any other impacts from cultivation.

● Worried about too much cannabis on one parcel? Find a reasonable cap on acreage per parcel
that works and implement it, today! 5 Acres is sufficient.

● Worried about potential environmental impacts? Cap cannabis cultivation at 1,000 total acres
allowed, as no judge will hold the County responsible for an impact of only 1,000 acres. ● Worried
about the cannabis opponents who represent a very small fraction of your constituents? Ask them
to come to the table with solutions to the problems, as passing the ordinance must happen in order
to preserve jobs for the next generation of Sonoma County residents. ● Worried about water? Then
keep policy as written, and allow water availability to dictate how much cannabis is grown- not what
zone your well is in.

All of the problems proposed by opponents are small potatoes compared to the magnitude of the
opportunity that is at hand. How many more of our youth need to attend secondary education in this
county, only to see their job prospects decrease in the years that they attend. Where are our jobs? If
Supervisors care about our County's future, then it is unnecessary to hold up the entire ordinance to
implement a few minor solutions.

The ordinance that staff wrote is restrictive as it is currently written, as good ordinances should be.
Some cultivators with small parcels have come out in opposition to this ordinance. They represent a
minority of the local cannabis industry. Their lack of support is not echoed amongst the larger property
owners. We have spoken with over 40 ranchers in the county with large parcels in an array of property
zones. These ranchers, looking for any means to keep their properties within their family, are seeing
cannabis for the opportunity that it is. I have scouted the GIS map for the last four months and I cannot
see more than two thousand acres of permissible cultivation area considering the many land use
restrictions and setbacks.



We cannot let our Sonoma County ranchers down. Keep Sonoma Green! Please adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and staff’s recommendations for ordinance revisions. It is a program that can work
for everyone. You have the power to do what is best for Sonoma County. Please do what is best for our
county, in the present and for the future.

Sincerely,

Ron Ferraro
CEO
Elyon Cannabis
ron@elyoncannabis.com
(707) 312-3328



From: robin j gonsalves
To: BOS
Subject: Recommend to pass item #14 (cannabis) on May-18-2021
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 4:33:24 PM

Dear Sonoma Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Robin J. Gonsalves and I'm a resident of Sonoma county residing at 55 Sereno Ct, Sonoma CA 95476. 

As a resident of the county,  I support the passing of item #14, the cannabis amendment at the board meeting on May-
18, 2021. 
I believe this will enable many of our local farmers earn extra income that can make up for fire damages incurred over
the past few years. 
Thank you for your support to pass this cannabis amendment. 
Robin J. Gonsalves

EXTERNAL
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From: Arielle Kubu-Jones on behalf of Susan Gorin
To: Cannabis
Subject: FW: Nausea
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:31:03 PM

From: Tom Guthrie <guthrie@sonic.net> 
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 9:18 AM
To: district3 <district3@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>;
district4 <district4@sonoma-county.org>; district5 <district5@sonoma-county.org>; Susan Gorin
<Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Nausea

Neighbors had a contained grow site of 8 plants some 200 feet away last year in which the
filter was not working. When the cooling evening breezes blew into my bedroom from the
grow, I had to leave that part of the house. I was nauseous, my eyes burned, my throat was
sore, and I could taste cannabis in my saliva for two days.

Do you really believe doing that to your residents on a huge scale is good for Sonoma County?

R. T. Guthrie
3360 Keeling Ave
Lakeport, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Arielle Kubu-Jones on behalf of Susan Gorin
To: Cannabis
Subject: FW: CANNABIS ORDINANCE
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:37:27 PM

From: MR R <rhrh6k@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 12:46 PM
To: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org>; Chris Coursey <Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org>; James Gore
<James.Gore@sonoma-county.org>; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: CANNABIS ORDINANCE

Dear Sonoma County Supervisor, 

I am sending you my thoughts on the Sonoma County Cannabis Ordinance. 
While there is a lot of discussion about growing Cannabis in Sonoma County,
I believe that some of the descension can be mitigated by simply making the
stipulation that all Cannabis cultivation must be done indoors with an
adequate ventilation system so that no odor is released outside the
“greenhouse”. 

As for the argument that compares Cannabis cultivation to the Dairy
Industry, I find no correlation.   
1. The constituents who live near a Dairy would have had prior knowledge of
the Dairy before purchasing their home. I no of no new Dairies established in
the last 30years.
2. Dairies also have regulations concerning the manure which is produced by
their business.
3. At the time of your constituents purchasing their homes in the County
they would not have anticipated living next to a Cannabis farm. In fact, for
the majority of those constituents it would have been illegal for a neighbor to
grow Cannabis.
4. The “skunk-like” odor that Cannabis emits not only lowers property values
but also infringes on the enjoyment of using one’s outdoors and in some
cases can cause asthma attacks. In fact, the odor is so strong that unless a
person’s house is “air tight” (none are), the odor can even be noticeable inside
the dwelling. The odor is also present for a long period of time and is
prevalent during the time when people should be able to enjoy their outside
yards.

As a County Supervisor you should be committed to serve all the
constituents that reside in your District. I am not saying that Cannabis
should not be allowed, but I am saying that the cultivation of Cannabis
should not be allowed outdoors and that proper steps should be taken to

EXTERNAL
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insure that the odor produced would be filtered so as not to be released into
the atmosphere where it would bother the neighbors. 

There should also be a specific agency for the enforcement of “Cannabis Odor
Control”. The agency could be funded thru the Cannabis Permit Procedure. 

I know that other Counties and Cities have Ordinances concerning the
Cultivation of Cannabis. Many have “outlawed” the outside cultivation of
Cannabis and have also adopted regulations that deal with the odor. Perhaps
you should look at their Ordinances for guidelines. 

Respectively submitted, 
Ron Hensic 
90 Temelec Circle 
Sonoma, County 
707 996-6106  

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Robert Pousman
To: BOS
Subject: Public Comment May 18, 2021 Agenda Item 0037
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 2:51:49 AM

To whom it may concern,

Re: Agenda ítem 0037; Cannabis Use Permit in Dry Creek Valley 

I oppose allowing commercial cannabis growers access to this valley for the primary reason
that allowing competing water intensive agricultural initiative with one already in place (wine
grapes) will further stress our limited water resources. 

Thank you. 

Robert Pousman
1740 Lytton Springs rd 
Dry Creek Valley
Healdsburg, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Ruth at Timbercrest
To: BOS
Subject: Pot growing in Sonoma County
Date: Sunday, May 16, 2021 5:01:47 PM

EXTERNAL

A long term friend has a lovely property in Mendocino County. A legal pot growing operation moved in next door.
She has not been able to sell her property since.  She has dropped the price by several hundreds of thousands of
dollars.  As soon as a buyer finds out that they grow pot next door the buyer disappears.
Ruth Waltenspiel
4791 Dry Creek Rd
Healdsburg
707-695-7174

Sent from my iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Rachel Wolcott
To: BOS
Cc: Andrea Wolcott
Subject: Comment for Tomorrow’s meeting re Cannabis ordinance
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 12:44:58 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear board members,

I represent Rancho Arroyo Seco a family-owned vineyard in Dry Creek Valley.

We do not support the newly amended Cannabis Land Use Ordinance chapter 38. We support the concerns raised by
our neighbours through the Dry Creek Valley association and support their advocacy for a full environmental impact
report.

Dry Creek grape growers have faced unprecedented challenges in the past decade related to labor availability and
costs, wild fire threats, smoke damage and climate change. There is already a security problem in the Valley—ask
any grower about theft and trespassing and they will tell you it is a problem.

Cannabis growing could have a big impact on water supply, residents’ safety and security —not to mention the
smell.

Grape growers have broadly adopted the Sonoma County sustainable farming standards in an effort to maintain our
coveted terroir. Large-in-scale cannabis growing may not be able to meet these standards.

The appetite for cannabis growing in Dry Creek is tiny. I only know of one farm (Sommers) who would like to grow
it. The priority amongst growers and wineries is to promote Dry Creek AVA as a premium wine region and bring
jobs as well as visitors to share in the area’s beauty.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely yours,

Rachel Wolcott,
Secretary
Rancho Arroyo Seco
4455 Dry Creek Road

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: George Traverso
To: Cannabis
Subject: Opposition to Cannabis Cultivation
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:26:36 PM

Dear Board of Supervisors:

We are writing to you to emphasize our concern and opposition to the proposed cannabis ordinance in
your agenda on Tuesday, May 18.

We hope that you oppose the passage of the cannabis ordinance not only in Bennett Valley but in all of
Sonoma County.

Echoing the numerous points... from seeing greenhouses that resemble self-storage units to thousands of
employees further impacting our roads

with thousands of trips... these are a few of our concerns.  The added water usage for this product
presents another negative point.

We would rather live next to a dairy farm and not experience the stench from a cannabis operation.

We are fortunate to live in beautiful Bennett Valley and cannabis cultivation should not be considered any
part of Sonoma County.

Repectfully,   Sandra and George Traverso
2933 Jason Drive
Santa Rosa, Ca 95405

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: SELMA BLANUSA
To: BOS
Subject: Please step back and think of the whole community
Date: Friday, May 14, 2021 2:04:45 PM

Dear Sonoma County Supervisors:
I'm sending this email AGAINST the proposed permitting parameters and process for
Cannabis as a 20 year resident of Sonoma. Hoop houses on our hills and in our
valleys are just plain UGLY. The smell of pot growing is DISGUSTING. Plant it near
the freeways but not in neighborhoods.
Thank you for hearing this out.
Selma Blanusa (707-477-1558)

---------- Original Message ----------
From: The Sonoma Index-Tribune <newsletter@nl.sonomanews.com>
To: selmablanusa@comcast.net
Date: 05/14/2021 11:45 AM
Subject: Sonoma braces for melee over proposed cannabis ordinance

Today's headlines for May 14, 2021

EXTERNAL

mailto:selmablanusa@comcast.net
mailto:BOS@sonoma-county.org
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/4SSPAmUENiK30XLxA_XILH5Sueaoiji2r42WZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhc3QubmV0w4gX9pOjgqBfZ8rptOTCJTi3VjZSg


Sonoma braces for melee over
proposed cannabis ordinance

http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/X1qhAMWdAlVj0XrS-N9b9kejRW2S9Svah16ZcOJc2VsLbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhc3QubmV0w4gxiLE4n4Jea_2gqFAWfS6mMEhwA
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/uLgANnb_QecO0XAFVYo-jjGlW0lPHtKB0T4ZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhc3QLubmV0w4g8K3r_ULqcq6OzEoV8LKaHveu7w
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/uLgANnb_QecO0XAFVYo-jjGlW0lPHtKB0T4ZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhc3QLubmV0w4g8K3r_ULqcq6OzEoV8LKaHveu7w


‘It is not the right crop to run alongside a residential neighborhood, potentially
just 300 feet from our homes,“ says Temelec resident Steve Rogers. READ
MORE

http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/hk95JAScIkN80X-6HWFVU4YdKD9T-_2dY1tZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXLNhQGNvbWNhc3QubmV0w4gOaFvRcladpCBFKWHQLwBxj6iaw
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/rdEcR2ct4Mlb0XfDah7XvfdmDAKbNxiZdUXZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhLc3QubmV0w4g5K64OsFYe6VW2u9-w1449uOtvA
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/rdEcR2ct4Mlb0XfDah7XvfdmDAKbNxiZdUXZcOJc2VsbWFibGFudXNhQGNvbWNhLc3QubmV0w4g5K64OsFYe6VW2u9-w1449uOtvA
http://enews.nl.sonomanews.com/q/fMREck40-LMi0XeYw1PkhylhAIlblSNO9U6ZcOJc2VsbWFibGFuLdXNhQGNvbWNhc3QubmV0w4g3UXRC1dDfpy9vpMO1vJlOdpG1Q


https://www.sonomanews.com
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The attachments to the following letter are too 
voluminous to remediate as per Section 508 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requiring government 

agencies to make electronic information accessible to 
people with disabilities.

As such, the attachments are not available online, but 
are available to the public upon request.

To receive a link to the attachments, email McCall 
Miller at Cannabis@sonoma-county.org.

Note: the attachments include the letter and exhibits 
to the letter, totaling 314 pages.

mailto:cannabis@sonoma-county.org


From: McCall Miller
To: Cannabis; Jennifer Klein; Sita Kuteira; Christina Rivera; Scott Orr; Andrew Smith; Sue Ostrom
Subject: FW: Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 1:38:33 PM
Attachments: FMWW comments to BOS 5-17-21.pdf

McCall
707.565.7099

From: Jennifer Miao <jmiao@smwlaw.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 11:45 AM
To: BOS <BOS@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>; Jennifer Klein <Jennifer.Klein@sonoma-county.org>;
Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org>; Chris Coursey <Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org>; district4 <district4@sonoma-
county.org>; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; Andrew Smith
<Andrew.Smith@sonoma-county.org>; Tennis Wick <Tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org>; Joseph D.
Petta <petta@smwlaw.com>; Carmen J. Borg <Borg@smwlaw.com>
Subject: Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and Draft Subsequent Mitigated
Negative Declaration

Dear Commissioners:

Please find attached a letter from Joseph Petta and Carmen Borg, on behalf of Friends of Mark West
Watershed (FMWW), regarding the Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and Draft
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration. Please confirm your receipt of this letter.

Best,
Jennifer

Jennifer Miao
Legal Secretary
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94102-4421
p: 415/552-7272 x238 |
www.smwlaw.com | A San Francisco Green Business
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 


T: (415) 552-7272   F: (415) 552-5816 


www.smwlaw.com 


JOSEPH D. PETTA 


Attorney 


Petta@smwlaw.com 


 


May 17, 2021 


Via E-Mail 


 


Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 


575 Administration Drive 


Room 100 A 


Santa Rosa, CA 95403 


E-Mail: bos@sonoma-county.org 


 


Re: Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and Draft 


Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration 


 


Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 


This firm represents the Friends of Mark West Watershed (“FMWW”) in 


connection with the Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General 


Plan Amendment (“Project”). This firm concurrently represents Save Our Sonoma 


Neighborhoods and Neighbors of Liberty Valley, LLC, and we will submit separate 


comments on their behalf.  


The purpose of this letter is to inform Sonoma County that the Subsequent 


Mitigated Negative Declaration (“SMND”) for the Project, even with the revisions 


proposed by the Planning Commission, fails to comply with the requirements of the 


California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et 


seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. 


(“Guidelines”). As detailed below, numerous inadequacies and omissions in the SMND 


render it insufficient as an environmental review document. In addition, while FMWW 


supports the Planning Commission’s ordinance revision prohibiting use of groundwater 


wells for cannabis production in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4, the proposed 


revisions alone fail to address the inadequacy of the SMND and fail to ensure minimizing 


of identified impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
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I. The County must reduce the Ordinance’s impacts on sensitive waterways. 


A. The Ordinance would have a significant impact on the County’s water 


resources, and the changes recommended by the Planning Commission 


do not reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


As explained in our letter to the Planning Commission dated March 18, 2021 


(“FMWW March 18 Comments,” attached as Exhibit A1), the SMND fails to disclose, 


analyze, and propose adequate mitigation for significant environmental impacts related to 


hydrology and water quality, groundwater supply, and loss of habitat for endangered fish 


species, among others. These impacts are exacerbated by the prolonged drought the State 


is currently experiencing. See, https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/sonoma-


county-supervisors-declare-drought-emergency/ and 


https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/2021-04-Drought-map-California-Bay-Area-red-


16138839.php. What analysis the SMND does present on these topics is fraught with 


errors. See, Exhibit A at 16-20. As a result, the SMND fails to describe measures that 


could avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s numerous significant impacts. The 


California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires the preparation of an 


environmental impact report (“EIR”) to thoroughly investigate these and myriad other 


impacts before the County may approve the Project.  


Specifically, the SMND’s analysis of the Project’s impact on groundwater supply 


is cursory and incomplete so that the document’s conclusions that impacts to groundwater 


supplies and recharge would be less than significant are unsupported.  Exhibit A at 17. 


Likewise, the SMND fails to analyze the impacts to water quality resulting from all the 


potential ministerial permits countywide allowed by the Project. For example, the SMND 


foregoes analysis of impacts from increased sedimentation resulting from ground 


disturbance and from vegetation clearing. Nor does the SMND adequately analyze the 


impacts of groundwater pumping on creeks, streams, and rivers.  Exhibit A at 18. In 


addition, the SMND also fails to provide any meaningful analysis of allowing events at 


cannabis cultivation sites. Such events are likely to result in increased use of groundwater 


that would effect groundwater supply and water quality and would result in increased 


traffic in remote areas, which would lead to increased traffic congestion on substandard 


roads and increased wildfire risk.  


 
1 For convenience, Attachments 1 and 2 to the FMWW March 18 Comments are included 


herein. The complete set of attachments was submitted on March 18 and is in the 


administrative record. 
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Similarly, the SMND fails to adequately evaluate the effects of ordinance 


implementation on sensitive aquatic biological resources, including federally- and state-


listed endangered salmon. As we explained in our prior comments, erosion resulting from 


activities allowed by the proposed Project—both from the change in use and from 


associated construction of cannabis production facilities—is likely to lead to increased 


sedimentation of Mark West Creek and its tributaries, impairing the Mark West 


Watershed critical habitat area. Exhibit A at 19 and Attachment 1 to Exhibit A, Kamman 


Report at 5 and 6. The delivery of fine sediment from erosion and runoff has been 


documented to have negative effects on water and habitat quality, specifically degrading 


spawning gravel habitat, juvenile rearing pool habitats, and juvenile salmonid survival 


and growth. Id. Therefore, an increase in high-intensity uses, such as those associated 


with cannabis cultivation are likely to result in sediment deposits to Mark West Creek 


and to increase negative impacts on aquatic habitat. 


The Planning Commission’s revisions to the ordinance fail to adequately address 


the aforementioned impacts. The proposed Ordinance amendments would result in 


allowing cannabis production countywide in much of the undeveloped areas of the 


County, including the Mark West Watershed. Without further environmental review, the 


County would be making this broad approval with far-reaching effects without having 


answers to critical questions about the cumulative impacts that would result from 


implementation of this Project.  


 


B. The Board of Supervisors should make explicit the Planning 


Commission’s recommendation to prohibit ministerial and 


discretionary approval of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in 


Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4. 


Based on the staff memo dated April 15, 2021, staff indicates that “[T]he Planning 


Commission directed staff to remove any allowance for use of groundwater wells in 


Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4”, and to remove any allowance for trucked 


water. Staff Memo at 2; emphasis added. However, as discussed below, the revised 


ordinance as currently drafted in response to the Planning Commission’s concerns, does 


not explicitly prohibit ministerial approval of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation 


in Zones 3 or 4.  


 


The relevant revised section of the ordinance at section 38.12.140 (A) states:  


 


“The onsite water supply shall be considered adequate with documentation of any 


one (1) or more of the following sources: 
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.. 


4. Groundwater well. 


a. Groundwater Availability Zones 1 and 2. Documentation that the well 


serving the cannabis cultivation site is located in Groundwater Availability Zone 1 or 2, 


and not within a Priority Groundwater Basin. 


b. Priority Groundwater Basin. If the groundwater well is within a Priority 


Groundwater Basin, then provide one of the following: 


1) Documentation of a net zero water plan…concluding that the proposed use 


would not result in a net increase in onsite groundwater use; or 


2)  A hydrogeologic report…demonstrating and concluding that the 


commercial cannabis use will not result in or exacerbate any of the following 


conditions of a basin or aquifer, consistent with the California Sustainable 


Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): 


i. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels; 


ii. Reduction of groundwater levels; 


iii.  Seawater intrusion; 


iv. Degraded water quality;  


v.  Land subsidence; 


vi. Depletions of interconnected surface water. 


 


Draft Chapter 38 Sonoma County Commercial Cannabis Cultivation section 


38.12.140(A) as revised per the Planning Commission, April 15, 2021. It is important to 


note that the term “Priority Groundwater Basin” is not synonymous with “Groundwater 


Availability Zones 3 and 4.” The “Priority Groundwater Basin” designation refers to the 


State’s designation of basins under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act where 


basins with a “critical”, “high” and “medium” priority, as determined by the State, need 


to be preparing and submitting Groundwater Sustainability Plans. Groundwater 


Availability Zones refer to the County's own designation of water scarce areas. Thus, the 


revised ordinance does not directly address an applicant’s ability to rely on groundwater 


with a ministerial permit if their property is within Zones 3 or 4. As written, the 


ordinance is confusing and raises unanswered questions as to the requirements for 


groundwater wells in zones 3 and 4.  


 


Moreover, the proposed revisions to Chapter 26 of the Ordinance are in direct 


conflict with the Planning Commission’s direction.  Here, rather than remove any 


allowance for use of groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4, not 


only does the ordinance allow use of groundwater wells in these zones, but it allows more 


expanded use than was allowed previously. Specifically, the revised ordinance in Chapter 


26 allows discretionary cannabis on up to 10 percent of a parcel and removes the current 
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1-acre limit on outdoor cultivation. For large parcels, this means that cultivators seeking 


discretionary permits may seek larger cultivation areas than they previously would have 


been allowed. It stands to reason that, if groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability 


Zones 3 and 4 are too environmentally damaging for ministerial permitting, they are also 


too environmentally damaging for discretionary permitting, especially given the proposed 


expanded use for such facilities.   


 


Allowing approvals of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater 


Availability Zones 3 and 4 would result in significant environmental impacts. See, 


Exhibit A at 16-19. In our view, the Planning Commission intended to prohibit 


groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Zones 3 and 4 because those clearly would 


result in significant impacts. The Planning Commission clearly intended to enact that 


prohibition (see Planning Commission staff memo dated April 15, 2021 at 2) and the 


ordinance language should be revised to make the ordinance more clear and to enact that 


prohibition effectively. 


 


C. The Board of Supervisors should exclude ministerial approval of 


cannabis cultivation permits from the Mark West Watershed and 


other similar watersheds. 


As explained in our comments to the Planning Commission, the state of California 


has determined that the Mark West Watershed is impaired and the cannabis operations 


authorized by the Project would exacerbate the already fragile nature of this important 


ecosystem. See, Exhibit A at 9-10 and 16. In addition, as discussed above, the watershed 


is an area with sensitive biotic resources or significant environmental sensitivity. In fact, 


the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”) has expressed significant 


concern about the Project’s environmental impacts on water resources, sensitive habitat, 


and sensitive species. See, Exhibit B, Letter from Gregg Erickson, Regional Manager Bay 


Delta Region of CDFW to Sonoma County Planning Commission dated March 17, 2021 


(“CDFW Comment Letter”). In the comment letter, the agency expressed concern that 


given Sonoma County’s “high density of sensitive species and essential habitat areas” the 


County should designate areas that would not be considered for cannabis cultivation 


under the ministerial process. Id. at 3 and 4. The agency recommends that  


“the Ordinance should establish a current baseline of permitted cannabis 


cultivation areas and project where new cannabis cultivation expansion may 


occur on a map. Geo-spatial analysis should be used at an individual 


property parcel scale, to exclude ministerial approval of cannabis 


cultivation within areas with habitat to support special-status species and 
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where special-status species occurrences are documented within the 


California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Exclusion area 


boundaries should be mapped at a parcel scale.” 


Id. at 4.  The recommended analysis should be conducted as part of an EIR for this 


Project.   


There is also a documented trend in decreased groundwater availability in the 


watershed over the long term. Attachment 1 to Exhibit A, Kamman Report at 5 and 7; 


Attachment 2 to Exhibit A at 3 and 11. This trend, and an acknowledged strong linkage 


between groundwater and creek summer base flow, indicate that the Mark West 


Watershed is susceptible to groundwater overdraft conditions. Id. CDFW expressed 


concern about this impact stating that “[G]roundwater extraction has the potential to 


impact groundwater dependent resources and reduce streamflow, especially during the 


late spring and summer months which is a critical time period for the state federally 


endangered coho salmon and federally threatened steelhead.” CDFW Comment Letter at 


5-7. 


Significantly, the setbacks from riparian corridors incorporated in the Project do 


not eliminate impacts to the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired 


watersheds or the linked groundwater basins. A streamflow analysis of the Mark West 


Watershed determined that, while wells at increased distance from streams depleted 


streamflows at slower rates, “all wells generated depletion given enough time.” 


Attachment 2 to Exhibit A, Kobor et al., at p. 11. “Requiring new wells to be drilled at a 


specified minimum distance from a stream or spring . . . may extend the length of time 


before streamflow depletion occurs; however, it will not prevent streamflow depletion 


from occurring.” Id. at 21 (emphasis added). Thus, the measures currently included in the 


Project are insufficient to address potential significant impacts. Moreover, the Planning 


Commission’s revision requiring cannabis cultivation activities to conform to agricultural 


setbacks will also not prevent streamflow depletion. Draft Chapter 38 Sonoma County 


Commercial Cannabis Cultivation section 38.12.070(B) as revised per the Planning 


Commission, April 15, 2021. Excluding the Mark West Watershed and other similarly 


impaired watersheds from the Project entirely, however, would prevent new commercial 


cannabis activities from drawing groundwater, thus preventing decreases in streamflow 


and avoiding significant environmental impacts to sensitive watersheds. 


In addition, if the County were to allow cannabis cultivation in the Mark West 


Watershed and other similar watersheds, it would conflict with the intent of the state 


regulations to protect sensitive environments from cannabis-related impairments. Though 


the State Water Resources Control Board and the Department of Fish and Wildlife have 
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not yet determined that cannabis activities have significantly impacted the Mark West 


Watershed, it seems foolish to wait for this eventuality—and the associated degradation 


of a sensitive habitat—to occur. Excluding cannabis cultivation from the Mark West 


Watershed avoids incompatibility with state regulations and avoids degradation of a 


valuable environmental resource. 


Finally, the SMND does not contain any analysis of the Planning Commission’s 


changes or whether they would reduce the significant impacts identified in our previous 


letter. However, because the revised ordinance does not exclude the Mark West 


Watershed and any other similarly impaired watersheds from the Cannabis Ordinance, 


and because cannabis grows are not explicitly excluded from Groundwater Availability 


Zones 3 and 4, the Planning Commission’s revisions fail to adequately address the 


Project’s impacts to watershed resources. See, ORD20-005 Planning Commission 


Resolution and Redlined Ordinance 04-15-21 at pps. 20 and 21. Therefore, based on the 


Mark West Watershed’s status and on the Project’s significant impacts on water 


resources and biotic resources, the County must exclude the Mark West Watershed and 


other similarly impaired watersheds from areas where cannabis operations would be 


permitted in the County. 


 


D. The Board of Supervisors should impose a moratorium on 


groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater 


Availability Zones 3 and 4. 


As discussed above and in our prior comments, the science does not support 


ministerial permitting for groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 or 4. 


Neither does science support discretionary approval of groundwater wells in any areas in 


the County designated as Groundwater Availability Zones 3 or 4. As the SMND 


acknowledges, areas designated as Zones 3 or 4 are areas where groundwater supplies are 


limited and uncertain. Under these circumstances, FMWW requests that the County 


impose a moratorium on new groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater 


Availability Zones 3 and 4 until a full EIR that thoroughly analyzes the impacts of 


implementing the proposed Project is completed. 


 


II. The Ordinance would have significant adverse impacts related to wildfire 


risk, and the changes recommended by the Planning Commission do not 


decrease wildfire-related impacts. 


Implementation of the Cannabis Ordinance as proposed will increase development 


and introduce industrial processes in remote rural areas, which in turn exacerbates 


wildfire risk. With the state still recovering from the disastrous fires of 2020, and  facing 
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a protracted drought that is likely to result in another challenging fire season in 2021, 


decisionmakers must consider the role that increased development plays in the 


proliferation of wildfires, especially when that development encroaches into heavily 


forested areas with steep hills. The Mark West Watershed is characterized by steeply 


sloped areas and encompasses areas identified as moderate, high, and very high wildland 


fire hazard zones. Sonoma County General Plan 2020, Public Safety Element, Figure PS-


1G. CEQA requires environmental documents to analyze the risk of wildfire and the 


contribution of new projects to the risk of wildfire and fire-related erosion’s impacts on 


waterways. The SMND fails to do so.  


 


First, the SMND ignores how changes to the climate will impact wildfires in the 


future. It is common knowledge that climate change will increase the risk and frequency 


of wildfire as well as the severity of wildfire events. In California, we are experiencing 


higher average temperatures, an increase in the intensity and number of days with Diablo 


winds, lower amounts of precipitation, all of which contribute to longer wildfire seasons 


with an increase in large wildfire events.    


 


Second, the SMND provides a legally inadequate analysis of the direct, indirect, 


and cumulative wildfire hazard impacts associated with easing permit requirements for 


allowing cannabis cultivation and production in rural undeveloped areas. For instance, 


unlike the existing ordinance, the proposed ordinance revisions would allow the use of 


volatile organic compounds, ethanol, and high-pressure CO2 extraction and distillation, 


all of which increase wildfire risk. Id. at 37. Construction of new infrastructure, such as 


roads and power and gas lines will also exacerbate fire risk. The SMND itself 


acknowledges that commercial cannabis operations “are associated with high fire risk and 


have been responsible for structure fires in both urban and rural areas.” SMND at 67. The 


SMND also acknowledges that RRD-zoned areas “are known to be high fire hazard areas 


due to steep slopes, dense vegetation, and insufficient emergency services due to a lack of 


safe emergency vehicle access.” SMND at 67. Easing permit requirements and allowing 


cannabis grows with only ministerial approval is likely to encourage an influx of permit 


applications. Intensified land uses like these in remote areas, such as lands designated 


RRD in the eastern part of the County, increase ignition risk and vastly increase the cost 


of fighting wildland fires.  


 


While the SMND admits that the ordinance facilitates a substantial expansion of 


cannabis cultivation in very high fire severity zones and admits that this development 


would increase wildfire risks, the SMND foregoes meaningful analysis of potential 


impacts to public safety and property loss during a wildfire event. SMND at 99 and 100. 


It fails to include an analysis of potential cannabis facilities locating in remote areas with 
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limited access, or locating in close proximity to rural residential development, and how 


potential fire in different scenarios might spread under different weather, fuel, wind and 


ignition point scenarios. Last, but not least, the SMND fails to evaluate the impacts of 


increased erosion and water quality impacts resulting from fires in forested areas. As 


explained in our prior letters, forest burns increase erosion, which increases 


sedimentation in area waterways, which in turn results in significant impacts to 


endangered fish inhabiting the streams. The SMND fails to conduct this analysis. 


 


The SMND fails to adequately analyze impacts of the Project related to emergency 


response and evacuation. This omission is particularly troubling given that a 2015-staff-


prepared discussion paper on “Cannabis Cultivation Within Resources and Rural 


Development (RRD) Lands (“Discussion Paper”), addressed the inadequacy of rural 


roads in RRD areas. The Discussion Paper indicates that the County has data about rural 


roadways that should have been incorporated into this environmental documentation, yet 


the SMND is silent regarding safety issues resulting from substandard roadways in 


remote areas. Many roads in RRD areas fail to meet the State’s Fire Safe Regulations. 


Thus, because the Project would exacerbate wildfire risk in remote areas and because the 


County has documented the inadequacy of rural roads for evacuation purposes, the 


Project would result in significant impacts related to wildfire risk. The County has an 


obligation to evaluate the impacts of implementing the proposed Project and to identify 


mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts related to public safety. 


 


Having failed to adequately analyze the Project’s wildfire risks, the SMND also 


fails to provide effective mitigation. Instead, the SMND relies on token mitigation 


measures that do little to reduce the Project’s admittedly significant fire hazard impacts, 


especially in RRD-zoned parcels. SMND, p. 67. An EIR for the proposed ordinance 


revisions must include a legally adequate analysis of this important issue. 


 


III. The permit approval process contemplated by the Ordinance requires the 


exercise of discretion by County officials and would, if adopted, represent an 


abuse of ministerial permitting processes. 


The SMND incorrectly describes a central feature of the Project as the conversion 


of commercial cannabis permitting in agricultural and resource zones from a 


discretionary to a ministerial process. SMND at 5, 8. The SMND further asserts that 


various proposed provisions in Article 12 of Chapter 38 set forth standards that do not 


require the exercise of discretion. SMND at 8-13. As FMWW explained in their previous 


comments on the proposed Ordinance, this is wrong. 
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As pointed out by Commissioner Carr at the April 15, 2021 hearing, under the 


proposed Ordinance, the Agriculture Commissioner must use their judgment to decide 


whether to issue permits, and will thus be subject to CEQA. The Ordinance in many 


instances requires plans or surveys by qualified professionals to assess impacts, but does 


not provide standards governing how these surveys/plans will be evaluated or deemed 


sufficient. “A project is discretionary when an agency is required to exercise judgment or 


deliberation in deciding whether to approve an activity. It is distinguished from a 


ministerial project, for which the agency merely determines whether applicable statutes, 


ordinances, regulations, or other fixed standards have been satisfied.” Protecting Our 


Water & Env’t Res. v. County. of Stanislaus (2020) 10 Cal.5th 479, 489 (“POWER”). 


Thus, this is different from the situation in Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017) 11 


Cal.App.5th 11, where the court held that the permit in question did not involve the 


Commissioner’s judgment, even though the County’s ordinance might allow for 


discretion in other instances. Therefore, POWER, and not Sierra Club, applies here.  


Changes to the ordinance made by the Planning Commission do not make the 


proposed permitting regime ministerial. Applicants still must submit assessments 


“demonstrating” certain findings to the Commissioner’s satisfaction. For instance, each 


permit application must include a wastewater management plan that, among other things, 


“demonstrates” to the Commissioner’s satisfaction that the project would have adequate 


capacity to handle domestic wastewater discharge from employees. Proposed 


§ 38.12.130(A)(5). Each application must also include a storm water management plan 


and an erosion and sediment control plan that “ensure,” again to the Commissioner’s 


satisfaction, that runoff containing sediment or other waste or byproducts does not drain 


to the storm drain system, waterways or adjacent lands. Proposed § 38.12.130(B). 


Obviously, whether an applicant’s plans sufficiently “demonstrate” the necessary 


wastewater capacity, or “ensure” that runoff would not drain to waterways, would require 


the Commissioner’s individual judgment. Proposed sections 38.12.130(A)(5) and 


38.12.130(B) would apply to all applications regardless of size or proposed location. 


Other provisions that require the exercise of discretion to approve or deny a permit 


include, but are not limited to, proposed sections 38.12.050(B) (historic resource 


survey), 38.12.050(C) (cultural resource survey), 38.12.130 (wastewater management 


plan), and 38.12.140 (documentation of water supply). 


CEQA, and not the personal judgment of County staff, governs the discretionary 


review of projects, including mitigation of impacts. Here, however, the Commissioner 


and/or staff would have the authority to deny a proposed project which in their judgment 


would not avoid certain environmental impacts. Id. at 23 (if agency can deny, or modify, 


project proposal in ways that would mitigate environmental problems that CEQA 
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compliance might conceivably have identified, then the process is discretionary). Thus, 


the proposed Ordinance contemplates a discretionary, and not ministerial, approval 


process. 


IV. The County may not approve the Project without preparing an 


environmental impact report under CEQA. 


A. Substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the Project will 


have significant adverse impacts. 


CEQA is designed to ensure that “the long-term protection of the environment 


shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions.” Friends of College of San Mateo 


Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 596, 


604 [hereinafter “San Mateo Gardens II”] (quoting No Oil, Inc. v. Los Angeles (1974) 13 


Cal.3d 68, 74). Thus, the statute requires an agency evaluating a project to develop an 


EIR whenever “substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a proposed project 


‘may have a significant effect on the environment.’” Committee for Re-Evaluation of T-


Line Loop v. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 


1237, 1245-46 (quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 


California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123). The fair argument standard establishes a “low 


threshold” for requiring a lead agency to prepare an EIR. Pocket Protectors v. City of 


Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928. Courts “owe no deference to the lead 


agency’s determination,” and judicial review must show “a preference for resolving 


doubts in favor of environmental review.” Id. (italics in original).  


Ample evidence supports a fair argument that the Project may result in significant 


environmental impacts that were not studied in the 2016 Negative Declaration.2 These 


impacts would include, but not be limited to: groundwater supply (FMWW March 18, 


2021 Comments, Part IV.A), hydrology and water quality (id., Part IV.B), and loss of 


sensitive aquatic habitat (id., Part IV.C), among others. Because the Project has the 


potential to result in significant impacts, the County is required to prepare an EIR before 


it may approve the Project. 


 
2 The relevant analysis under CEQA’s subsequent review provisions concerns the 


changes since the original Medical Cannabis Land Use Ordinance was adopted in 2016, 


and not only the changes since the 2018 amendments to allow adult use cannabis. See 


FMWW March 18, 2021 Comments at 3, fn. 1. 
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B. The County is improperly conducting review of its cannabis program 


in piecemeal fashion and must develop an EIR to study the program, 


including the proposed Ordinance, as a whole. 


As described in the staff report for consideration of the proposed Ordinance at the 


Planning Commission’s March 18, 2021 meeting, the County has been developing its 


current cannabis regulatory regime since at least 2016. The proposed Ordinance is the 


latest step in the development of this overall program, but it is not the last. At the April 


15, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission recommended that the Board 


of Supervisors “immediately direct staff to investigate a more comprehensive update of 


commercial cannabis permitting, also including cannabis uses in the commercial and 


industrial zoning districts, as the next phase of the County’s Cannabis Program in 


conjunction with preparation of an environmental impact report.” 


The County is developing its cannabis regulatory framework backward. In 2016, 


the County approved the first phase of the cannabis permitting regime under a negative 


declaration, then made further changes to this framework in 2018 under a categorical 


exemption. Now, the County is proposing to further modify the cannabis framework—by 


purporting to make discretionary permitting “ministerial” in Agricultural and Resource 


Zones—under a subsequent mitigated negative declaration. Only now is the County 


contemplating preparing an EIR to analyze the significant environmental impacts of its 


“comprehensive” commercial cannabis permitting framework.  


The problem with this backward approach is that neither the County nor the public 


will have the complete picture of this comprehensive framework’s environmental impacts 


in the context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future permitting (including in 


commercial and industrial zones) until after the proposed Ordinance has been approved 


and new “ministerial” commercial grows are effectively entitled. At that point, if the 


comprehensive review of the overall program shows that existing regulations would 


result in significant cumulative impacts, it will be too late to undo these permitted 


projects. The more prudent approach would be to wait to approve the proposed Ordinance 


until it can be reviewed as part of the recommended “comprehensive” program. The 


County has not demonstrated a need to rush this Project through now, while at the same 


time, the Planning Commission is recommending that the County “immediately” 


undertake a more comprehensive environmental review of its overall commercial 


cannabis program. 


Not only is the County developing its permitting program backward and contrary 


to commonsense planning principles, but it is also improperly “segmenting” the overall 


program into multiple, individual approvals. CEQA prohibits “segmentation” of a 
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project—the “chopping up [of] proposed projects into bite-size pieces which, when taken 


individually, may have no significant adverse effect on the environment.” Tuolumne 


County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 


1214, 1223-24 (“Tuolumne”) (quoting Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. City Council of Arcadia 


(1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726); see also Tuolumne, 155 Cal.App.4th at 1229 (“when 


one activity is an integral part of another activity, the combined activities are within the 


scope of the same CEQA project” and must be analyzed together). CEQA instructs that 


“[w]here an individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project . . . 


an EIR must address itself to the scope of the larger project.” Guidelines § 15165.   


The proposed Project and associated SMND violate CEQA because they fail to 


acknowledge that the Project is part of the County’s overall commercial cannabis 


permitting regime, and therefore fail to disclose the environmental impacts of the “whole 


of [the] action.” See CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a). The Planning Commission’s April 15, 


2021 Resolution recommending that the County “immediately” undertake a “more 


comprehensive” review of the commercial cannabis permitting program clearly illustrates 


that the proposed Ordinance and the overall program are “part of a single, coordinated 


endeavor.” Assn. for a Cleaner Environment v. Yosemite Community College Dist. (2004) 


116 Cal.App.4th 629, 639. 


V. Conclusion 


FMWW feels strongly that the County’s decision regarding amendments to this 


ordinance must be science-based to ensure protection of the sensitive resources found in 


the area. The best available science currently supports a Board decision to impose a 


moratorium on new cannabis grow applications until an EIR that analyzes the impacts of 


the proposed Project is completed. In addition, FMWW requests that, at a minimum, the 


Board entirely exclude the Mark West Watershed from any additional cannabis 


cultivation and processing activities.   


 


 Very truly yours, 


 


SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 


 


 
 


Joseph “Seph” Petta 
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Carmen J. Borg, AICP,  


Urban Planner 
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Exhibit A FMWW Comments to the Planning Commission dated March 18, 2021. 


Attachment 1: Letter from Greg Kamman, Senior Ecohydrologist with 


CBEC Ecoengineering, dated March 16, 2021  


Attachment 2: Jeremy Kobor, et al., Integrated Surface and Groundwater 


Modeling and Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 


Planning, Upper Mark West Creek Watershed, Sonoma County, CA  


(Dec. 2020) 


 


Exhibit B Letter from Gregg Erickson, Regional Manager Bay Delta Region of the 


California Department of Fish and Wildlife to Sonoma County Planning 
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Lynda Hopkins Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org  
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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 


T: (415) 552-7272   F: (415) 552-5816 


www.smwlaw.com 


JOSEPH D. PETTA 


Attorney 


Petta@smwlaw.com 


 


  


March 18, 2021 


Via E-Mail Only 
 


Sonoma County Planning Commission 
c/o McCall Miller, Department Analyst, 
Cannabis Program, County Administrator’s Office 
575 Administration Drive, Suite 104A 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
E-Mail: Cannabis@sonoma-county.org 


 


 
Re: Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General 


Plan Amendment and Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 


 
Dear Commissioners: 


This firm represents the Friends of Mark West Watershed (“FMWW”) in 
connection with the Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General 
Plan Amendment (“Project”). This firm concurrently represents Save Our Sonoma 
Neighborhoods and will submit separate comments on their behalf. FMWW believes that 
approval and implementation of the Project as presented will result in the reduction of 
streamflow in Mark West Creek below the critical levels necessary to sustain spawning 
and rearing of federally- and state-listed endangered salmon, resulting in a “take” of these 
species. The SMND does not adequately describe and analyze these impacts or provide 
mitigations that will prevent their occurrence. Therefore, the County must prepare a full 
EIR for the Project. In addition, FMWW contends that the approval of individual 
cannabis production projects requires the exercise of judgement and discretion by the 
permitting agency and cannot qualify as ministerial action. 


The purpose of this letter is to inform Sonoma County that the Subsequent 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“SMND”) for the Project fails to comply with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources 
Code § 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, 
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§ 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines”). As detailed below, numerous inadequacies and omissions 
in the SMND render it insufficient as an environmental review document.  


The SMND fails to disclose, analyze, and propose adequate mitigation for 
significant environmental impacts related to hydrology and water quality, groundwater 
supply, and loss of habitat for endangered fish species, among others. What analysis the 
SMND does present is fraught with errors. As a result, the SMND fails to describe 
measures that could avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s numerous significant 
impacts. In addition, the SMND fails to provide any meaningful analysis of allowing 
events at cannabis cultivation sites. As set forth in this letter, the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires the preparation of an environmental 
impact report (“EIR”) before the County may approve the Project.  


In addition, the Project conflicts with Sonoma County’s General Plan in violation 
of State Planning and Zoning Law, Govt. Code § 65000 et seq. As described in more 
detail below, the Project would conflict with multiple policies designed to protect the 
County’s natural and agricultural resources. 


Finally, based on the Project’s significant environmental impacts and its 
inconsistency with the County’s General Plan, the County must exclude the Mark West 
Watershed and any other similarly impaired watersheds from the Cannabis Ordinance. As 
detailed below, the state of California has determined that the Mark West Watershed is 
impaired and the cannabis operations authorized by the Project would exacerbate the 
already fragile nature of this important ecosystem. Therefore, the County must exclude 
the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired watersheds from areas where 
cannabis operations would be permitted in the County.  


This letter is submitted along with the report prepared by our expert consultant, 
Greg Kamman, Senior Ecohydrologist with CBEC Ecoengineering, whose letter dated 
March 16, 2021 is attached as Exhibit 1 (“Kamman Report”). 


I. The County may not approve the Project without preparing an 
environmental impact report under CEQA. 


CEQA is designed to ensure that “the long-term protection of the environment 
shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions.” Friends of College of San Mateo 
Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 596, 
604 [hereinafter “San Mateo Gardens II”] (quoting No Oil, Inc. v. Los Angeles (1974) 13 
Cal.3d 68, 74). Thus, the statute requires an agency evaluating a project to develop an 
EIR whenever “substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a proposed project 
‘may have a significant effect on the environment.’” Committee for Re-Evaluation of T-
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Line Loop v. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 
1237, 1245-46 (quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123). 


When an agency approves changes to a previously approved project studied in a 
prior negative declaration, additional subsequent environmental review is required when 
“whenever there is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that proposed changes 
‘might have a significant environmental impact not previously considered . . . .’” San 
Mateo Gardens II, 11 Cal.App.5th at 606 (quoting Friends of College of San Mateo 
Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District (2016) 1 Cal.5th 937, 959 
[“San Mateo Gardens I”]; see also San Mateo Gardens I, 1 Cal.5th at 953. In other 
words, an agency must prepare a subsequent EIR if substantial evidence supports a fair 
argument that the proposed changes to the project may result in a significant 
environmental impact. San Mateo Gardens II, 11 Cal.App.5th at 606-07. Proposed 
changes might have a significant impact “when there is some competent evidence to 
suggest such an impact, even if other evidence suggests otherwise.”1 Id. at 607. 


The fair argument standard establishes a “low threshold” for requiring a lead 
agency to prepare an EIR. Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 
Cal.App.4th 903, 928. Courts “owe no deference to the lead agency’s determination,” and 
judicial review must show “a preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental 
review.” Id. (italics in original). Further, where the agency fails to study an entire area of 
environmental impacts, deficiencies in the record “enlarge the scope of fair argument by 
lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of inferences.” Sundstrom v. County of 
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311.  


 
1 The relevant analysis under CEQA’s subsequent review provisions concerns the 
changes since the original Medical Cannabis Land Use Ordinance was adopted in 2016, 
and not only the changes since the 2018 amendments to allow adult use cannabis. This is 
because the 2016 ordinance was studied in a negative declaration, while the Board of 
Supervisors determined that the 2018 amendments were exempt from CEQA. See 
Resolution No. 18-0442 (Oct. 16, 2018). CEQA’s subsequent review provisions apply 
only when there has been a prior environmental review. See Pub. Res. Code § 21166 
(applies “[w]hen an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project”); 
Guidelines § 15162 (applies “[w]hen an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration 
adopted for a project”). In any event, the development potential allowed by the 2018 
Amendments has not been fully realized. See SMND 18. To the extent the Project would 
facilitate new development in areas opened to cannabis in 2018, that new development 
potential must be analyzed as a foreseeable effect of this Project. 
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Substantial evidence supporting a fair argument may consist of personal 
observations of local residents on nontechnical subjects, Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. 
Cty. of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal. App. 3d 872, 882; Protect Niles v. City of Fremont 
(2018) 25 Cal.App.5th 1129, 1152, as well as expert opinion supported by facts—even if 
that opinion is not based on a specific analysis of the project at issue, Pocket Protectors, 
124 Cal.App.4th at 928. In marginal cases, where it is not clear whether there is 
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant impact and there is a 
disagreement among experts over the significance of the effect on the environment, the 
agency “must treat the effect as significant” and prepare an EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 
15064(g); City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. Board of Supervisors, (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 
229, 245. 


As explained further below, ample evidence supports a “fair argument” that the 
Project may result in significant environmental impacts that were not studied in the 2016 
Negative Declaration. These impacts would include, but not be limited to: hydrology and 
water quality, groundwater supply, and loss of sensitive aquatic habitat, among others. 
Because the Project has the potential to result in significant impacts, the County is 
required to prepare an EIR before it may approve the Project. 


II. The Project description is inadequate.  


A. The Project description is incomplete, inaccurate, and inconsistent. 


In order for a CEQA document to adequately evaluate the environmental 
ramifications of a project, it must first provide a comprehensive description of the project 
itself. “An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an 
informative and legally sufficient EIR.” San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. 
County of Stanislaus, (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730. As a result, courts have found that 
even if an environmental document is adequate in all other respects, the use of a 
“truncated project concept” violates CEQA and mandates the conclusion that the lead 
agency did not proceed in the manner required by law. Id. at 729-30. Furthermore, “[a]n 
accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential 
environmental effects of a proposed activity.” Id. at 730 (citation omitted). Thus, an 
inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of significant 
environmental impacts inherently unreliable. 


As an initial matter, the SMND does not provide a meaningful description of the 
“development potential”—i.e., the scope and extent of cannabis cultivation and other 
commercial cannabis activities—that may be permitted by the proposed updates to the 
cannabis ordinance (“Ordinance”). The CEQA Guidelines define “project” as “the whole 
of an action” that may result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the 
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environment, and require the lead agency to fully analyze each “project” in a single 
environmental review document. CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a); see also Guidelines §§ 
15165, 15168. CEQA further requires environmental review to encompass future actions 
enabled or permitted by an agency’s decision. Christward Ministry v. Superior County 
(1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 194; City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 
96 Cal.App.4th 398, 409 (“An evaluation of a ‘first phase-general plan amendment’ must 
necessarily include a consideration of the larger project, i.e., the future development 
permitted by the amendment.”). 


Here, the SMND purports to provide an outer limit on possible development. The 
SMND states that “a maximum of up to 65,753 acres” could be subject to future cannabis 
cultivation. SMND at16, 19. This acreage is 10% of the 657,534 acres in the County that 
are both zoned for agricultural uses and located on parcels larger than 10 acres, likely to 
reflect the Project’s limit on outdoor cannabis cultivation area to 10% of a parcel. Id. As 
explained below, the SMND’s description of the Project’s development potential is 
misleading and inadequate to allow the public and decisionmakers to accurately assess 
the potential effects of the ordinance.  


Troublingly, the SMND omits any analysis of the possible extent of cannabis 
cultivation in existing permanent structures. The ordinance itself contains no limits on 
indoor and greenhouse cultivation canopy in existing permanent structures. See proposed 
§ 38.12.030(A)(2) (“Indoor cultivation and greenhouse cultivation canopy in an existing 
permanent structure is not limited.”). The SMND should include a description—or at 
least an estimate—of the number and extent of existing permanent structures in the 
County that may be converted to cannabis cultivation and their square footage. The 
SMND should also analyze how much cannabis may be grown in such indoor spaces—
especially since indoor cultivation can occur on shelved units, potentially quadrupling the 
canopy area possible in an existing structure. This existing permanent structure loophole 
could portend significant impacts on the environment that have not been analyzed. 
Because the Ordinance allows an unknown, but potentially massive, amount of indoor 
cannabis cultivation, the corresponding impacts (in terms of increased water usage, 
energy usage, VMTs, greenhouse gas emissions, etc.) are similarly unknown, and 
potentially massive. 


The Ordinance also apparently allows indoor cultivation in existing permanent 
structures in addition to both (1) indoor cultivation in up to 43,560 square feet of new or 
expanded permanent structures and (2) outdoor cultivation of 10% or less of a parcel. See 
proposed § 38.12.030(B) (limitations on indoor cultivation apply to “all new building 
coverage,” not to total building coverage). For example, a grower on a 10 acre parcel 
could have 1 acre of outdoor cannabis cultivation, in addition to 43,560 square feet of 
cultivation in a new or expanded permanent structure, plus additional indoor cultivation 
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in existing permanent structures currently on the parcel. As a result, the County’s 
assumption that cannabis activities would occur on no more than 10% of the 657,534 
eligible acres is incorrect. The Project could result in converting significantly greater 
acreage to cannabis cultivation.  


The County’s incomplete and inaccurate estimate of the Project’s full development 
potential could conceal significant potential impacts. For example, the SMND’s 
hydrology analysis concludes that groundwater supply impacts would likely be less than 
significant because of “the relatively low quantities of water use (from .002 to 1.8 acre-
feet per year).”2 SMND at 69. The SMND then explains that the size limitations—10 
percent of a parcel for outdoor grows and no more than one acre of new building 
coverage—would limit water use at individual sites. SMND at 69. This analysis, 
however, does not take into account the fact that each site can apparently include outdoor 
cultivation, indoor cultivation in new structures, and additional indoor cultivation in 
existing structures; or that indoor cultivation can be multi-tiered or stacked for greater 
growing area in the same building footprint. Thus, because of the flawed Project 
description, the SMND’s analysis could be significantly underestimating the amount of 
water demand that could be created by the Project, which could impact both hydrological 
and biological resources. 


In addition to the flaw identified above, and as described at greater length below, 
the SMND incorrectly describes a central feature of the Project as the conversion of 
commercial cannabis permitting in agricultural and resource zones from a discretionary 
to a ministerial process. SMND at 5, 8. The SMND further asserts that various proposed 
provisions in Article 12 of Chapter 38 set forth standards that do not require the exercise 
of discretion. SMND at 8-13. 


The County’s description of the “ministerial” nature of the permit review process 
established by the Ordinance is inaccurate and misleading: the Ordinance establishes a 
process that requires County officials and staff to exercise discretion. For example, the 
SMND implies that the County does not need to exercise discretion in evaluating 


 
2 By the SMND’s own explanation of how to convert inches per year to acre-feet, SMND 
69 at fn. 1, these figures appear incorrect. If cannabis requires 25-35 inches per year of 
water for outdoor grows and 20-25 inches per year for indoor grows, SMND 69, then, 
assuming a cultivation area of one acre, water use should be approximately 2-3 acre feet 
per year. Of course, this estimate does not account for possible cultivation on areas 
considerably larger than one acre. And, as explained at greater length by hydrologist 
Greg Kamman, these figures appear to be gross underestimates. See Exhibit 1, Letter 
from Greg Kamman (Mar. 16, 2021) (citing estimates of water use from cannabis that are 
172%-746% higher than those estimates provided in the SMND). 
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biological resources because permit applications must include “a biotic resource 
assessment prepared by a qualified biologist that demonstrates,” among other things, that 
the activity subject to the permit “will not impact sensitive or special status species 
habitat.” SMND 39. The Ordinance also requires discretionary review of a permit 
application if the qualified biologist recommends mitigation measures. Id. The Project, 
however, does not include any objective standards to guide County officials in 
determining whether the biologist’s assessment is adequate. Thus, County officials will 
have to exercise their discretion in making these determinations. People v. Department of 
Housing & Community Development (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d 185, 193-94 (holding that a 
permit process granting officials broad power to determine whether particular elements 
were sufficient or adequate required the exercise of discretion). The Project contains 
many similar examples of plans, studies, and reports prepared by experts, each of which 
suffers from the same defect. See, for example, Exhibit 1, Letter from Greg Kamman 
(Mar. 16, 2021) (discussing hydrogeologic reports required for cannabis supply wells 
located in a priority groundwater basin: “It is my opinion that report/plan review is a 
discretionary process integral to the authorization of a cannabis cultivation permit that 
can’t be done under a ministerial process.”).  


The SMND also contains an incomplete and inconsistent description of the special 
events that may be permitted as part of the Project. For example, the SMND states that 
the Project would no longer prohibit cannabis-related tours and events, SMND 5, and that 
such events would “be subject to existing regulations in the Zoning Code,” SMND 13 
(emphasis added). The SMND also states, however, that the County is developing a 
“Winery Events Ordinance” that may address cannabis-related special events. SMND 18. 
This assertion that events would be governed by regulations currently under development 
directly contradicts the prior statement that events would be subject to existing 
regulations. Additionally, because the SMND contains no additional details about the 
planned winery events ordinance, it is impossible for the public to determine what events 
may be permitted, let alone whether those events will cause or contribute to a significant 
environmental impact (e.g., by increasing noise, traffic, greenhouse gas emissions, or 
vehicle miles traveled). 


The SMND is similarly inconsistent and inaccurate in its description of the 
relationship between cannabis cultivation and other forms of agriculture. A core feature 
of the Project is the revision of the General Plan to include cannabis cultivation within 
the definition of agricultural land use. SMND 6. To support this change, the SMND 
asserts that cannabis cultivation “functions similarly to other agricultural operations.” 
SMND 14. The SMND, however, repeatedly contradicts this conclusion. For example, 
the SMND states that, “due to the unique characteristics of cannabis operations, under 
the updated Ordinance provisions applicable to traditional agriculture are expressly not 
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applicable to cannabis cultivation.” SMND 25 (emphasis added). The SMND also 
describes the unique impacts cannabis may have on the environment compared to 
traditional forms of agriculture. For example, the SMND states that cannabis cultivation 
and processing operations “generate distinctive odors” that can be “reminiscent of 
skunks, rotting lemons, and sulfur.” SMND 33; see also SMND 34 (acknowledging that 
cannabis cultivation “can generate particularly strong odors” compared to other 
agricultural land uses). Cannabis cultivation also involves different aesthetic, energy, and 
hazardous materials practices compared to traditional agriculture. See SMND 19 
(explaining that cannabis “often involves the use of visible structures”); SMND 23 
(stating that cannabis may include new light sources in otherwise dark areas); SMND 48 
(describing cannabis’s uniquely significant energy demands); SMND 62 (describing 
hazardous components of high-powered lights used in cannabis operations). Cannabis 
cultivation is an intensive land use, involving intensive water and energy use, and energy 
and other infrastructure demands, that is more similar to industrial uses than to traditional 
agriculture. The SMND’s inconsistent and inaccurate characterization of cannabis as 
similar to traditional agriculture is misleading to the public and decisionmakers and 
serves to conceal cannabis’s unique features (water demand, energy demand, odors etc.) 
that could contribute to the Project’s significant environmental impacts. 


The Project description is also muddled by the County’s adoption of an entirely 
new Chapter 26 of the zoning code on February 9, 2021. While the current Project 
includes revisions to Chapter 26, the revisions released with the SMND show changes to 
the old Chapter 26, rather than changes to the new Chapter 26 adopted on February 9. 
The competing versions of Chapter 26 make reviewing the Project more complicated and 
confusing. Furthermore, they hinder the public’s ability to conduct a meaningful review 
of the changes the proposed Project would cause to the County Code text, 
implementation of the permitting regime, and the physical environment. As a result, it is 
not possible to determine the full scope or extent of the physical impacts that would result 
from the Project, which violates CEQA. The County must prepare an EIR that shows the 
changes that would result as applied to the new Code, and include an analysis of the 
cumulative impact of the Project with the Board’s recent action to update Chapter 26.  


B. The SMND’s description of the environmental setting is inadequate. 


The SMND also fails to describe the Project setting as required by CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines. An environmental document “must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if a notice of preparation is not published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” 
CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). This description of the environmental setting constitutes 
the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines the significance of an 
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impact. Id. “Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of 
environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines § 15125(c). Without such an understanding, 
any impacts analysis or proposed mitigation becomes meaningless. 


The environmental setting section of the SMND consists of four paragraphs and a 
single map describing (1) the location and extent of lands zoned for agriculture, (2) the 
number of agricultural acres located on parcels larger than 10 acres, (3) the right-to-farm 
ordinance, and (4) the number of cannabis permits currently issued and in process. 
SMND at 16-18.  


This bare description of land uses falls far short of the description of physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project that is required. 


For example, the environmental setting entirely lacks a description of where the 
County’s water resources are located. Although the SMND later acknowledges that 
“[o]ver 80% of the county is designated in marginal Class 3 or 4 zones where 
groundwater supplies are limited and uncertain,” SMND at 69, there is no map or overlay 
showing where these zones are located and whether (and how) they overlap with areas in 
which cannabis cultivation may be permitted. This omission makes it difficult to assess 
whether the Project will have a substantial impact on groundwater supplies. 


The same flaw is duplicated as to sensitive waterways and riparian habitats. The 
SMND does not describe how the County’s sensitive waterways may overlap with areas 
that could be subject to cannabis cultivation.3 This omission conceals what is likely to be 
a significant impact of the Project. For example, a comparison of maps of the Mark West 
Watershed and County zoning maps shows that most of the watershed is covered by the 
LIA, LEA, and RRD zoning designations, in which the Project would ministerially 
permit cannabis cultivation. See Exhibit 2, Integrated Surface and Groundwater Modeling 
and Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization Planning, Upper Mark West 
Creek Watershed, Sonoma County, CA (Dec. 2020), Figure E1, Page 2. The SMND also 
fails to consider or describe the likely linkages between surface water features and 
groundwater. To fully and accurately analyze whether the Project will have an effect on 
stream flows—and species and habitats dependent on those flows—in sensitive 
waterways, the County should describe the relationships between the County’s 
groundwater basins, its surface waterways, and the areas where cannabis cultivation may 
be permitted. See Exhibit 3, Letter from Robert Coey, National Marine Fisheries Service 


 
3 While the Project includes required setbacks from riparian corridors, SMND at 40, to 
assess the effectiveness of those setbacks, the public and decisionmakers must know the 
extent of cannabis cultivation that may be permitted near waterways. 
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(Feb. 26, 2021) (explaining that groundwater use by cannabis cultivators may affect 
surface streams and their resident threatened and endangered species). 


The environmental setting’s discussion of the current status of cannabis cultivation 
operations in the County is also inadequate. The SMND notes that 78 ministerial permits 
and 32 conditional use permits have been issued, and 78 ministerial and 55 conditional 
use permits are in process. SMND at 18. But particularly because, as the SMND notes, 
these permits may include renewals, may involve activities other than cultivation, and 
may include more than one license for the same location, these figures do not convey any 
meaningful information about the scope of cannabis activity currently permitted in the 
County. At the very least, the SMND should state the total acreage permitted for 
cultivation, broken down by the zoning district in which it is located. This data is needed 
to inform the County’s analysis of cumulative impacts, as well as to reveal the scope of 
potential new development that may be allowed by the Project. 


The SMND’s discussion of cannabis operations in the County is also inadequate 
because it almost entirely ignores illegal cultivation, including its extent and its 
associated impacts. The SMND notes, without further elaboration or detail, that “[m]any 
cannabis operations have been operating illegally within the RRD land use areas.” 
SMND at 67. It does not provide even an estimate of the number, extent, or actual 
impacts of these illegal cultivation operations. The extent of illegal operations in the 
County is an important part of the existing environmental baseline. As the SMND itself 
acknowledges, unregulated cannabis cultivation can be extremely damaging to the 
environment. Illegal cannabis cultivation: “has been associated with impacts to biological 
resources,” including to sensitive species and their habitats, SMND at 38; has caused 
negative impacts to waterways, SMND at 55; and creates “high fire risk” related to 
“inadequate or improper electrical equipment” and explosions “due to the use of volatile 
chemicals,” all located in “high fire hazard areas due to steep slopes, dense vegetation, 
and insufficient emergency services due to a lack of safe emergency vehicle access,” 
SMND at 67. 


Indeed, the conversion of illegal operations to permitted grows and the associated 
reduction in environmental impacts was a significant assumption underlying the County’s 
determinations that (1) the 2016 Ordinance would not have a significant impact and (2) 
the 2018 Amendments were exempt from CEQA. See 2016 Negative Declaration, p. 2 
(“This Ordinance would provide a regulatory structure, with operational standards, to 
allow existing operators to become permitted.”); Resolution 18-0442, p. 3 (“[T]he 
Ordinance expands regulation of the County’s cannabis industry to encompass adult-use 
for the full supply chain, encouraging illegal cannabis cultivators to come into 
compliance with the environmental protection standards provided for in the Ordinance.”). 
The 2016 Negative Declaration estimated that there were as many as ten thousand 
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existing (unregulated) cultivators, the majority of which were located in the RRD zone. 
2016 Negative Declaration at 2. According to the 2016 Negative Declaration, 
“[u]nregulated cannabis cultivation is associated with habitat destruction, pollution of 
waterways, illegal road construction causing erosion and increased sedimentation, 
unauthorized use of pesticides, illegal water diversion, large amounts of trash, human 
waste, non-biodegradable waste, and excessive water and energy use,” as well as 
“offensive odor, security and safety concerns,” and “use of hazardous materials.” Id.  


To accurately assess the Project’s impacts on the current environment, the County 
must provide data and analysis concerning current status of illegal operations on the 
County. The County and the public must be able to determine whether the current 
regulations have succeeded in converting illegal operations to permitted grows or if, in 
fact, the legal, regulated regime has grown up alongside and in addition to the prior 
illegal regime. Without this information, it is impossible for the County and the public to 
assess the Project’s impacts, including (1) whether the Project will reduce impacts of 
illegal grows by bringing cultivators into compliance, or (2) whether the County’s 
environmental baseline is significantly off because it fails to account for the impacts 
associated with thousands of illegal operations. 


In short, the SMND’s incomplete description of the Project and its environmental 
setting frustrates the core goals of CEQA: to provide a vehicle for intelligent public 
participation and to provide an adequate environmental impact analysis. See County of 
Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 197. 


III. The SMND’s analysis impermissibly focuses solely on the impacts of 
individual permits and fails to adequately analyze the impacts of the Project 
as a whole. 


The CEQA Guidelines define a “project” as “the whole of an action” that may 
result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect change in the environment. Guidelines 
§ 15378(a). “‘Project’ is given a broad interpretation in order to maximize protection of 
the environment.” McQueen v. Bd. of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1143 
(disapproved on other grounds). The analysis of a project’s environmental effects must 
occur at the earliest discretionary approval. See, e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396 (EIR must analyze 
future action that is a “reasonably foreseeable consequence” of the initial action that 
would “likely change the scope or nature” of the effects of the initial action). 


A lead agency considering an ordinance or a general plan amendment must 
analyze the impacts of all the potential activity that may be permitted by or could 
foreseeably result from those actions. See Terminal Plaza Corp. v. City and County of 
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San Francisco (1986) 177 Cal.App.3d 892, 905 (City was required to prepare an EIR to 
analyze the reasonably foreseeable effects of an ordinance). This analysis is required 
even though enacting an ordinance or general plan amendment is, in itself, an action that 
occurs largely on paper. See Guidelines § 15378(c) (“The term ‘project’ refers to the 
activity which is being approved” and not “each separate governmental approval.”).  


CEQA documents must analyze an ordinance’s full potential level of 
development. As the court in City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino explained, 
“an evaluation of a ‘first phase-general plan amendment’ must necessarily include a 
consideration of the larger project, i.e., the future development permitted by the 
amendment.” (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 409 (emphasis added). Environmental review 
of the development allowed by a planning enactment must take place regardless of 
whether that development will actually materialize. See Bozung v. Local Agency 
Formation Comm’n of Ventura County (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 279, 282; Christward 
Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 194–95 (“The fact future 
development is not certain to occur and the fact the environmental consequences of a 
general plan amendment changing a land use designation are more amorphous does not 
lead to the conclusion no EIR is required”); City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of 
Supervisors of Monterey County (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 235 (EIR for rezoning must 
be prepared even though “no expanded use of the property was proposed”). The lead 
agency’s obligation to fully review an activity’s potential environmental effects applies 
even when the activity is subject to later discretionary approvals. Laurel Heights, 47 
Cal.3d at 396. That obligation is especially important, however, when the later approvals 
would be ministerial and would not present an opportunity for further environmental 
review or mitigation. 


Here, the SMND fails to analyze the impacts of the Project as a whole—i.e., 
whether the sum of all potential activities that may be allowed by the Ordinance would 
have a significant environmental impact. Instead, the SMND repeatedly bases its analysis 
of the Project’s impacts on whether each individual permit that may be issued under the 
Ordinance would have a significant effect or violate a threshold of significance. This type 
of analysis is impermissible. Cf. Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1975) 
13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84 (“[E]nvironmental considerations do not become submerged by 
chopping a large project into many little ones—each with a minimal potential impact on 
the environment—which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.”). The 
County’s analysis is equivalent to determining that a massive shopping center 
development would not have a significant impact on the environment because the impacts 
of each individual store would be less than significant. This type of analysis does not 
inform the public or decisionmakers about the effects of the Project as a whole. 
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For example, the SMND’s analysis of biological resources is improperly focused 
on the impacts of individual permits rather than the Project as a whole. The Project 
requires each applicant to include a biotic resource assessment that “demonstrates that the 
cannabis cultivation area and related structures and development will not impact sensitive 
or special status species habitat.” SMND at 39. Each assessment, however, will focus on 
the impacts from “the cannabis cultivation area” associated with an individual permit, 
and not the combined potential impacts of all of the cannabis permits allowed by the 
Project. The SMND concludes that these assessments, combined with exclusions from 
limited biotic habitat combining zones and setbacks from riparian corridors, would result 
in a less than significant impact to sensitive species and riparian habitat. SMND at 40-41.  


This myopic analysis misses significant potential impacts of the Project as a 
whole. The SMND acknowledges that cannabis activities will rely on a combination of 
surface or well water sources. SMND at 69. It then concludes that it is unlikely that 
cultivators using groundwater would result in overdraft. Id. This conclusion, however, is 
not explained and is based on unsupported estimates of groundwater usage from cannabis 
cultivators. See Exhibit 1, Letter from Greg Kamman (Mar. 16, 2021) (criticizing the 
SMND’s conclusion). But even assuming that each individual cultivator’s water usage is 
not enough, on its own, to reduce water supplies in a way that threatens sensitive species 
and riparian habitat, a group of cultivators all drawing water from the same surface water 
source, from hydrologically-linked surface water sources, or from hydrologically-linked 
groundwater basins could significantly decrease the water available for in-stream flows 
despite required setbacks, potentially harming the plant and animal species that rely on 
those flows. 


The combined impact of multiple cultivators drawing upon limited groundwater 
supplies could have significant impacts on biological resources. For example, a recent 
analysis of streamflow in the Mark West Watershed prepared for the Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District and California Wildlife Conservation Board emphasized the 
importance of groundwater to providing habitat for sensitive species. According to the 
streamflow analysis, groundwater discharge “represents the primary process responsible 
for generating summer streamflow” in the watershed. Exhibit 2, Jeremy Kobor, et al., 
Integrated Surface and Groundwater Modeling and Flow Availability Analysis for 
Restoration Prioritization Planning, Upper Mark West Creek Watershed, Sonoma 
County, CA (Dec. 2020) at 3. The report also showed that human consumption of 
groundwater threatens streamflow, concluding that groundwater pumping depleted 
streamflows over the long term. Id. at 11. The study determined that increased demand 
for groundwater, combined with other factors, make efforts to sustain or improve 
streamflows “of paramount importance for coho recovery” in the watershed. Id. at 25; see 
also id. at 1 (“The Mark West Creek watershed provides critical habitat for threatened 
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and endangered anadromous fish”). Similarly, hydrogeologist Greg Kamman emphasized 
that one of his “biggest concerns” regarding stewardship of natural resources in Sonoma 
County is “the increased demand on already stressed groundwater supplies.” Exhibit 1, 
Letter from Greg Kamman (March 16, 2021). 


The biotic resources assessments, with their narrow focus on each individual 
permit applicant’s activities, would not address the combined effects of multiple 
permittees decreasing groundwater available for streamflows. An EIR for the Project that 
analyzes these combined potential effects of all potential permits allowed by the Project 
is the proper place for this analysis, as well as an analysis of feasible mitigation to 
address such impacts. 


IV. The Project has the potential to result in significant environmental impacts.  


The evaluation of a proposed project’s environmental impacts is the core purpose 
of an EIR. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a) (“An EIR shall identify and focus on the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project”). As explained below, the 
SMND fails to analyze the Project’s environmental impacts, including those affecting 
hydrology and water quality and biological resources. In addition, as discussed above, the 
SMND never considers the full impacts of the Project—the foreseeable impacts of 
facilitating cannabis cultivation and production through ministerial permit approvals and 
the foreseeable impacts of events that the proposed Project would allow. In this way, the 
SMND fails to disclose the extent and severity of the Project’s broad-ranging impacts. 
This approach violates CEQA’s requirement that environmental review encompass all of 
the activity allowed by the proposed Project. The County must analyze all of the 
aggregated impacts of all of the foreseeable development and activities. Without this 
analysis, the environmental review will remain incomplete and the Project cannot 
lawfully be approved.  


Below, we discuss several examples of impact areas with particular deficiencies. 
To ensure that both decision-makers and the public have adequate information to 
consider the effects of the proposed Project, and to comply with CEQA’s requirements, 
the County must prepare an EIR that properly describes the Project, analyzes its impacts, 
and considers meaningful mitigation measures that would help ameliorate those impacts. 


The SMND claims that it is a “programmatic” document and therefore detailed 
analysis is not within its scope. SMND at 36. Even if it were a programmatic analysis, 
however, the ‘programmatic’ nature of this SMND is no excuse for its lack of detailed 
analysis. CEQA requires that a program EIR provide an in-depth analysis of a large 
project, looking at effects “as specifically and comprehensively as possible.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15168(a), (c)(5). Because it looks at the big picture, a program level 
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analysis should provide “more exhaustive consideration” of effects and alternatives than 
an EIR for an individual action, and should consider “cumulative impacts that might be 
slighted by a case-by-case analysis.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(1)-(2). 


Further, it is only at this early stage that the County can design wide-ranging 
measures to mitigate County-wide environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 
15168(b)(4) (programmatic EIR “[a]llows the lead agency to consider broad policy 
alternatives and program wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has 
greater flexibility. . . .”). A “program” or “first tier” EIR is expressly not a device to be 
used for deferring the analysis of significant environmental impacts. Stanislaus Natural 
Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182, 199. It is instead an 
opportunity to analyze impacts common to a series of smaller projects, in order to avoid 
repetitious analyses. Thus, it is particularly important that the environmental analysis for 
this Project analyze the overall impacts for the complete level of development it is 
authorizing now, rather than when individual specific projects are proposed at a later 
time.  


Deferring analysis to a later stage is unlawful, as it leaves the public with no real 
idea as to the severity and extent of environmental impacts. Where, as here, the 
environmental review document fails to fully and accurately inform decisionmakers and 
the public of the environmental consequences of proposed actions, it does not satisfy the 
basic goals of CEQA and its Guidelines. See Pub. Resources Code § 21061 (“The 
purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the public in 
general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to 
have on the environment . . . .”). The evaluation of a proposed project’s environmental 
impacts is the core purpose of an EIR. See Guidelines § 15126.2(a) (“An EIR shall 
identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the 
environment.”). It is well-established that the City cannot defer its assessment of 
important environmental impacts until after the project is approved. Sundstrom v. County 
of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-07. 


The SMND fails to provide the legally required analysis of the extensive growth in 
cannabis cultivation and operations that the Project allows and promotes. Thus, the 
County must revise the environmental analysis to accurately disclose the impacts of the 
maximum amount of cannabis cultivation allowed by the Project. Detailed below are the 
specific legal inadequacies of the SMND’s various impact sections related to hydrology, 
water quality, and biological resources. 


As discussed above, the SMND’s failure to consider the impacts of the whole of 
the project undermines the document’s analysis of Project-related impacts, including 
those impacts related to groundwater supply, water quality, and impacts to sensitive 
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biotic resources. The letter prepared by Greg Kamman provides detailed comments on 
the shortcomings of the SMND’s hydrology and water quality impacts analysis. We 
incorporate the Kamman Report into these comments. Some of the SMND’s most 
troubling errors identified in the Kamman Report are described below. 


A. The SMND’s analysis of water supply impacts is inadequate and there 
is a fair argument that the project will have a significant impact on 
groundwater resources. 


CEQA requires that an EIR present decision makers “with sufficient facts to 
evaluate the pros and cons of supplying the amount of water that the [project] will need.” 
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 
Cal.4th 412, 430-31 (2007). This includes identifying and analyzing water supplies that 
“bear a likelihood of actually proving available; speculative sources and unrealistic 
allocations (‘paper water’) are insufficient bases for decision making under CEQA.” Id. 
at 432. The fact that an agency has identified a likely source of water for the Project does 
not end the inquiry.  


The ultimate question under CEQA . . . is not whether an EIR establishes a 
likely source of water, but whether it adequately addresses the reasonably 
foreseeable impacts of supplying water to the project. If the uncertainties 
inherent in long-term land use and water planning make it impossible to 
confidently identify the future water sources, an EIR may satisfy CEQA if 
it acknowledges the degree of uncertainty involved, discusses the 
reasonably foreseeable alternatives—including alternative water sources 
and the option of curtailing the development if sufficient water is not 
available for later phases—and discloses the significant foreseeable 
environmental effects of each alternative, as well as mitigation measures to 
minimize each adverse impact.  


Id. at 434.  


This analysis is crucial in light of the drought that has gripped this State for the 
past several years. This SMND’s analysis of impacts to groundwater supply fails to meet 
CEQA’s standards. 


The SMND discloses that “over 80 percent of the county is designated in marginal 
Class 3 or 4 zones where groundwater supplies are limited and uncertain.” SMND at 69. 
It also acknowledges that cannabis facilities in rural areas would rely on surface or well 
water sources and would thus increase the use of water. Id. Despite these statements, the 
SMND fails to conduct the necessary analysis to evaluate the extent and severity of these 







 


Sonoma County Planning Commission 
March 18, 2021 
Page 17 
 
impacts. What analysis the SMND does present is cursory and unsupported. For example, 
the SMND presents unsubstantiated figures on estimated water use by cannabis 
cultivation and production facilities. The SMND estimates that water use by each 
cultivator would be less than 2.0 acre-feet of water per year, but it fails to disclose how 
this estimate is derived. SMND at 69; Kamman Report at 2 and 3. The SMND relies on 
the estimate of water use to conclude that “substantial groundwater overdraft is unlikely.”  
Id. However, as explained above, the SMND fails to consider the impacts of the whole of 
the Project, or the impacts of all permits facilitated by this Project.  


The SMND relies on groundwater supply standards included in the updated 
Ordinance to conclude that the Project “would not decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin.” SMND at 71. The SMND fails to 
provide evidence to support this conclusion. The standards include requirements for 
monitoring and reporting conditions of groundwater level (i.e., groundwater level 
measurements, submission of annual reports, and provision of a recorded easement to 
provide County personnel access to the well to collect water meter readings) and for 
hydrogeologic reports demonstrating that cannabis facilities permitted through 
implementation of the Project will not cause or exacerbate overdraft conditions. Kamman 
Report at 3 and 4. However, the SMND fails to explain how the annual reports will be 
evaluated or what the triggers will be for remedial actions. Kamman Report at 4. In 
addition, as the Kamman Report explains, the well-yield test evaluates if the minimum 
yield will meet irrigation demands, but it does not evaluate if pumping would adversely 
impact surface water and groundwater resources. Id. Therefore, the SMND fails to 
provide evidence that required monitoring and well-yield tests for applications in Zone 3 
and 4 will prevent impacts to groundwater supplies. Id.  


The investigation by Kamman Hydrology and Engineering, Inc. also indicates that 
the Mark West Watershed is vulnerable to both groundwater overdraft and to reduced 
groundwater recharge. See, Kamman Report at 3-6. As explained in the Kamman Report, 
given the conditions in the watershed, allowing expanded cannabis operations in the 
Mark West Watershed would exacerbate groundwater overdraft. Id. at 2-5. 


In sum, the SMND fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s impacts of 
groundwater use on the County’s groundwater resources. The Mark West Watershed is 
vulnerable to both groundwater overdraft and to reduced groundwater recharge. See, 
Letter from Greg Kamman at 2-4. As the Kamman Report explains, the increased 
demand on the County’s already stressed groundwater supplies is a well-documented 
concern, yet the SMND fails to adequately analyze the impacts of the Project on this 
limited resource. Kamman Report at 2 and 3. Given the conditions in the watershed, 
allowing expanded cannabis operations in the Mark West Watershed would exacerbate 
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groundwater overdraft. Id. An EIR for the Project must include the necessary 
groundwater recharge analysis that demonstrates the Project will not add or contribute to 
the current state of declining groundwater storage.  


B. The SMND’s analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is 
inadequate and there is a fair argument that the Project may have a 
significant impact on water quality. 


FMWW is particularly concerned that implementation of the Project would result 
in significant adverse impacts to Mark West Creek and its watershed. The State Water 
Board has also listed portions of Mark West Creek and its tributaries as 303(d) impaired 
water bodies for sedimentation and temperature (upstream of the confluence with the 
Laguna de Santa Rosa). Kamman Report at 9. Because hydrological resources in the 
MWW and downstream are already impaired, expansion of cannabis operations has the 
potential to significantly impact those resources. 


The SMND discloses that future cannabis operations “have the potential to impact 
water quality due to grading, pesticide application, fertilizers, and the use of irrigation.”  
SMND at 68. Unfortunately, the SMND foregoes actual analysis of the Project’s impacts 
on water quality. Specifically, the SMND fails to adequately analyze impacts from 
increased sedimentation resulting from ground disturbance and from vegetation clearing. 
Nor does the SMND adequately analyze the impacts of groundwater pumping on creeks, 
streams, and rivers. Kamman Report at 2-4. In addition, given that the Project will 
increase development and introduce industrial processes in remote rural areas, which in 
turn exacerbates wildfire risk, the SMND should have evaluated fire-related erosion’s 
impacts on waterways. See also Letter submitted from Save Our Sonoma Neighborhoods 
to the County dated March 18, 2021. The SMND does none of this. 


The proposed amendments would result in allowing cannabis production 
countywide in much of the undeveloped areas of the County, including the Mark West 
Watershed. Without further environmental review, the County would be making this 
broad approval with far-reaching effects without having answers to critical questions. 
These questions, which were raised in comments in 2018, remain relevant today and 
remain unanswered by the SMND. Specifically, the SMND: fails to accurately estimate 
the Project’s water demand or explain how that water demand compares to other 
agricultural and industrial uses in the County; fails to explain what sorts of impacts 
related to contaminated run-off can be anticipated from these operations; and fails to 
identify areas of the County that may be more appropriate for cultivation than others. 
Without answers to these and other questions, the County cannot know the extent of 
potential impacts to groundwater and surface water quality.  
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In sum, the DEIR lacks sufficient evidentiary support for its conclusion that the 
Project’s impacts on hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. An EIR 
for the Project must adequately describe the hydrologic setting, and comprehensively 
evaluate and mitigate the proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality impacts . 


C. The SMND’s analysis of biological impacts Is inadequate and there is a 
fair argument that the Project will have a significant impact on 
sensitive habitat and species. 


Given that the Mark West Watershed is a sensitive environment comprising 
critical habitat, essential fish habitat, and biological resources, the environmental analysis 
should have provided a thorough assessment of the Project’s impacts on these resources. 
See Exhibit 1, Kamman Report, and Exhibit 3, Letter from Robert Coey, National Marine 
Fisheries Service (Feb. 26, 2021). The SMND’s treatment of biological impacts does not 
meet CEQA’s well established legal standard for impacts analysis. Given that analysis 
and mitigation of such impacts are at the heart of CEQA, the SMND will not comply 
with the Act until these serious deficiencies are remedied. 


 First, the SMND’s failure to describe the existing setting (as discussed above) 
severely undermines its analysis of Project impacts on sensitive biological resources. 
Despite the SMND’s acknowledgement that “the updated Ordinance could result in direct 
and indirect effects on sensitive biological resources including special-status species”  the 
SMND fails to adequately analyze adverse impacts to these species. SMND at 37 and 38. 


Second, the SMND fails to evaluate the extent and severity of the Project’s 
impacts on biological resources. As explained throughout this letter and in the attached 
Kamman Report, erosion resulting from activities allowed by the proposed Project—both 
from the change in use and from associated construction of cannabis production 
facilities—is likely to lead to increased sedimentation of Mark West Creek and its 
tributaries, impairing the Mark West Watershed critical habitat area. Kamman Report at 5 
and 6. The delivery of fine sediment from erosion and runoff has been documented to 
have negative effects on water and habitat quality, specifically degrading spawning 
gravel habitat, juvenile rearing pool habitats, and juvenile salmonid survival and growth. 
Id. Therefore, an increase in high-intensity uses, such as those associated with cannabis 
cultivation, are likely to result in sediment deposits to Mark West Creek and to increase 
negative impacts on aquatic habitat.  


The precise extent and potential significance of such increases would only become 
evident with a more detailed investigation of the specific construction features and 
operational methods associated with the activities that would be allowed under the 
ordinance amendments. Given this potential for erosion in a critical habitat area, it is 
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crucial that the County perform a thorough analysis of this issue prior to approving the 
Project. Without further analysis, the County cannot know the extent of potential impacts 
to sensitive biological resources, such as endangered fish and other species. These are 
exactly the type of impacts that must be analyzed in an EIR.  


V. The mitigation measures identified in the SMND are not sufficiently 
adequate, measurable, or enforceable.  


Because, as discussed above, the SMND fails to thoroughly examine and analyze 
the Project’s impacts, it also fails to adequately mitigate for the related impacts. 
Moreover, the SMND relies on insufficient mitigation and fails to consider and adopt all 
feasible mitigation. 


The County cannot approve projects with significant environmental impacts if any 
feasible mitigation measure or alternative is available that will substantially lessen the 
severity of any impact. Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines § 15126(a). The 
County is legally required to mitigate or avoid the significant impacts of the projects it 
approves whenever it is feasible to do so. Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b). An EIR is 
inadequate if it fails to suggest feasible mitigation measures, or if its suggested mitigation 
measures are so undefined that it is impossible to evaluate their effectiveness. San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 
Cal.App.3d 61, 79. Of course, the County may not use the inadequacy of its impacts 
review to avoid mitigation: “The agency should not be allowed to hide behind its own 
failure to collect data.” Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 
36. Nor may the City use vague mitigation measures to avoid disclosing impacts. 
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project, 48 Cal.App.4th at 195. Put another way, an EIR 
must set forth specific mitigation measures or set forth performance standards that such 
measures would achieve by various, specified approaches. See CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4; see also Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011, 1034; Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond 
(2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 93-95 (agency may not approve a vague mitigation measure 
that contains no performance standards and criteria to guide its later implementation). 
Without performance standards and an explanation of why mitigation cannot be 
developed now, the SMND cannot insist the impact will be insignificant and defer the 
development of specific mitigation measures to some future time. Guidelines § 15126.4 
(a)(1)(B). The SMND failed to comply with this bedrock CEQA requirement. 


“In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project 
[such as the proposed Code and General Plan amendments], mitigation measures can be 
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(2). Mitigation is defined by CEQA to include “[m]inimizing impacts by 
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limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15370(b). In addition to proposing new “policies” as mitigation, mitigation 
should include changes in where development is planned, what kind is planned, and how 
dense or intense that development is planned to be. 


Here, the SMND relies on standards in the Ordinance to reduce the Project’s 
impacts. For example, the SMND points to requirements for permit applicants to 
document a net zero water plan demonstrating that the proposed facility would not result 
in a net increase of groundwater. However, this approach does not comply with CEQA, 
both because evaluating water use for each facility fails to evaluate the use and impacts 
of the whole of the project and because this provision defers the assessment until after 
Project approval. It is well-established that the County cannot defer its assessment of 
important environmental impacts until after the project is approved. Sundstrom v. County 
of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-07. 


In addition, there is no indication that the SMND considered additional policies or 
modifications to the proposed amendments to mitigate the impacts of the Project. For 
example, as described above, the Project would exacerbate already stressed groundwater 
supplies in the county. Kamman Report at 3. These increased risks and hazards constitute 
a significant impact requiring the County to identify feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives to minimize them. Instead, the SMND relies on unsupported statements about 
the limited size and number of cultivation sites and on unsubstantiated estimates of 
groundwater supply required for cannabis cultivation to conclude that impacts to water 
supply would be less than significant. Id. and SMND at 69-70.  


As discussed throughout this letter, the County must first gather data on the 
number of existing legal and illegal cultivation sites, estimate the number of existing and 
eligible sites that may apply for permits, accurately estimate the amount of water supply 
needed for those sites, and evaluate the potential impacts on groundwater resources. A 
revised environmental document must identify feasible mitigation measures for such 
impacts (e.g., prohibiting or limiting the number of cannabis facilities within 
Groundwater Availability Zones 3 or 4 and excluding commercial cannabis facilities 
within the MWW).  


VI. The permit approval process contemplated by the Ordinance requires the 
exercise of discretion by County officials. 


The Ordinance purports to allow “ministerial” approvals of commercial cannabis 
operations throughout the County. Yet, proposed Chapter 38 does not describe ministerial 
approvals. Per the Ordinance’s plain language, every approval of a commercial cannabis 
operation will necessarily be a discretionary action and thus subject to CEQA. By 
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adopting an ordinance that purports to authorize “ministerial” approvals which in 
actuality trigger CEQA, the County is heading toward certain litigation from those 
objecting to future siting decisions for commercial cannabis operations, and from 
applicants for these projects. 


“A project is discretionary when an agency is required to exercise judgment or 
deliberation in deciding whether to approve an activity. It is distinguished from a 
ministerial project, for which the agency merely determines whether applicable statutes, 
ordinances, regulations, or other fixed standards have been satisfied. Ministerial projects 
are those for which the law requires [an] agency to act ... in a set way without allowing 
the agency to use its own judgment .... They involve little or no personal judgment by the 
public official as to the wisdom or manner of carrying out the project. The public official 
merely applies the law to the facts as presented but uses no special discretion or judgment 
in reaching a decision.” Protecting Our Water & Env’t Res. v. Cty. of Stanislaus (2020) 
10 Cal.5th 479, 489 (“POWER”) (internal quotations and citations omitted). 


Under the proposed Ordinance, the Agriculture Commissioner must use their 
judgment to decide whether to issue permits. Thus, this is different from the situation in 
Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 11, where the court held that the 
permit in question did not involve the Commissioner’s judgment, even though the 
County’s ordinance might allow for discretion in other instances. Sierra Club therefore 
does not apply here. Instead, a court would hold that the County has improperly classified 
all commercial cannabis permit approvals under the ordinance as ministerial, when in 
fact the ordinance requires the Commissioner to exercise discretion for each permit. 
POWER, 10 Cal.5th at 499 (“County’s blanket classification … enable[d] County to 
approve some discretionary projects while shielding them from CEQA review”). 


The Ordinance in many instances requires plans or surveys by qualified 
professionals to assess impacts, but does not provide standards governing how these 
surveys/plans will be evaluated or deemed sufficient. Thus, County officials will have to 
exercise discretion to determine whether they are good enough.  


For example, every permit application must include a “biotic resource assessment” 
that “demonstrates” to the Commissioner’s satisfaction that the project would not impact 
sensitive or special status species habitat. Proposed § 38.12.070(A)(1). Whether this plan 
adequately demonstrates the avoidance of impacts—including whether surveys were 
properly conducted to determine the presence of sensitive or special status species 
habitat, and what constitutes an “impact”—is necessarily left to the Commissioner’s 
individual discretion.  
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Similarly, each permit application must include a wastewater management plan 
that, among other things, “demonstrates” to the Commissioner’s satisfaction that the 
project would have adequate capacity to handle domestic wastewater discharge from 
employees. Proposed § 38.12.130(A)(5). Each application must also include a storm 
water management plan and an erosion and sediment control plan that “ensure,” again to 
the Commissioner’s satisfaction, that runoff containing sediment or other waste or 
byproducts does not drain to the storm drain system, waterways or adjacent lands. 
Proposed § 38.12.130(B). Obviously, whether an applicant’s plans sufficiently 
“demonstrate” the necessary wastewater capacity, or “ensure” that runoff would not drain 
to waterways, would require the Commissioner’s individual judgment. Proposed sections 
§ 38.12.070(A)(1), 38.12.130(A)(5) and 38.12.130(B) would apply to all applications 
regardless of size or proposed location. Thus the Commissioner will have to exercise 
their discretion for every permit application they process.  


Other provisions that require the exercise of discretion to approve or deny a permit 
include, but are not limited to, proposed sections 38.12.050(B) (historic resource 
survey), 38.12.050(C) (cultural resource survey), 38.12.130 (wastewater management 
plan), and 38.12.140 (documentation of water supply). 


Furthermore, unlike in Sierra Club, here, the Commissioner’s necessary exercise 
of discretion under the Ordinance would be directly tied to the mitigation of impacts from 
individual projects. For instance, the SMND states that “future cannabis projects 
facilitated by a ministerial permit . . . could result in direct and indirect impacts on 
sensitive biological resources including sensitive-status species. . . However, to reduce 
impacts to status species and their habitat,” applicants would be required to submit the 
“biotic resource assessment.” SMND at 39. As explained above, the Commissioner 
would have authority to decide whether this assessment adequately demonstrates that no 
impact would occur—in other words, whether the impact is effectively mitigated. 


CEQA, and not the personal judgment of County staff, governs the discretionary 
review of projects, including mitigation of impacts. See Sierra Club, 11 Cal.App.5th at 22 
(ministerial approval process “is one of determining conformity with applicable 
ordinances and regulations, and the official has no ability to exercise discretion to 
mitigate environmental impacts”). Here, however, the Commissioner and/or staff would 
have the authority to deny a proposed project which in their judgment would not avoid 
biological or other environmental impacts. Id. at 23 (if agency can deny, or modify, 
project proposal in ways that would mitigate environmental problems that CEQA 
compliance might conceivably have identified, then the process is discretionary). Thus, 
the proposed Ordinance contemplates a discretionary, and not ministerial, approval 
process. 
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If adopted, the Ordinance’s permit approval regime would be in clear violation of 
CEQA, and each permit approval would risk a legal challenge and ultimately being 
overturned by a court. The County must revise the Ordinance and accompanying 
environmental document to acknowledge that all subsequent permit approvals will 
necessarily be discretionary decisions subject to review under CEQA. 


VII. Approval of the Project, which is inconsistent with the County’s General 
Plan, would violate the State Planning and Zoning Law.  


The state Planning and Zoning Law (Gov’t Code § 65000 et seq.) requires that 
development approvals be consistent with the jurisdiction’s general plan. As reiterated by 
the courts, “[u]nder state law, the propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land 
use and development depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its 
elements.” Resource Defense Fund v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 800, 
806. Accordingly, “[t]he consistency doctrine [is] the linchpin of California’s land use 
and development laws; it is the principle which infuses the concept of planned growth 
with the force of law.”  Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board 
of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336. 


It is an abuse of discretion to approve a project that “frustrate[s] the General Plan’s 
goals and policies.” Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County (2001) 91 
Cal.App.4th 342, 379. The project need not present an “outright conflict” with a general 
plan provision to be considered inconsistent; the determining question is instead whether 
the project “is compatible with and will not frustrate the General Plan’s goals and 
policies.” Napa Citizens, 91 Cal.App.4th at 379. Here, the proposed Project does more 
than just frustrate the General Plan’s goals. As discussed in more detail below, the Project 
is directly inconsistent with numerous provisions in the General Plan. 


In comments submitted on behalf of FMWW in 2018 regarding the County’s 
amendments to the Medical Cannabis Land Use Ordinance, we commented that the 
proposed amendments were inconsistent with the County’s General Plan, particularly 
with policies related to the protection of agricultural land and policies directed at 
preserving natural resources, such as groundwater, surface water, and sensitive habitat 
areas. The proposed Project would be inconsistent with these same policies. For the 
County’s convenience, we reiterate the inconsistencies below. 


The MWW is located within portions of Plan Area 3 (Healdsburg and Environs) 
and portions of Plan Area 5 ( Santa Rosa and Environs) and is also within the Franz 
Valley Specific Plan Area. The proposed ordinance revisions would conflict with policies 
applicable to these plan areas. For example, the Sonoma County General Plan Land Use 







 


Sonoma County Planning Commission 
March 18, 2021 
Page 25 
 
Element includes objectives and policies directed at locating commercial and industrial 
development in areas that protect rural and agricultural lands. These policies include: 


Franz Valley Specific Plan 
Hydrology - Within groundwater recharge areas, construction 
activities, creation of impervious surfaces, and changes in drainage 
should be avoided through discretionary actions. 
 
Healdsburg and Environs (Plan Area 3) 
Objective LU-14.2: Make Windsor and Healdsburg the commercial 
and industrial centers for the planning area. Avoid additional 
commercial and industrial uses and tourist related businesses in the 
rural areas of this region. Maintain compact urban boundaries for 
Windsor and Healdsburg. (Emphasis added.) 
 
Santa Rosa and Environs (Plan Area 5) 
Policy LU-16f: Avoid amendments to include additional 
commercial or industrial use outside urban service areas. 
 


The Project is inconsistent with these policies because it would allow cannabis 
cultivation (both indoors and outdoors) in rural areas outside urban service areas. The 
ordinance revisions would also allow cannabis cultivation without discretionary review, 
which would be inconsistent with the Franz Valley Specific Plan. 


The Sonoma County General Plan Land Use Element includes multiple objectives 
and policies directed at locating development in areas that protect environmentally 
sensitive areas. These policies include: 


Goal LU-7: Prevent unnecessary exposure of people and property to 
environmental risks and hazards. Limit development on lands that 
are especially vulnerable or sensitive to environmental damage. 
(Emphasis added.) 


 
Objective LU-7.1: Restrict development in areas that are 
constrained by the natural limitations of the land, including but not 
limited to, flood, fire, geologic hazards, groundwater availability 
and septic suitability. (Emphasis added.) 


 
GOAL LU-10: The uses and intensities of any land development 
shall be consistent with preservation of important biotic resource 
areas and scenic features. 
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Objective LU-10.1: Accomplish development on lands with 
important biotic resources and scenic features in a manner which 
preserves or enhances these features. 


 
The Project is inconsistent with these policies because it would allow cannabis 


uses in Agricultural and Resources and Rural Development designations without 
adequate limitations to ensure that environmentally sensitive resources, and groundwater 
resources are protected. 


The Land Use Element also includes multiple policies directed at the protection of 
water resources. Specifically: 


Goal LU-8: Protect Sonoma County’s water resources on a 
sustainable yield basis that avoids long term declines in available 
surface and groundwater resources or water quality. 


 
Objective LU-8.1: Protect, restore, and enhance the quality of 
surface and groundwater resources to meet the needs of all 
beneficial uses. 


 
Objective LU-8.5: Improve understanding and sound management 
of water resources on a watershed basis. 


 
Policy LU-8h: Support use of a watershed management approach 
for water quality programs and water supply assessments and for 
other plans and studies where appropriate. 


 
Policy LU-11g: Encourage development and land uses that reduce 
the use of water. Where appropriate, use recycled water on site, and 
employ innovative wastewater treatment that minimizes or 
eliminates the use of harmful chemicals and/or toxics. 


 
The Project is inconsistent with these policies because, as explained in the 


Kamman Letter, cannabis cultivation within the Mark West Watershed would exacerbate 
groundwater overdraft and reduced groundwater recharge, which would adversely impact 
biotic resources. Cannabis cultivation is a water-intensive use that requires approximately 
twice as much water as wine grapes. See, K. Ashworth and W. Vizuete, High Time to 
Assess the Environmental Impacts of Cannabis Cultivation, Environmental Science & 
Technology (2017) at 2531-2533, attached as  Exhibit 4 and at 
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https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.6b06343. According to the article, a study of 
illegal outdoor grow operations in northern California found that “rates of water 
extraction from streams threatened aquatic ecosystems and that water effluent contained 
high levels of growth nutrients, as well as pesticides, herbicides and fungicides, further 
damaging aquatic wildlife.” Id. Another article indicates that  “water demand for 
marijuana cultivation has the potential to divert substantial portions of streamflow in the 
study watersheds, with an estimated flow reduction of up to 23% of the annual seven-day 
low flow in the least impacted of the study watersheds. Estimates from the other study 
watersheds indicate that water demand for marijuana cultivation exceeds streamflow 
during the low-flow period. In the most impacted study watersheds, diminished 
streamflow is likely to have lethal or sub-lethal effects on state-and federally-listed 
salmon and steelhead trout and to cause further decline of sensitive amphibian species.” 
See, Bauer et al., Impacts of Surface Water Diversions for Marijuana Cultivation on 
Aquatic Habitat in Four Northwestern California Watersheds, PLos ONE (2015), 
attached as Exhibit 5 and at 
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0120016. This increased 
intensity in water use has the potential to result in significant impacts to biotic resources 
and to other users. 


Cannabis cultivation also has the potential to lead to increased use of fertilizers 
and pesticides that could impact groundwater and source waters and pose unique 
challenges related to treatment and disposal of chemicals in run-off and wastewater. 
These impacts would be even more pronounced in sensitive watersheds, such the Mark 
West Creek watershed and other Russian River tributaries.   


Similarly, the Project would be inconsistent with the following Land Use Element 
objectives and policies calling for the protection of agricultural lands4: 


GOAL LU-9: Protect lands currently in agricultural production and 
lands with soils and other characteristics that make them potentially 
suitable for agricultural use. Retain large parcel sizes and avoid 
incompatible non-agricultural uses. 


 
Objective LU-9.1: Avoid conversion of lands currently used for 
agricultural production to non-agricultural use.  


 
 


4 As noted in our comments submitted on behalf of Save Our Sonoma Neighborhoods, 
the County should maintain its characterization of cannabis cultivation as unique from 
traditional agricultural practices, as it did in 2016, and as it describes in the SMND. 
SMND at 23, 33, 34, 48 and 62. See also, SOSN Comments dated March 18, 2021. 



https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.6b06343

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0120016
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Objective LU-9.2: Retain large parcels in agricultural production 
areas and avoid new parcels less than 20 acres in the "Land 
Intensive Agriculture" category. 


 
Objective LU-9.3: Agricultural lands not currently used for farming 
but which have soils or other characteristics that make them suitable 
for farming shall not be developed in a way that would preclude 
future agricultural use. 


 
In contrast to these General Plan goals and objectives, the proposed amendments 


would allow conversion of lands designated for agricultural uses for cannabis production, 
which includes construction of buildings to house indoor cultivation and would expand 
the allowed production of cannabis cultivation area from the current one acre to 10 
percent of the parcel. 


As noted above, and in the letter submitted on behalf of Save Our Sonoma 
Neighborhoods on March 17, 2021, the Project will have substantial environmental 
impacts that have not been addressed by the County. These unanalyzed impacts will also 
result in inconsistencies with the General Plan. Therefore, the County must fully evaluate 
and mitigate the impacts of the Project before it can find the Project consistent with the 
County General Plan. 


VIII. The County must exclude the Mark West Watershed and other similarly 
impaired watersheds from the proposed Project. 


Under CEQA, a proper analysis of alternatives is essential for the County to 
comply with CEQA’s mandate that significant environmental damage be avoided or 
substantially lessened where feasible. Pub. Resources Code§ 21002; Guidelines §§ 
15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta 
(1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-45. Given the Project’s potential for significant impacts 
as outlined above, the County must require an EIR to analyze the extent and severity of 
the Project’s impacts related to hydrology and biological resources. The EIR must also 
consider feasible alternatives to avoid or minimize these impacts. Moreover, the County 
cannot make findings if there is an alternative that would reduce impacts to the 
surrounding community. 


In 2018, the Planning Commission considered provisions that would have created 
an Exclusion Combining District, which would have excluded commercial cannabis 
activities from areas meeting certain criteria, including: 
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(d) Areas where, because of topography, access, water availability or vegetation, 
there is a significant fire hazard; and 
 
(e) Areas with sensitive biotic resources or significant environmental sensitivity 
exists. 
 
Here, the Mark West Watershed (“MWW”) satisfies both criteria. First, the area is 


characterized by steeply sloped areas and encompasses areas identified as moderate, high, 
and very high wildland fire hazard zones. Sonoma County General Plan 2020, Public 
Safety Element, Figure PS-1G. Second, as discussed above and in the attached Kamman 
Report, the MWW is an “area with sensitive biotic resources or significant environmental 
sensitivity”, which satisfies the criteria considered in 2018 for exclusion. Kamman 
Report at 5. 


As enumerated in the Kamman letter and above, the MWW hosts critical aquatic 
and riparian habitat and endangered and sensitive aquatic species. See Exhibit 2, Jeremy 
Kobor, et al., Integrated Surface and Groundwater Modeling and Flow Availability 
Analysis for Restoration Prioritization Planning, Upper Mark West Creek Watershed, 
Sonoma County, CA (Dec. 2020) at p. 1. Because of its unique physical and biological 
characteristics, the watershed has been identified in numerous natural resource planning 
efforts for protection and enhancement. See id; Kamman letter at 5. 


There is also a documented trend in decreased groundwater availability in the 
MWW over the long term. Exhibit 2, Kobor et al., at p. 11 and Kamman Report at 7. This 
trend, and an acknowledged strong linkage between groundwater and creek summer base 
flow, Exhibit 2, Kobor, et al., at p. 3, indicate that the MWW is susceptible to 
groundwater overdraft conditions, Kamman at 5 and 7.  


In addition, the Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) for the Santa Rosa Plain 
Watershed indicates that groundwater levels have decreased in response to groundwater 
pumping in the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin. See  
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/SRP_GMP_12-14.pdf 
(accessed on March 15, 2021) at ES-2 (“The study shows that increased groundwater 
pumping has caused an imbalance of groundwater inflow and outflow. This imbalance 
could affect wells, and eventually will likely reduce flows in creeks and streams, leading 
to a potential for decline in habitat and ecosystems”), ES-7, and ES-8; Kamman Report at 
9. Mark West Creek flows into the Santa Rosa Plain. The GMP indicates that seepage 
from streams flowing onto the Santa Rosa Plain, including Mark West Creek, are a major 
source of recharge to the groundwater basin. The Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act “requires governments and water agencies of high and medium priority basins [such 
as the Santa Rosa Plain Watershed] to halt overdraft and bring groundwater basins into 



http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/SRP_GMP_12-14.pdf
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balanced levels of pumping and recharge.” California Department of Water Resources, 
SGMA Groundwater Management, available at https://water.ca.gov/ 
Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management. 


As explained in the Kamman Letter, any incremental increase in groundwater 
pumping within the upper Mark West Creek watershed would not only exacerbate 
overdraft of local aquifers, but would reduce streamflow in Mark West Creek and 
associated downstream recharge, additionally exacerbating overdraft in the Santa Rosa 
Plain groundwater basin. Kamman Report at 10. Any future increases in groundwater 
pumping due to cannabis cultivation in the upper Mark West Creek watershed and other 
similarly impaired watersheds would also exacerbate groundwater overdraft in the Santa 
Rosa Plain basin. Exhibit 3, Letter from Robert Coey, National Marine Fisheries Service 
(Aug. 30, 2018) (explaining that restoring area groundwater basins “will likely include 
greater groundwater recharge, less groundwater pumping, or some combination of the 
two,” and requesting that Sonoma County delay permitting cannabis cultivation activities 
relying on groundwater to avoid further harm to groundwater supplies). 


Significantly, the setbacks from riparian corridors incorporated in the Project do 
not eliminate impacts to the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired 
watersheds or the linked groundwater basins. A streamflow analysis of the Mark West 
Watershed determined that, while wells at increased distance from streams depleted 
streamflows at slower rates, “all wells generated depletion given enough time.” Exhibit 2, 
Kobor et al., at p. 11. “Requiring new wells to be drilled at a specified minimum distance 
from a stream or spring . . . may extend the length of time before streamflow depletion 
occurs; however, it will not prevent streamflow depletion from occurring.” Id. at 21 
(emphasis added). Thus, the measures currently included in the Project are insufficient to 
address potential significant impacts. Excluding the Mark West Watershed and other 
similarly impaired watersheds from the Project entirely, however, would prevent new 
commercial cannabis activities from drawing groundwater, thus preventing decreases in 
streamflow and avoiding significant environmental impacts to sensitive watersheds. 


State regulations governing cannabis activities in environmentally sensitive 
watersheds further support exclusion of the Mark West watershed and other similarly 
impaired watersheds. Specifically, the Department of Food and Agriculture is prohibited 
from issuing new licenses for commercial cannabis activities in watersheds that the State 
Water Resources Control Board or the Department of Fish and Wildlife determine are 
significantly impacted by cannabis cultivation. 3 Cal. Code Regs. § 8216; see also Bus. & 
Prof. Code § 26069(c)(1); Water Code § 13149. If the County were to issue licenses for 
cannabis cultivation in these areas, it would conflict with the intent of the state 
regulations to protect sensitive environments from cannabis-related impairments.  



https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management
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Though the State Water Resources Control Board and the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife have not yet determined that cannabis activities have significantly impacted the 
Mark West Watershed, it seems foolish to wait for this eventuality—and the associated 
degradation of a sensitive habitat—to occur. See also Exhibit 3, Letter from Robert Coey, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (Aug. 30, 2018) (“Since continued groundwater 
development in [the Mark West Watershed] will likely further impair summer baseflows 
in the future, NMFS recommends Permit Sonoma limit future groundwater development 
in these basins until the effects of long-term, chronic groundwater depletion and its 
impact on summer baseflows are properly analyzed.”). As this letter has emphasized, the 
Mark West watershed has already been identified as impaired in various respects. For 
example, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board has identified Mark 
West Creek as impaired with respect to aluminum, dissolved oxygen, phosphorus, 
manganese, sedimentation/siltation, and temperature. Exhibit 6, North Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Laguna de Santa Rosa TMDLs. Further, the Mark West 
Creek is one of five streams the California Water Action Plan selected for an effort to 
restore important habitat for anadromous salmonids. See Study Plan, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, June 2018, at i.v., 9-11, attached as Exhibit 7. The 
study plan for this effort notes that “Water diversions, modifications to riparian 
vegetation, and sediment delivery to streams [like Mark West Creek] . . . have 
contributed to the degradation and loss of habitat” for endangered salmonid species. Id. 
Considering (1) the existing sensitivity of the watershed, and (2) the numerous impacts 
on water and aquatic resources resulting from cannabis cultivation that are contemplated 
by the State Water Resources Control Board’s Cannabis Cultivation Policy,5 it makes no 
sense to allow cannabis cultivation in the Mark West Watershed. Instead, excluding 
cannabis cultivation from the Mark West Watershed avoids incompatibility with state 
regulations and avoids degradation of a valuable environmental resource.  


Therefore, the FMWW request that commercial cannabis activities be excluded 
from the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired watersheds. Only by 
excluding cannabis cultivation operations from the Mark West Watershed and similar 
watersheds can the County ensure that sensitive biotic resources present in these 
watersheds are protected. 


Finally, it is important to note that property owners do not have an absolute right 
to grow cannabis. State and federal law simply provide that the County must allow an 


 
5 Cannabis Cultivation Policy: Principals and Guidelines for Cannabis Cultivation, 
California State Water Resources Control Board,  Oct. 17, 2017, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2017/final_
cannabis_policy_with_att_a.pdf.  



https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2017/final_cannabis_policy_with_att_a.pdf

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2017/final_cannabis_policy_with_att_a.pdf
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economically reasonable use of property. Agins v. Tiburon (1980) 447 U.S. 255, 260. 
Property owners are not entitled to any particular use of property, nor are they entitled to 
compensation for even a “very substantial” diminution in the value of their property. 
Long Beach Equities v. County of Ventura (1991) 231 Cal. App. 3d 1016, 1036. By 
contrast, the County has an obligation to protect public trust resources and to comply 
with state law. National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal. 3d 419.  


Even if ensuring compliance with these state and local laws substantially 
diminishes the value of the applicant’s property, there is no automatic taking or County 
liability. For example, in MacLeod v. Santa Clara County, a property owner sued for a 
taking after he was denied a timber harvesting permit for his 7,000 acre ranch. (9th Cir. 
1984) 749 F.2d 541, 542-44. On appeal, a 9th Circuit court held that the denial of the 
permit was not a taking because the owner could continue to use or lease the land for 
cattle grazing as well as hold the property as an investment. Id. at 547. “The fact that the 
denial of the permit prevented [the owner] from pursuing the highest and best use of his 
property does not mean that it constituted a taking.” Id. at 548. Similarly, in Long Beach 
Equities, the court found that even where “zoning restrictions preclude recovery of the 
initial investment made.” they do not result in a taking as long as some use of the 
property remains. 231 Cal. App. 3d at 1038. Further, to the extent that there are existing 
permitted cannabis grows in the watershed, the County may create exceptions to the 
exclusion for existing uses, and may require them to phase out operations over time. 


Designation of the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired watersheds 
as an exclusion zone will simply prohibit the cultivation of cannabis in an area that is 
ecologically sensitive; it will not preclude other uses of property in the area. Because 
other less impactful uses of property remain, the County will have more than met its 
obligation to ensure some economic use of property in these watersheds. 


IX. Conclusion 


As set forth above, the SMND does not come close to satisfying CEQA’s 
requirements. It fails to describe the Project and the existing setting and fails to provide a 
complete analysis of Project impacts and feasible mitigation measures. At the same time, 
ample evidence demonstrates that a fair argument exists that the Project may result in 
significant environmental impacts. In light of this evidence, CEQA requires that an EIR 
be prepared. For this reason, and because the Project conflicts with core policies of the 
County’s General Plan, the Friends of Mark West Watershed request that the Project be 
denied. The Project should not be reconsidered until a legally adequate EIR is prepared 
and certified. 
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 Very truly yours, 
 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
 


 
 
Joseph “Seph” Petta 
 


 
 
Aaron M. Stanton 
 


 
 
Carmen J. Borg, AICP 
Urban Planner 


 


Exhibits:  
 
1. Letter from Greg Kamman, Senior Ecohydrologist with CBEC Ecoengineering, dated 
March 16, 2021  
 
2. Jeremy Kobor, et al., Integrated Surface and Groundwater Modeling and Flow 
Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization Planning, Upper Mark West Creek 
Watershed, Sonoma County, CA (Dec. 2020) 
 
3. Letter from Robert Coey, National Marine Fisheries Service (Feb. 26, 2021)  
 
4. K. Ashworth and W. Vizuete, High Time to Assess the Environmental Impacts of 
Cannabis Cultivation, Environmental Science & Technology (2017)  
 
5. Bauer et al., Impacts of Surface Water Diversions for Marijuana Cultivation on 
Aquatic Habitat in Four Northwestern California Watersheds, PLos ONE (2015) 
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6. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Laguna de Santa Rosa TMDLs 
 
7. Study Plan, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, June 2018 
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EXHIBIT 1







March 16, 2021 


Ms. Carmen Borg 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
396 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, CA  94102-4421 


Subject: Review of Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Permit Sonoma File No: ORD20-0005 
Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General Plan Amendment 


Dear Ms. Borg: 


I am a state licensed Professional Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist with over thirty years 


of technical and consulting experience in the fields of geology, hydrology, and hydrogeology.  I 


have been providing professional hydrology and hydrogeology services throughout California 


since 1989 and routinely manage and lead projects in the areas of surface- and groundwater 


hydrology, water supply, water quality assessments, water resources management, and 


geomorphology.  A copy of my resume is provided as Attachment A. 


I have been retained by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP (SMW) to review and evaluate the 


Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (SMND) for the Sonoma County Cannabis 


Land Use Ordinance Update and General Plan Amendment.  Based on my review of this 


document, it is my professional opinion that the SMND is inadequate in evaluating and 


mitigating the potential significant impacts of Project actions on hydrology, groundwater supply 


and biological resources, especially in the upper Mark West Creek watershed (MWW)1.   


1 For purposes of this letter, the upper Mark West watershed is defined as the Critical Habitat Area of the Porter 
Creek-Mark West Creek drainage indicated on the County’s Groundwater Availability map, dated December 6, 
2016 and contained in Policy and Procedure Number 8-1-14, “Procedures for Groundwater Analysis and 
Hydrogeologic Reports” (PRMD, 2017). 
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In addition, as written, I don’t agree that authorization of permits for cannabis cultivation can 


be done under a ministerial process, but rather will require some discretion on the part of the 


County. The rationale for these opinions is based on the findings presented below. 


 


1. Potentially underestimated and undocumented water use estimates 


The SMND (pg. 69) state that water use requirements for outdoor cannabis production ranges 


from 25- to 35-inches per year2.  The origin and/or derivation of these water use rates are not 


presented in the SMND.  Water use estimates presented in Table 1 (Projected Water Use for 


Cannabis) of the County’s 2015 Discussion Paper (Cannabis Cultivation RRD Zone, ORD15-


0005)3 translate to much higher water use rates, ranging from 43- to 261-inches per year, 


values that are 172% to 746% higher than those presented in the SMND.  The potential impact 


on water resources due to cannabis cultivation center on the volume of water use required.  


The unsubstantiated and significant divergence in water use estimates presented in County 


documents calls into question the validity of analysis and conclusions based on these estimates.  


The SMND does not disclose any information regarding the source, accuracy or validity of water 


use estimates.  Therefore, they should be considered arbitrary and unsupported in their use in 


impact analysis.    


 


2. Unsubstantiated impact assessment of water use 


The SMND states (pg. 71) that the ordinance would result in less than significant impact to 


groundwater supplies, recharge and sustainable management.  A key premise of this finding is 


based on the stated low quantities of anticipated groundwater use for cannabis cultivation.  


The analysis to support this finding is omitted and unsupported for the following reasons. 


• Page 69 of the SMND contains the following sentence, “Based on the relatively low 


quantities of water use (from 0.002 to 1.8 acre-feet per year), the likelihood that an 


individual cultivator or group of cultivators using groundwater from an alluvial aquifer 


would, by themselves, cause substantial groundwater overdraft is unlikely.” There is no 


discussion or explanation on how the water use estimate of 0.002 to 1.8 acre-feet per 


year is derived.  Without substantiating how these estimates are derived, they are just 


arbitrary numbers.  Nor is there any analysis or justification to support the claim that 


one or more cultivators using groundwater will not deplete groundwater resources.   


 


 
2 The volumes listed in the last sentence of Footnote 1 in the SMND is incorrect.  It should read: For example, 12 
inches (1 foot) per year applied over an area of 1 acre would be a volume of 1 acre-foot; 12 inches per year applied 
over an area of 10,000 square feet would be a volume of 10,000 cubic feet (approximately 74,805 gallons), or 0.23 
acre-feet.   
3 Discussion Paper – Key Issues and Policy Options, Cannabis Cultivation within Resources and Rural Development 
(RRD) Lands, ORD15-0005. 
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• Page 69 of the SMND states, “Future cannabis facilities in rural areas would rely on 


either surface (river, lakes and springs) or well water sources.  Accordingly, the 


introduction of cannabis cultivation in these areas could increase the use of 


groundwater.”  This statement echoes one of my biggest concerns regarding responsible 


stewardship of Sonoma County natural resources, which is the increased demand on 


already stressed groundwater supplies.  The SNMD does not analyze the potential 


impact of increased groundwater demand.  Statements that, “The size limitations for 


cultivation sites under the updated ordinance would limit water use” (pg. 69) and “… 


cannabis cultivation would not use more water than other crops that could grow under 


existing regulatory setting without permit” (pg. 69) fail to address the fact that increase 


the number of sites initiating cannabis cultivation will increase cumulative demands on 


surface- and ground-water resources; resources the County already knows are stressed 


in groundwater scarce and over draft basins (Kleinfelder, 2003; Santa Rosa Plain Basin 


Advisory Panel, 2014; and Woolfenden and Nishikawa, 2014). 


 


3. Net zero water plan for wells located in a Priority Groundwater Basin 


The SMND (pg. 70) indicates that for cannabis irrigation supply wells located in a Priority 


Groundwater Basin, the permittee must provide a hydrogeologic report prepared by a qualified 


professional demonstrating and concluding that the commercial cannabis use will not result in 


or exacerbate conditions of a basin or aquifer, consistent with the requirements for sustainable 


groundwater management plans under the California Sustainable Groundwater Management 


Act (SGMA). Having reviewed and assisted in the preparation of Groundwater Sustainability 


Plans (GSP) under SGMA, I know that preparing these reports requires considerable technical 


analysis, interpretation and professional judgement.  It is also my experience, that data gaps are 


a frequent impediment.  The reports will determine whether groundwater pumping will impart 


potential significant impacts on the environment. 


 


The SMND does not identify who will review the analyses and conclusions presented in these 


reports/plans.  Regardless, report/plan review will require a decision maker to determine if the 


report/plan conforms to standard practices and federal/state/County codes and policies.  It 


may also require the decision maker to place limitations and conditions on the permittee to 


avoid environmental impacts.  It is my opinion that report/plan review is a discretionary process 


integral to the authorization of a cannabis cultivation permit that can’t be done under a 


ministerial process. 


 


4. Potential impacts to interconnected surface water in Groundwater Availability Zone 1 or 2 


Subdivision b. on page 70 of the SMND appears focused on ensuring groundwater pumping 


within 500 feet of a blue-line stream does not deplete interconnected surface waters.  Under 


Subdivision b., there are three options to demonstrate this impact will not occur.  Option 2) 
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implies that wells within 500 feet of the Russian River and Dry Creek will not deplete 


interconnected surface water.  Option 3) implies that wells within 500 feet of a blue-line stream 


and located in Groundwater Availability Zone 1 or 2 will not deplete interconnected surface 


water.  However, the SMND does not present any analysis or justification for these 


determinations.  Similar to the concerns raised by NMFS in their comment letter to this section 


of the Ordinance (see page 2 of Attachment B), it is my opinion and experience that it is 


possible for wells to deplete interconnected surface waters along any stream or creek 


depending on the well proximity, pumping rate and hydrogeologic properties of the aquifer and 


stream substrate.  In short, the potential to deplete interconnected surface water is based on 


localized conditions, not a broad characterization of aquifer type.  Therefore, the SMND is 


incomplete as it does not present any analysis to demonstrate that Options 2) and 3) will not 


potentially deplete interconnected surface water and adversely impact the beneficial uses of 


surface waters. 


 


5. Potential impacts to interconnected surface water in Groundwater Availability Zone 3 or 4 


The purpose of Subdivision c. on page 70 of the SMND is to demonstrate that there is enough 


yield (i.e., minimum yield) from the well to meet irrigation demands.  A well yield test 


determines what is the maximum sustainable pumping rate from the well.  However, the SMND 


does not evaluate or demonstrate that pumping at the "minimum yield" rate will not 


potentially deplete groundwater volumes, lower groundwater levels, or deplete interconnected 


surface waters4.  The well yield test requirements listed under Subdivision c. evaluates if the 


minimum yield will meet irrigation demands but does not evaluate if pumping adversely 


impacts surface water and groundwater resources.  Thus, it is my opinion that complying with 


Subdivision c. on page 70 of the SMND does not evaluate if well pumping results in potentially 


adverse impacts to water resources.   


 


6.   Groundwater level monitoring and annual reporting 


Page 71 of the SMND indicates the updated Ordinance places monitoring and reporting 


conditions on the permit, including: equipping groundwater wells with a calibrated water meter 


and sounding tube (to measure water levels); submission of annual report including quarterly 


data on water meter readings and total quantity of water pumped; static water level readings; 


and providing a recorded easement to provide County personnel access to the well to collect 


water meter readings and groundwater level measurements.  The SMND does not provide an 


explanation for how the annual reports will be evaluated or what the triggers will be for remedial 


actions.  However, these reports are a condition placed on the permit, which will be evaluated to 


likely inform a discretionary decision or action. Thus, like the net zero water plan discussed under 


 
4 An analogy: if a car can sustain a 100-mph speed, driving it at this speed will exceed the speed limit. 
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item 3. above, annual reporting is a condition requiring discretionary action to the administration 


of a cannabis cultivation permit. 


 


7. Upper MWW should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance due to the presence of 
sensitive biotic resources 


The Mark West Creek watershed is unique to Sonoma County in that it hosts critical aquatic and 


riparian habitat and endangered and sensitive aquatic species. Because of its unique physical 


and biological characteristics, the watershed has been identified in numerous natural resource 


planning efforts for protection and enhancement, including the following. 


 


• Upper Mark West Creek provides habitat for the following listed species under the U.S. 


Endangered Species Act (ESA): CCC steelhead listed as threatened in 1997; CC Chinook 


Salmon listed as threatened in 1999; CCC Coho Salmon listed as endangered in 2005.  


Coho in the Russian River watershed have also been listed as endangered under the 


California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 2005 and were nearly extirpated from the 


watershed in the late 1990s (CDFW, 2018). Other aquatic species of special concern 


found in the upper watershed include California Roach (Lavinia symmetricus), 


Northwestern Pond Turtle (Actinemys marmorata), and Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog 


(Rana boylii) (Ibid). 


• Mark West Creek is ranked as critical habitat for steelhead and coho salmon and 


assigned as a Phase 1 (highest priority) stream for coho recovery in National Marine 


Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Central California Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (CCC 


ESU) Coho Recovery Plan (NMFS, 2012).   


• The Mark West Creek watershed was selected in 2014 as one of only five watersheds 


under the California Water Action Plan (CWAP) to receive coordinated efforts by the 


SWRCB and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to enhance stream flows 


in systems that support critical habitat for anadromous fish (CDFW, 2018; OEI, 2020). 


• In response to the CWAP, the CDFW has recently begun a Habitat and Instream Flow 


Study in the upper Mark West Creek.  Goals and objectives of the study are to identify 


and develop relationships between stream flow and available salmonid habitat and 


determine the flows and water quality conditions needed to maintain rearing habitat 


and connectivity for juvenile salmonids and their food sources (CDFW, 2018). 


• The upper Mark West Creek watershed was designated a “Natural Landscape”5 Priority 


Conservation Area (PCA) by ABAG in 2008 (ABAG, 2021).  Priority Conservation Areas 


(PCAs) are open spaces that provide agricultural, natural resource, scenic, recreational, 


and/or ecological values and ecosystem functions. These areas are identified through 


 
5  PCAs are categorized by four designations: Natural Landscapes, Agricultural Lands, Urban Greening and Regional 
Recreation. 
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consensus by local jurisdictions and park/open space districts as lands in need of 


protection due to pressure from urban development or other factors. 


• The majority of the upper Mark West Creek watershed that falls within the jurisdiction 


of the Franz Valley Specific Plan study area (2012) and has been assigned a “resource 


conservation” designation, recognizing the resource suitability, environmental and 


public service constraints, and natural sensitivities of the area6.  Because the majority of 


the Plan area occurs within areas of marginal (or less) groundwater availability, the Plan 


recommends that construction activities, creation of impervious surfaces and changes in 


drainage should be avoided through the Planning Division’s discretionary actions.  The 


Plan also recommends, “Maintain a low intensity of residential development in the 


Mark West Creek area to maintain future County preserve options; especially observe 


riparian setbacks along this creek”.  


• In 2008, with funding from the Sonoma County Water Agency through the Cooperative 


Russian River Watershed Program, Sotoyome Resource Conservation District initiated 


the Upper Mark West Watershed Management Plan.  The goals of the Plan are to meet 


water quality standards for sediment, support aquatic life and restore aquatic habitat, 


protect and enhance wetland habitat, promote native biodiversity in upland habitats 


and improve water conservation. 


 


As demonstrated in the planning and study efforts listed above, the Mark West Creek 


watershed is an area with sensitive biotic resources or significant environmental sensitivity and 


should be excluded from the added water demands associated with cannabis cultivation. 


 


8. Upper MWW should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance because local 
groundwater aquifers are in overdraft 


The County funded a study by Kleinfelder, Inc. in 2003 to explore the factors affecting the availability of 


groundwater in three water scarce areas experiencing concentrated building and well construction 


(Kleinfelder, 2003).  One area, the Mark West Study Area, is a 7.5 square mile intermountain valley 


located just north of Santa Rosa lying within the Mark West Springs Creek watershed7.  The aquifer 


underlying the Study Area is primarily fractured bedrock of the Sonoma Volcanics, though thick deposits 


of the Glen Ellen formation occur in the northwest portion of the area where there is relatively little 


development.  Kleinfelder states that the availability of groundwater in these formations is not 


predictable, but where groundwater is found, it is generally sufficient to supply current demand. 


 


As part of their study, Kleinfelder quantified changes in residential and urban water demands between 


1950 and 1997 along with construction depth and water levels of numerous wells. They found that the 


 
6 The 1979 Plan contains substantial description and analysis of natural resources in the study area.  This original 
background language was deleted from all subsequent modified versions (1993, 2008 and 2012) of the Plan.  The 
landuse designations cited here are from the 1979 Plan. 
7 The other two study areas included the Joy Road and Bennett Valley Areas. 
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mean depth to water in new wells trends downward in each study area over time; the trend in Mark 


West Study Area drops from 90 feet in 1950 to about 175 feet in 1997.  They conclude that the 


downward trend in depth-to-water in new wells corresponds to the trend of overall development.  They 


also found a clear trend of increasing average well depths over time.  They attribute the trend of 


increasing well depths to the need for drillers to reach groundwater levels that are lowering over time. 


 


Kleinfelder’s analysis of the annual average depth to water in new wells shows a trend of decreasing 


water levels over time in the three Study Areas.  They conclude the decline in water levels is most likely 


explained by increased groundwater extraction over time.  The trend analysis of depth to water in new 


wells together with reports of dropping water levels, seasonal well failures, and complete well failures 


all suggest groundwater overdraft8 conditions.  Additional development beyond the 1997 levels will 


likely increase overdraft as indicated in the following excerpt from the Kleinfelder report (pg. 40). 


 


There is a potential for further residential and agricultural development in the Study Areas 


because they have not been developed to the maximum density allowed by existing zoning 


ordinances. New homes and vineyards require water and more wells would be needed to 


meet demand. Additional groundwater extraction is likely to increase the rate of overdraft 


and result in further decline of groundwater levels. In fact, if an overdraft condition 


currently exists, groundwater levels may continue to decline even if no additional 


extraction occurs. Levels will continue to drop as long as extraction exceeds recharge. 


 


In response to the expansion of vineyards and rural residences in rural Sonoma County over the recent 


decades, CEMAR (Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoration) completed a study on how 


human development has effected hydrologic conditions and salmonid habitat in the upper Mark West 


Creek watershed9 (CEMAR, 2015).  CEMAR states that in the Mark West Creek watershed irrigated 


agriculture and rural residences are the two most evident forms of water use, with vineyards being the 


most prevalent agricultural cover type.  As part of their study, CEMAR quantified annual water demands 


for human uses in the upper watershed for comparison to summer streamflow data collected at several 


locations along the main stem Mark West Creek.  Key findings and conclusions from the CEMAR report 


include the following. 


 


• The upper watershed is geologically and topographically diverse.  The majority of the watershed 


is underlain by Sonoma Volcanics and a large portion is Franciscan Complex. 


• The source of summer base flows in Mark West Creek come from springs and groundwater 


seepage from the Sonoma Volcanics10.  Although flow rates are low (ranging from around 0.5 to 


 
8 Groundwater overdraft occurs when groundwater use exceeds the amount of recharge into an aquifer, which 
leads to a decline in groundwater level. 
9 The CEMAR report focuses specifically on the area upstream of the confluence with Humbug Creek with Mark 
West Creek (near the west end of St. Helena Road). 
10 The 1979 Franz Valley Specific Plan corroborates this conclusion in the following statements, “In addition to the 
valley recharge in the alluvial soils and the stream gravels of the Franz and Knight Valleys, the more permeable and 
fractured areas of the Sonoma Volcanics are of major importance for groundwater recharge.  Two areas along the 
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0.03 ft3/s, the creek exhibits consistent stable low flow through summer months, especially in 


headwaters. 


• Study estimates indicate that residential and agricultural summer water demands 


exceed creek flow rates throughout the dry season May-October. 


• Though there may be very few surface water diversions directly from Mark West Creek, 


water needs satisfied through pumping groundwater or from spring boxes likely remove 


water that would otherwise become base flow. 


• Base flow in late summer could increase substantially if human water needs met 


through pumping groundwater or diverting from streams during the dry season were 


reduced. 


• The potential for groundwater pumping to deplete streamflow is much greater for 


Sonoma Volcanic geology than Franciscan bedrock, even if Franciscan bedrock is thicker 


and closer in proximity to the stream. 


• The data describing depth to water in well completion reports indicates an overall trend 


of greater depth to water among those wells located within the entire study region, as 


well as those wells within one-quarter mile of Mark West Creek for the period 1965-


201411. 


• Summer base flows are lower or recede into subsurface alluvium in portions of the main 


stem Mark West Creek and North Fork Mark West Creek due to excessive sediment 


accumulation and channel aggradation. 


• Groundwater pumping likely results in reduced creek base flow, especially if wells are 


located in bedrock fractures that would otherwise provide base flow in summer. 


• Given the range of possible scenarios for describing surface water-groundwater 


relationships in fractured bedrock, it is not possible to know how pumping groundwater 


from fractured bedrock may affect streamflow without conducting a test of well 


operation and streamflow response to see whether and how streamflow patterns 


deviate from baseline conditions when water is pumped. 


 


In 2016, a notably dry year, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) submitted an 


Emergency Regulatory Action regarding enhanced water conservation and additional reporting 


requirements for the protection of specific fisheries in the Mark West Creek watershed (OAL, 


2016).  The SWRCB has authority to ensure the protection and preservation of streams and to 


limit diversions to protect critical flows for species, including for state- and federally- 


threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead species.  An important and relevant 


statement in this emergency order is the acknowledged role groundwater plays in sustaining 


 
upper reaches of Mark West Creek are responsible for maintaining summer flow and the high quality of the 
riparian vegetation and the fishery habitat of the creek”. 
11 Although not stated in the CEMAR report, similar to the Kleinfelder study, the long-term trend of declining 
(lowering) groundwater levels suggest groundwater overdraft. 
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creek flows.  The order states, “Due to the known hydraulic connection between sub-surface 


water and surface streams in the Russian River watershed, as well as the limited water use 


information in the area, additional information on diversions, whether surface or subsurface, 


and use of water is needed to better assess impacts on surface stream flows”. The emergency 


regulatory action was effective from 3/30/2016 to 12/28/16. 


 


Based on available technical studies, groundwater supplies in the upper Mark West Creek 


Watershed have steadily declined over the past 70 years and several local aquifers are in 


overdraft condition.  It is acknowledged that groundwater sustains summer creek base 


flows.  Existing creek base flow rate in upper Mark West Creek are very low during summer and 


is reduced to a level that threatens salmonids and other aquatic species during dry year-types 


(OEI, 2020). The increased water demands associated with expanded cannabis cultivation will 


only further exacerbate existing cumulative impacts on water/aquatic resources in upper Mark 


West Creek.  Because of the documented trend in decreased groundwater availability and 


strong linkage between groundwater and creek summer base flow, I agree with NMFS 


comments to the Ordinance (see Attachment B), that the potential for adverse impacts from 


unrestricted groundwater pumping for cannabis irrigation are high.  Therefore, I recommended 


that the upper Mark West Creek be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance. 


 


9. Upper MWW should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance due to existing water 
quality impacts in the watershed   


The RWQCB has listed Mark West Creek and its tributaries upstream and downstream of the 


confluence with the Laguna de Santa Rosa as 303(d) impaired water bodies for 


sedimentation/siltation and temperature (RWQCB, 2018). Downstream of the confluence with 


the Laguna, Mark West Creek is also listed as impaired for aluminum, dissolved oxygen, 


phosphorous, and manganese.  Cannabis cultivation typically requires earth disturbance that 


generates potential sediment discharge to nearby water bodies, especially in steep or unstable 


terrain or where in close proximity to drainages.  Given the existing upper watershed is 


impacted by sediment delivery to the creek, even small and unintentional sediment loading will 


add to existing cumulative adverse impacts to the creek.  Therefore, it is recommended that the 


upper Mark West Creek watershed should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance to avoid 


this impact. 


 


10. Upper MWW should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance due to reduced recharge 
to the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin   


The County is developing a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) for the Santa Rosa Plain 


Watershed (Santa Rosa Plain Basin Advisory Panel, 2014) pursuant to the state Sustainable 


Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). As stated in the GMP, groundwater levels have 


decreased in response to groundwater pumping in the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin.  
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SGMA requires governments and water agencies of  medium priority basins12 to halt overdraft 


and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. 


 


The GMP indicates that seepage from streams flowing onto the Santa Rosa Plain, including 


Mark West Creek, are a major source of recharge to the groundwater basin.  Thus, any 


incremental increase in groundwater pumping within the upper Mark West Creek watershed 


would not only exacerbate overdraft of local aquifers but would reduce streamflow in Mark 


West Creek and associated downstream recharge, additionally exacerbating overdraft in the 


Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin.  Any future increases in groundwater pumping due to 


cannabis cultivation in the upper Mark West Creek watershed would also exacerbate 


groundwater overdraft in the Santa Rosa Plain basin.  Therefore, it is recommended that the 


upper Mark West Creek watershed should be excluded from the Cannabis Ordinance to avoid 


this impact. 


 


11. Further amendments to the Ordinance are needed to provide consistency with state law 
and regulations 


Stream flow monitoring requirement: CEMAR (2014) concludes that the complex geology and 


surface water-groundwater interaction of the upper Mark West Creek watershed render 


standard County “hydrogeologic investigations” insufficient to evaluate the impacts of 


groundwater pumping on creek flow.  This scenario likely exists in many other County 


watersheds.  CEMAR recommends that coordinated well operation (pumping) observations and 


creek flow monitoring is required to identify and quantify groundwater-surface water 


interaction.  The Counties Cannabis Ordinance [Sec. 26-88-254, (g), (10)] includes the 


requirement for the preparation of a net zero water plan, hydrogeologic report and/or water 


yield test to certify that operation of an onsite groundwater supply does not exacerbate an 


overdraft condition in basin or aquifer or result in reduction of critical flow in nearby streams.  


However, the following section of the ordinance [Sec. 26-88-254, (g), (11)] only discusses 


groundwater monitoring and reporting protocols.  As indicated above, stream flow monitoring 


is also required to definitively assess potential impacts on instream flows from groundwater 


withdrawals.  Therefore, I recommend that an additional stream flow monitoring requirement 


be added to the ordinance for sites located within Groundwater Availability Zone 3 or 4, 


consistent with surface water flow monitoring requirements contained in the RWQCB Cannabis 


Cultivation Policy. 


 


Instream flow requirements: A stated purpose of the County’s ordinance amendment is to 


“harmonize” and “align” the ordinance with state law.  Numerous requirements under the 


 
12 The Santa Rosa Plain groundwater sub-basin (defined in DWR’s Bulletin 118) is currently identified as a medium 


priority basin/subbasin and is, therefore, subject to the requirements of SGMA.  


 



https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Basin-Prioritization
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RWQCB Cannabis Cultivation Policy are triggers and/or mitigations in response to impacts on 


water and aquatic resources that are clearly anticipated (and articulated) from increased 


cannabis cultivation (e.g., minimum instream flow requirements).  The State regulations clearly 


identify/anticipate and address potential adverse impacts from the legalization of cannabis 


cultivation.  The County’s ordinance should do likewise.    


 


 


Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding the material and conclusions 


contained in this letter. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 
Greg Kamman, PG, CHG 
Senior Ecohydrologist 
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Education 
 MS, 1989, Geology, Sedimentology and Hydrogeology,  
 Miami University, Oxford, OH


 BA, 1985, Geology, Miami University, Oxford, OH


Professional Registration 
 1993, Professional Geologist, California, #5737


	 1995,	Certified	Hydrogeologist,	California,	#360


Professional Experience 
 cbec, inc., eco-engineering, West Sacramento, CA, 
	 Senior	Ecohydrologist,	2020-present


 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc., San Rafael, CA,  
	 Principal	Hydrologist/Vice	President,	1997-2020


	 Balance	Hydrologics,	Inc.,	Berkeley,	CA	,	Sr.	Hydrologist/	
	 Vice	President,	1994-1997


 Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., San Francisco, CA, Project  
	 Geologist/Hydrogeologist,	1991-1994


	 Environ	International	Corporation,	Princeton,	NJ,	Sr.	Staff		
	 Geologist/Hydrogeologist,	1989-1991


	 Miami	University,	Oxford,	OH,	Field	Camp	Instructor	and		
	 Research	Assistant,	1986-1989


Greg Kamman is a professional geologist and certified hydrogeologist with over 30 years of 
technical and consulting experience in the fields of geology, hydrology, and hydrogeology. 
He specializes in directing and managing projects in the areas of surface and groundwater 
hydrology, stream and tidal wetland habitat restoration, water supply and water quality 
assessments, water resources management, and geomorphology. Mr. Kamman has 
worked extensively throughout California’s coastal watersheds and estuaries, and on 
multiple projects in Oregon and Hawaii.


Mr. Kamman’s experience and expertise includes evaluating surface and groundwater 
resources and their interaction, stream and wetland habitat restoration assessments and 
design, characterizing and modeling basin-scale hydrologic and geologic processes, 
assessing watershed hydraulic and geomorphic responses to land-use change , and 
designing and conducting field investigations characterizing surface and subsurface 
hydrologic and water quality conditions. Greg commonly works on projects that revolve 
around sensitive fishery, wetland, wildlife, and/or riparian habitat enhancement within 
urban and rural environments. Mr. Kamman performs many of these projects in response 
to local, state (CEQA) and federal statutes (NEPA, ESA), and other regulatory frameworks. 
Mr. Kamman frequently applies this knowledge to the review and expert testimony on 
state and federal water operation plan EIR/EIS reports, Groundwater Sustainability Plans, 
Habitat Conservation Plans, and biological assessments.


Mr. Kamman is accustomed to working multi-objective projects as part of an interdisciplinary 
team including biologists, engineers, planners, architects, lawyers, and resource and 
regulatory agency staff. Mr. Kamman is a prime or contributing author to over 360 technical 
publications and reports in the discipline of hydrology, the majority pertaining to the 
protection and enhancement of aquatic resources. Mr. Kamman has taught the following 
courses: stream restoration through U.C. Berkeley Extension (2001-2008); wetland 
hydrology through San Francisco State University’s Romberg Tiburon Center (2007 and 
2012-2014); and presented webinars (2020) to California Water Boards staff on hydrologic 
and hydraulic modeling. He has devoted his career to the protection, enhancement and 
sustainable management of water resources and associated ecosystems.


SELECTED	EXPERIENCE


Floodplain	Management	Projects


Flood Reduction, Mitigation Planning, and Design on Yreka Creek, Siskiyou County, CA 
City of Yreka as subcontractor to WRA, Inc., 2008-2010
Mr. Kamman completed a series of field and hydraulic model investigations for restoration planning 
and design along Yreka Creek to reduce flood hazards and potential damage to the City’s water 
treatment plant and disposal field infrastructure. This work also addresses and satisfies dike 
repair mitigation conditions stipulated by state resource agencies. While achieving these goals, 
Mr. Kamman tailored analyses and study objectives to assist the City in: enhancing the ecological 
floodplain restoration along Yreka Creek; providing opportunities for expanded public access and 
trail planning consistent with the goals of the Yreka Creek Greenway Project; and improving the water 
quality of Yreka Creek.


Key elements of this work included: review and synthesize existing information; identify and analyze 
the feasibility for three conceptual alternatives; and conceptual design and report preparation. 
Funding for implementation of restoration work over such a large area was a significant concern to 
the City. Therefore, designs identify and define phasing in a fashion that gives the City flexibility in 
implementation.


Greg Kamman, PG, CHG 
Senior Ecohydrologist
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West	Creek	Drainage	Improvement	Assessment,	Marin	County,	CA 
Marin County Flood Control, 2006-2008
Mr. Kamman prepared a study focused on characterizing existing flood conditions 
and developing and evaluating flood reduction measures along West Creek in 
Tiburon. The work was completed through the implementation of hydrologic and 
hydraulic feasibility and design assessments. The conceptual design and analysis 
of potential flood reduction strategies (alternatives) was completed through the 
development of a HEC-RAS hydraulic model that simulates historic, existing 
and proposed project flood conditions. It was intended that the conceptual 
design developed under this scope of work would be of sufficient detail and 
quality to initiate project permitting and the environmental compliance process 
and documentation. Opportunities for riparian corridor and aquatic habitat 
enhancement were also considered and integrated into the conceptual design. 
Mr. Kamman also developed and assessed six alternative flood hazard reduction 
measures. The hydraulic model results for each alternative were compared against 
baseline conditions in order to evaluate their ability to alleviate flood hazards.


Gallinas Creek Restoration Feasibility Assessment, Marin County, CA 
San Francisco Bay Institute, 2003-2005
Mr. Kamman completed a feasibility assessment for restoration of Gallinas Creek 
in northern San Rafael. Restoration will require removal of a concrete trapezoidal 
flood control channel and replacement with an earthen channel and floodplain 
in a “green belt” type corridor. Work included the collection of field data and 
development of a HEC-RAS hydraulic model to evaluate and compare existing 
and proposed project conditions. Designs must continue to provide adequate 
flood protection to the surrounding community. The study also includes and 
evaluation of existing habitat values, potential habitat values, and restoration 
opportunities and constraints.


Hydrologic and Hydraulic Evaluation for Trinity County Bridge 
Replacement,	Trinity	County,	CA 
Trinity County Planning Department, 2002
Mr. Kamman completed technical peer review of peak flow estimates and 
hydraulic design parameters associated with the replacement of 4 bridges across 
the upper Trinity River in Trinity County, California. A primary study component 
was accurately predicting the magnitude and frequency of flood releases from 
Trinity Dam. Numerous flood frequency analytical approaches were evaluated 
and used throughout this study.


Restoration of Lower Redwood Creek Floodway and Estuary, 
Humboldt County, CA 
California State Coastal Conservancy and Humboldt County DPW, 
2002-2003
Mr. Kamman provided technical review for the development of a hydraulic model 
to evaluate river and estuary restoration alternatives along the lower portions 
of Redwood Creek between Orrick (Highway 1) and the Pacific Ocean. This 
work was completed to evaluate the feasibility for creek/estuary restoration 
alternatives developed by the County, and effects on flood hazards along this 
flood-prone reach.


In order to better address and evaluate the current flood hazards along the entire 
floodway and identify potential flood hazard reduction measures, Mr. Kamman 
was retained to update HEC-2 models previously prepared by the Army Corps, 
and to evaluate the impacts of vegetation encroachment (increased roughness) 


and sediment deposition on floodway conveyance. Mr. Kamman expanded the 
Corps hydraulic model with newly completed channel surveys and channel 
roughness observations. The impetus for this work was to assist the County 
in identifying mutually beneficial strategies for ecosystem restoration and flood 
hazard reduction. Technical work was completed under close coordination and 
communication with county engineers. Study results and findings were presented 
at public meetings of local area landowners and stakeholders. 


Tembladero Slough Small Community Flood Assessment, 
Monterey County, CA 
Phillip Williams & Associates, Ltd., 1997
Mr. Kamman completed a flood information study of Tembladero Slough near 
Castroville on behalf of the San Francisco District Corps of Engineers. The 
purpose of this work was to identify and document local flood risks existing in the 
community and propose potential floodplain management solutions as part of the 
Corps 1995/1997-flood recovery process. Work centered on conducting a field 
reconnaissance, reviewing available historical data, and conducting discussions/
interviews with local landowners and agency personnel.


Fluvial Projects


Muir	Woods	National	Monument	Bank	Stabilization	Plan	for	Conlon	
Creek, Marin County, CA 
Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy (GGNPC), 2018-present
Mr. Kamman developed a grading and drainage plan for the Conlon Avenue 
Parking Lot, located adjacent to Redwood Creek and sensitive Coho salmon 
habitat. More recently, he has assisted GGNPC and the NPS in assessing the 
planning and design for creek bank stabilization and ecological enhancement 
at a failed culvert on a tributary channel at the project site. This work includes 
constructing a HEC-RAS model to evaluate: culvert removal and channel design; 
fish passage; and water quality impacts. Work is currently in development of 50% 
engineering design.


Hydrology and Hydraulic Assessments for Design of Butte Sink 
Mitigation Bank Project, Colusa County, CA 
WRA, Inc., 2017-2018
Mr. Kamman was retained to provide hydrology and hydraulic modeling support 
in the development of design and Draft Prospectus for the Butte Sink Mitigation 
Bank (Bank). This work entailed developing the necessary hydrology information, 
hydraulic model and documentation to support further design, environmental 
compliance and agency approvals/permitting of the Bank. The main objective of 
work was to develop a design that provides the necessary ecological conditions 
and functions for successful establishment and operation of the Bank.


Lagunitas Creek Salmonid Winter Habitat Enhancement Project, 
Marin County, CA 
Marin Municipal Water District, 2013-2018
Mr. Kamman designed and led a study to evaluate opportunities to enhance winter 
habitat for coho and other salmonids in Lagunitas Creek and its largest tributary 
- Olema Creek. This work was done as a two-phase assessment and design 
effort. The first phase (completed in 2013) included a winter habitat assessment 
to evaluate existing juvenile salmonid winter habitat in Lagunitas Creek and lower 
Olema Creek. The results of this assessment were used to prioritize winter habitat 
needs, and identify opportunities for winter habitat enhancement to increase 
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alternatives, and is assisted the District in developing short and long term 
management objectives. Mr.Kamman also led a multidisciplinary design team in 
the preparation of engineering plans and specifications as well as permits and 
environmental compliance documents. 


Vineyard	Creek	Channel	Enhancement	Project,	Marin	County,	CA 
Marin County Department of Public Works, 2007-2013
Mr. Kamman managed the preparation of designs and specifications for a flood 
conveyance and fish habitat and passage improvement project on Vineyard 
Creek. Creek corridor modifications included replacing the box culvert at the 
Center Road crossing with a free span bridge or bottomless arch culvert (civil 
and structural design by others), providing modifications to the bed and bank 
to eliminate erosion risks to adjacent properties and improve water quality, 
promoting active channel conveyance of both water and sediment, and providing 
improved low and highflow fish passage, improved low flow channel form and 
enhanced in-stream habitat, repairing eroding banks, and expanding/enhancing 
adjacent channel floodplains. The riparian corridor was replanted to provide a 
low-density native understory, “soft” bank erosion protection, and increased 
tree canopy along the tops of banks. Mr. Kamman prepared the JARPA for the 
project and conducted permit compliance and negotiations with all participating 
resource agencies. Designs and permitting also address the known presence 
of Native American artifacts. This work was contracted under an expedited 
design schedule and phased construction was initiated the summer of 2008 and 
continued the summer of 2009.


Bear	Valley	Creek	Watershed	and	Fish	Passage	Enhancement	
Project, Marin County, CA 
The National Park Service and Point Reyes National Seashore 
Association, 2005-2013
Working on behalf of the NPS and PRNSA, Mr. Kamman completed a watershed 
assessment and fish passage inventory and assessment for Bear Valley Creek. 
Work included a geomorphic watershed assessment and completing field surveys 
and hydraulic modeling (including flood simulations) of ten road/trail crossings to 
identify and prioritize creek and watershed restoration efforts while considering 
and addressing current flooding problems at Park Headquarters – a major 
constraint to channel restoration efforts that would likely exacerbate flooding. 
Mr. Kamman also completed a suite of conceptual restoration designs (Phase 
1) including: the replacement of two county road culvert crossings with bridges; 
channel creation through a ponded freshwater marsh (former tidal marsh); 
and replacement of 4 trail culverts with prefabricated bridges; and associated 
in-channel grade control and fishway structures. Engineered drawings and 
specifications were also developed for some of these sites to assist PORE with 
emergency culvert replacements after damages sustained during the New Year’s 
Eve flood of 2005. Mr. Kamman also directed geotechnical, structural and civil 
design of project components.


Two projects were completed in 2006 on emergency repair basis resulting from 
flood damages suffered during the New Year’s Eve storm of 2005. The two most 
recent projects were constructed in 2013, consisting of a large bank repair and 
adjacent to main access road/trail and culvert replacement further upstream 
on same road. The bank repair utilized bioengineering approaches including 
engineered log revetments and log diversion vanes.


the winter carrying capacity of coho salmon and steelhead. The second phase 
(completed in 2017) consisted of a designing winter habitat enhancements. 
These enhancements focused on restoring floodplain and in-channel habitat 
structures. Winter habitat enhancement work also needed to consider potential 
impacts to or benefits for California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica), a 
federally endangered species.


This work included field reconnaissance, topographic surveys and the 
preparation of final design drawings at nine different project sites. An overall 
self-maintaining design approach was developed to guide individual project 
plan, with minimal earthwork and disturbance to existing riparian and wetland 
habitat. Self-sustained, natural evolution of a multi-thread channel within a more 
active floodplain is a desired outcome of project actions. Design elements and 
structures are intended to enhance or restore natural hydrologic processes to 
promote geomorphic evolution of more active high flow (side) channels and 
floodplain. Design elements include construction of 24 individual log structures. 


Lower Miller Creek Management and Channel Maintenance, 
Marin County, CA 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, 2013-2015
Mr. Kamman was commissioned to formulate and implement a plan for sediment 
removal and improved flood flow conveyance in the Lower Miller Creek channel. 
The need for improved flood and sediment conveyance is driven by the following 
factors. Progressive accumulation of course sediment in the project reach had 
reduced area wide discharge efficiencies along Miller Creek and at District 
outfalls. The District had an immediate need to dredge Lower Miller Creek to 
protect existing operations and facilities. Miller Creek supports a population 
of federally listed Steelhead, and adjacent wetland areas potentially support 
other state and federally listed special status species. Therefore, permitting 
requirements and cost efficiency required minimizing the extent and frequency 
of channel excavation/maintenance that may adversely impact habitats in the 
wetland and riparian corridor.


The design objective of the project was to define and optimize an integrated 
channel maintenance, flood, and sediment management plan, that protects 
existing facilities from stream and coastal flood hazards. The plan’s objective 
was to minimize costs and ecological impacts of future anticipated and designed 
maintenance activities required under District operations. Working with District 
Staff, Mr. Kamman developed a suite of potential project alternatives and 
identified a preferred approach. Mr. Kamman completed all CEQA compliance 
(IS/MND) and permitting. Mr. Kamman also managed and directed development 
of engineered drawings and assisted in bid document preparation.


Mr. Kamman provided site assessment, long term management planning and 
channel maintenance support to the Sanitary District to maintain flood conveyance, 
manage sediment aggrading at District outfalls, and improve ecological values in 
the intertidal Bayland reaches of Miller Creek. The creek supports multiple federal 
and state listed endangered species. Initial work included completing hydraulic 
and geomorphic assessments to characterize causes of channel aggradation, 
and quantify sediment yields. Assessments included evaluation of climate 
change impacts on habitat and flood hazards, and water quality modeling of 
District outfalls to quantify tidal exchange and dilution. Based on this analysis and 
supporting biological resource assessments, Mr. Kamman identified alternatives 
for channel maintenance, performed a cost benefit assessment of dredging 
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Borba Dairy Farms. The primary objective of the study was to characterize the 
hydrologic and geomorphic controls on the spatial distribution of habitat types. 
To meet this objective, Mr. Kamman’s assessment included: (1) collecting and 
synthesizing hydrologic data to characterize existing and historic streamflow, 
geomorphic and shallow groundwater conditions; (2) filling a data gap by 
collecting topographic data of hydrologic features; (3) developing a hydraulic 
model capable of predicting water surface profiles for a range of design flows; 
and (4) quantifying the linkage between surface water/groundwater conditions 
and specific vegetation communities and habitat types through implementation 
of reference site assessments. Mr. Kamman also provided conceptual design and 
permitting support in evaluating habitat enhancement and creation opportunities 
on the site.


Redwood	Creek	Floodplain	and	Salmonid	Habitat	Restoration, 
Marin County, CA 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area and Golden Gate Parks 
Conservancy, 2005-2008
Mr. Kamman lead development of a preferred project alternative and final project 
design drawings and specifications for a floodplain and creek restoration and 
riparian corridor enhancement effort on lower Redwood Creek above Muir Beach 
at the Banducci Site. A primary objectives of the project was to: improve salmonid 
passage/rearing/refugia habitat; riparian corridor development to host breeding 
by migratory song birds; and wetland/pond construction to host endangered red-
legged frog. The preferred design includes: excavation along the creek banks to 
create an incised flood terrace; engineered log deflector vanes; removing and 
setting back (constructing) approximately 400-feet of levee; creating in- and off-
channel salmonid rearing and refugia habitat; reconnecting tributary channels to 
the floodplain; and creating California red-legged frog breeding ponds. Designs 
were completed in 2007 and the project constructed in the summer of 2007.


Considerable hydraulic modeling was completed to evaluate and develop means 
to help reduce chronic flood hazards to surrounding roadways and properties. 
Alternatives that included set-back levees and road raising were developed 
and evaluated. Detailed and careful hydraulic (force-balance) analyses and 
computations were completed as part of engineered log deflector designs. These 
were unique and custom designed structures, building on past project efforts 
and in consultation with other design professionals.


This project demonstrates Mr. Kamman’s ability to work closely with the project 
stakeholders to develop a preferred restoration alternative in a focused, cost-
effective and expedited fashion. This was achieved through close coordination 
with the NPS and the effective and timely use of design charrette-type meetings to 
reach consensus with participating stakeholders. Conceptual through full PS&E 
were completed on-time and on-budget in 2007 and was project constructed in 
the fall of 2007. Mr. Kamman worked closely with NPS staff to “field fit” the project, 
by modifying grading plans to protect existing riparian habitat. Mr. Kamman also 
provided construction management and oversight to floodplain grading and 
installation of engineered log structures. Based on field observations, the project 
is performing and functioning as desired. 


Pilarcitos	Creek	Bank	Stabilization	Project,	San	Mateo	County,	CA 
TRC Essex, 2006-2007
Mr. Kamman directed field surveys and technical modeling analyses to develop 
restoration design alternatives for a Bank Stabilization Project on Pilarcitos Creek 


Kellogg Creek Restoration Project, Contra Costa County, CA 
Olberding Environmental on behalf of the Contra Costa County 
Water District, 2012-2013
Mr. Kamman led the development of PS&E to restore 3,000 linear feet of riparian 
and associated creek corridor habitat. Project was designed as compensatory 
mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters from the Los 
Vaqueros Reservoir Expansion Project that Contra Costa Water District. Work 
included field investigations and data analysis to characterize hydrologic/
geomorphic conditions and numerical modeling to optimize desired inundation 
and hydroperiods. Work was completed under subcontract to.


Miller Creek Sanitary Sewer Easement Restoration, Marin County, CA 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, 2010
Working on behalf of the District, Mr. Kamman completed field surveys and 
technical feasibility studies to develop engineering plans and specifications for 
a stream bank restoration project to protect an exposed sanitary sewer pipeline, 
stabilize incised banks, and promote an ecologically healthy stream corridor 
along an approximately 50 linear foot damaged reach of Miller Creek. The design 
includes backfill and materials to accommodate construction of a vegetated 
stabilized slope. The eroded bank repair included design of a 1:1 Envirolok 
vegetated slope with geogrid reinforced soil lifts extending eight to ten feet back 
from the slope face. One-quarter-ton rock will be placed in front of the Envirolok 
wall at the toe of the reconstructed bank to provide added scour protection. In 
order to perform the work, the project site will be dewatered. An existing felled 
tree perpendicular to the creek flow will be relocated and secured into the right 
creek bank with root wad remaining in active channel. All work on the bank and 
within the creek bed must be completed pursuant to project permits due to 
presence of steelhead trout.


California	Coastal	Trail	Planning	and	Design	at	Fitzgerald	Marine	
Reserve, San Mateo County, CA 
WRA, Inc., 2008-2009
Mr. Kamman provided hydrology and hydraulics expertise in the planning and 
design for the 0.25-mile segment of the California Coastal Trail at the Fitzgerald 
Marine Reserve. The project was overseen by the San Mateo County Parks 
Department. This segment of Coastal Trail provides improved access from the 
trailhead to the beach as well as a free span bride over Vicente Creek. Greg 
completed the field surveys and hydraulic modeling to assist an interdisciplinary 
team to design the project. Understanding the hydrology of Vicente Creek 
and quantifying flood conditions was critical to successfully designing and 
constructing the free span bridge. He also evaluated how creek hydrology 
and coastal wave processes interact at the beach outfall in order to identify 
opportunities and constraints to beach access improvements (which will include 
crossing the creek on the beach) during both wet and dry season conditions 
in order to evaluate both permanent and seasonal crossing design alternatives.


Hydrologic	Assessment	and	Conceptual	Design	for	Conservation	
and Wetland Mitigation Bank Project, Stanislaus County, CA 
WRA, Inc., 2009
Working as a subcontractor to WRA, Inc., Mr. Kamman provided hydrology, 
geomorphology and engineering support for the planning and design for a 
Conservation and Wetland Mitigation Bank on the San Joaquin River, in the 
Central Valley near Newman, California. The property is currently owned by the 
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(Thompson’s Reach, El Polin Loop), two projects (East Arm Mtn. Lake and YMCA 
Reach) were constructed in 2014, and MacArthur Meadow restoration in 2016.


This work illustrates the Mr. Kamman’s ability to complete a broad variety of 
hydrologic analyses, including: multiple years of rigorous and thorough surface 
water and groundwater hydrologic and water quality monitoring throughout the 
entire watershed to characterize and quantify existing hydrologic conditions; 
development of a detailed watershed-scale water budget for existing and 
proposed land-used conditions (capturing existing and proposed vegetation 
cover types and land use activities) to calculate groundwater recharge estimates 
input into the numerical watershed model; preparation of EA sections on water 
resources and water quality (NEPA compliance) regarding Environmental 
Conditions, proposed Impacts, and Proposed Mitigations associated with the 
project; preparing detailed alternative plans; and coordination and preparation 
of engineered plans/specifications for construction. All work was completed on 
budget and in a timely fashion.


Mountain Lake Water Budget, San Francisco County, CA 
Presidio Trust, 2012-2017
Mr. Kamman was retained to develop a water balance model for Mountain Lake 
in the Presidio of San Francisco. Through development of a water balance model, 
the Trust seeks to understand: the major source(s) of inflow to both Mountain 
Lake; anticipated seasonal (monthly) changes in water level relative to various 
outflow assumptions; and the relationship of surface and groundwater interaction. 
This information gained from this study will be used to: 1) better understand and 
manage lake levels for ecological habitats; 2) identify flood storage capacity of 
Mountain Lake and fluctuations in lake level under various storm conditions; 3) 
better understand and maintain wetland habitat in the east arm; and 4) complete 
mass balance calculations to assess water quality in and feeding into the lake.


To implement this study, Mr. Kamman developed a water budget model to identify 
and quantify the primary water inputs and outputs to the lake and determine major 
controls over water storage. Primary water budget variables analyzed includes: 
precipitation; evaporation/evapotranspiration; groundwater exchange; and 
surface runoff. This study also included a long-term field investigation completed 
between 2012 and 2016 to: identify all point source inputs such as culverts and 
drainage outlets; identify diffused surface runoff inputs from surrounding lands, 
including a golf course; better characterizing the function and performance of the 
primary lake outfall structure; monitor groundwater levels surrounding the lake; 
and continuously monitor lake water level and storage over a mult9i-year period. 
These data were used to quantify water budget variables used to build the water 
budget model. Precipitation and barometric pressure data used in the model 
was provided by the Trust maintained weather station. Model daily evaporation 
estimates came from a variety of local area gauges maintained by state agencies.


The water budget model developed for this study is successful in accurately 
simulating historic water level conditions. The model using a daily time-step 
appears more accurate than model using a weekly time-step, but both provide 
reasonable agreement with observed conditions. The model is highly sensitive to 
groundwater exchange with the lake. The water budget is also a proven useful 
tool for the design and analysis of improvements to the lake outfall structure and 
establishing flood storage needs to protect the adjacent highway.


in unincorporated San Mateo County, California. This work included hydrology 
and hydraulic design and preparation of plan sheets and technical specifications 
as well as a revegetation plan. Due to the importance of protecting an existing 
gas mainline, the design package will be completed in close coordination with 
TRC Essex geotechnical staff and revegetation subcontractor and PG&E civil 
staff. Design feasibility analyses focused on developing hydraulic design criteria 
for the project, including: estimates of design flood flow magnitudes (2-, 5-, 10-, 
25-, 50- and 100-year floods); water surface elevation estimates for a suite of 
design floods; associated average channel velocities and shear stresses; and 
estimates for riprap sizing for channel bank toe protection. Plan sheets, technical 
specifications and cost estimates were provided for review and approval.


Watershed Assessments


Evaluation	of	Project	Impacts	on	Oregon	Spotted	Frog, 
Klamath County, OR 
Oregon Water Watch and Earthjustice, 2016-2019
Mr. Kamman designed a suite of hydrologic, hydraulic and geomorphic studies to 
evaluate proposed change operations of the Crane Prairie, Wickiup and Crescent 
Lake dams and reservoirs as related to harm to Oregon spotted frogs. Work 
began with analyzing impacts associated with proposed water delivery operations 
and developing a proposed alternative prioritizing protection and enhancement 
of frog habitat. This work followed with a technical review and critique of the 
USFWS’s Biological Assessment. Work included preparation of four declarations 
for the clients.


Tennessee	Hollow	Creek	Riparian	Corridor	Restoration, 
San Francisco County, CA 
Presidio Trust, 2001-present
Mr. Kamman has been leading and assisting the Trust and Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA) in the planning and design on over a dozen multi-
objective riparian corridor restoration and watershed management projects in 
the Tennessee Hollow/Crissy Marsh watershed since 2001. Specific project 
objectives include: daylighting creeks; riparian corridor restoration; expanding 
Crissy Marsh; enhancing recreation, education, archeological, and cultural 
resource opportunities; improving water quality discharges to San Francisco Bay; 
and remediation of numerous landfills within the watershed. Typical initial phases 
of work focus on characterizing surface and groundwater conditions within 
each project area and identifying opportunities and constraints to restoration of 
natural wetlands and creek/riparian corridors. Notable challenges of this work 
include restoring heavily disturbed natural resources in an urban setting while 
integrating designs with recreation, archeology/cultural resources, education and 
remediation programs. Mr. Kamman has acted as lead hydrologist and designer 
on eight separate reaches in the 271-acre Tennessee Hollow Creek watershed 
and several other projects within and in the vicinity of Mountain Lake.


All task authorizations under these on-call and individual design contracts and 
included hydrology and water quality assessments and conceptual restoration 
planning and design. The project areas overlapped both the Presidio Trust and 
NPS-GGNRA management areas. Preliminary construction cost estimates for 
project alternatives within the Tennessee Hollow watershed range from $10- to 
$20- million. Several restoration projects are also tied to providing mitigation 
for the current San Francisco Airport expansion and Doyle Drive Seismic 
Improvement projects. Several projects have been constructed since 2012 
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endangered species. In light of these concerns, this study was conducted to 
determine if a reuse project is feasible without significant environmental harm.


The assessment included hydrologic and geomorphic field and analytical 
assessments of past (unimpaired), current and proposed surface and groundwater 
flow conditions over a wide range of dry- through wet water year-types. The main 
objective if these analyses was to determine the linkage to water quality and aquatic 
habitat conditions including: flow durations; extent of gaining vs. losing reaches; low 
flow inundation/wetted area; and influence on barrier beach dynamics. Mr. Kamman 
collaborated with a team of other professionals to prepare a facility plan documenting 
the analyses and conclusions of respective water recycling investigations. 


Hydrologic Analysis of FERC Minimum Flows on Conway Ranch 
Water Rights, Mono County, CA 
Law Office of Donald Mooney, 2001-2002
Mr. Kamman completed a hydrologic analysis to evaluate if FERC’s proposed 
Minimum Flow Plan for Mill Creek would interfere with the exercise of the Conway 
Ranch’s water rights from Mill Creek. The approach to this analysis was to quantify 
the duration of time the Conway Water right was met under historic gaged and 
simulated proposed Minimum Flow Plan conditions. The primary objective of the 
analysis was to evaluate impacts during the winter period when flows are typically 
limited due to water storage as snow pack. Minimum Flow Plan conditions were 
simulated by developing a spreadsheet model that redistributes actual (historic) 
Lundy Lake releases in a fashion that maintains a minimum flow of 4 cfs to Mill 
Creek to accommodate the downstream Southern California Edison’s (SCE) 
power plant. The analysis period for both historic and simulated Minimum Flow 
Plan conditions consisted of water years (WY) 1990 through 1998 to capture an 
exceptionally diverse range of wet and dry year-types.


The primary method used to quantify changes in flow between historical and 
simulated Minimum Flow Plan conditions was to prepare and compare flow 
duration curves for each condition during both the winter and summer periods 
during a variety of water year types. Model results were tabulated for each 
conditions to determine the differences in the percentage of time target flows 
were equaled or exceeded. Based on these findings, Greg was contracted to 
complete more in-depth monthly modeling. 


Groundwater Management Projects


Assessments of Groundwater-Surface Water Interaction, 
Stanislaus County, CA 
The Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe, APC and California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, 2015-present
Since 2015, Mr. Kamman has been assessing groundwater conditions within 
Stanislaus County and evaluating potential impacts of groundwater pumping 
on surface water flow and aquatic habitat of the Stanislaus, Tuolumne and 
San Joaquin Rivers. Mr. Kamman completed a comprehensive review and 
synthesis report of available groundwater and interconnected surface water 
(ISW) reports and data. Using available soils, geology and hydrology information, 
Mr. Kamman also delineated and mapped subterranean streams and Potential 
Stream Depletion Areas (PSDAs) to identify stream corridors susceptible to 
adverse impacts from groundwater pumping. This information is intended to help 
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies identify potential impacts to ISW.


Cordilleras Creek Hydrologic Assessment, San Mateo County, CA 
City of Redwood City, 2002-2003
Mr. Kamman assisted the Cordilleras Creek Watershed Coordinator in planning, 
seeking funding, and implementing a hydrologic and biologic assessment of the 
Cordilleras Creek watershed. Work completed included completing a full creek 
reconnaissance and channel stability assessment, preparation of a watershed 
assessment work plan, presentations at public meetings, and study/review of 
flooding issues in the watershed. Challenges faced in this predominantly privately 
owned watershed include removal of numerous fish passage barriers and 
educating/coordinating property owners.


Capay	Valley	Hydrologic	and	Geomorphic	Watershed	Assessment,	
Yolo County, CA 
Yolo County RCD, 2008-2010
Mr. Kamman designed and supervised a hydrologic, geomorphic watershed 
assessment, and conceptual restoration design for the Capay Valley segment 
of Lower Cache Creek . Funding for the project was from a CALFED Watershed 
Program grant. The Capay Valley reach of Cache Creek experiences considerable 
stream bank erosion, which contributes to downstream sedimentation. The 
channel instability also threatens adjacent homes and can negatively impact the 
riparian habitat along the creek that functions as an important wildlife corridor 
from the Western Coastal Range to the Yolo Bypass. Additionally, a significant 
proportion of methylmercury transported into the Bay-Delta originates from the 
Cache Creek watershed. The main goal of this proposed study is to address both 
the causes and the aforementioned consequences of bank erosion.


The assessment was designed to evaluate and quantify changes in hydrologic and 
geomorphic conditions in response to historical changes in land-use and water 
development (e.g., diversions, reservoir construction, groundwater pumping, 
etc.). This assessment also evaluated how historic human induced changes in 
hydrologic and geomorphic conditions affect riparian ecology in terms of the lost 
or altered floodplain area, character, and inundation frequency. A key product 
of this assessment was to distinguish between “natural” and “accelerated” bank 
erosion, and to identify the underlying causes (both natural and anthropogenic) 
so that appropriate solutions can be developed. Desired outcomes of the study 
included: reduce bank erosion by developing restoration designs for typical 
trouble sites; produce a ranking system to prioritize sites for stabilization and 
restoration; contribute to community education through watershed science 
education and the Yolo STREAM Project outreach program; improve water 
quality through reduction in accelerated erosion; and contribute to riparian 
corridor restoration and support the RCD’s Wildlife Conservation Board funded 
efforts to remove non-native tamarisk and around from the creek corridor. Work 
was completed through a broad spectrum of field and analytical investigations 
that received close review by the RCD, stakeholders, and a Technical Advisory 
Committee.


Ventura	River	Unimpaired	Flow	and	Habitat	Assessment,	Ventura	
County, CA 
City of Buenaventura and Nautilus Environmental, 2006-2007
Mr. Kamman completed a hydrology feasibility assessments as part of evaluating 
the reuse of Ojai Valley Sanitary District (OVSD) effluent for other beneficial uses. 
Currently, OVSD discharges treatment plant effluent to the lower Ventura River. 
The City and OVSD recognize that the reduction in the discharge of treated 
effluent to the Ventura River could have an environmental effect on sensitive and 
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Green	Gulch	Farm	(GGF)/Zen	Center	Water	Resources	Investigation,		
Marin County, CA 
Green Gulch Farm, 1998-2019
Mr. Kamman completed a multi-phase study to evaluate the short- and long-
term water uses and resources at GGF. Work was initiated by developing 
comprehensive water usage/consumption estimates and assessing available 
water resources, including spring, surface water, and ground water sources. 
Water demand estimates included quantifying potable and agricultural water 
usage/demands. Once reliable water supplies were identified and water 
usage/demand figures calculated, Mr. Kamman provided recommendation for 
improvements to water storage and distribution systems, land-use practices, 
conservation measures, treatment methods, waste disposal, and stream and 
habitat restoration. The initial phase of work included: in-depth review of available 
reports and data; review of geology maps and aerial photography; review of water 
rights and historic land use records; field reconnaissance including year-round 
spring flow monitoring; mapping and quantifying existing runoff storage ponds; 
and surface water peak- and base-flow estimates.


The second phase of work included identification of possible groundwater sources 
and siting and installation of production wells. This included sighting three drilling 
locations, obtaining County and State well drilling permits for a domestic water 
supply; coordination and oversight of driller; and directing final well construction. 
Upon completion of a well, Mr. Kamman directed a well pumping yield test and the 
collection and analysis of water quality samples (including Title 22) for small water 
supply system use. The final phase of work included assisting GGF with water 
treatment system options at the well head and integration of the groundwater 
supply into an existing ultra-violet light treatment system servicing spring water 
sources. Work was completed in 2000 with a budget of approximately $25,000, 
including all driller and laboratory subcontracting fees.


Stanford Groundwater Assessments, Santa Clara County, CA 
Stanford University Real Estate Division, 2012-2016
Mr. Kamman provided technical hydrogeologic services to evaluate groundwater 
conditions and drainage requirements associated with the construction of several 
new facilities on or near Page Mill Road. The main objective of this study is to 
determine the seasonal depth to groundwater beneath the project site under 
existing and potential future conditions and provide an opinion on if the project is 
required to comply with the City of Palo Alto, Public Works Engineering Basement 
Exterior Drainage Policy (effective October 1, 2006). This work included obtaining 
and reviewing available technical reports, maps and literature pertaining to 
groundwater conditions in the project vicinity. Based on this review, we have 
prepared a letter report of findings and recommendations.


Bodega	Bay	Wetland	Water	Supply,	Sonoma	County,	CA 
Friends of Bodega Bay, 2007
Mr. Kamman Conducted an evaluation of the groundwater underflow feeding a 
large coastal wetland in Bodega Bay and recommended mitigation measures for 
potential losses in supply associated with proposed residential development in 
recharge areas. Work included: long-term monitoring of ground water quality and 
supply; monitoring surface water and spring flow and water quality; assessing 
and characterizing the interaction between surface and subsurface water 
sources during different seasons and water year-types; developing a detailed 
water budget for the site to assess impacts to recharge areas; and developing a 
number of physical solutions to mitigate for recharge losses.


Most recently, Mr. Kamman has been retained to review and comment on 7 
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for critically overdraft groundwater 
subbasins within or adjacent to Stanislaus County. This review focused on how 
GSPs address Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) and ISW. Comments 
included recommendations on monitoring and study plans to identify and 
quantify impacts of groundwater pumping on stream flow rates and associated 
ecological habitats. 


Assessment of Surface Water-Groundwater Interaction, 
Humboldt County, CA 
Friends of the Eel River (FOER), 2020-present
Mr. Kamman is currently providing technical assistance in understanding surface 
water-groundwater interactions in the Lower Eel River Valley. Work includes 
reviewing and synthesizing available reports and hydrologic data and providing a 
science-based opinion on the role groundwater plays in supporting stream flow 
and aquatic habitats. This analysis addresses conditions and changes associated 
with seasonal and long-term wet-dry cycles. Data gaps will be identified and 
documented during the analysis.


This work is being completed to support FOER efforts at protecting aquatic 
resources within the framework of current water management practices and 
the public trust doctrine under California law. Additionally, this work includes 
providing hydrologic and hydrogeologic review, comment and recommendations 
during development of the basin’s Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) under 
the California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).


Scott	Valley	Subbasin	Technical	Hydrogeologist	Assistance, 
Siskiyou County, CA 
Klamath Tribal Water Quality Consortium and Quartz Valley Indian 
Reservation, 2019-present
Mr. Kamman is providing technical review and comment on the groundwater 
models and associated studies in the Scott Valley groundwater subbasin under 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) process. Work includes: 
review of groundwater models; synthesis and review of available groundwater 
quality data; assisting to identify constituents of concern; and review of the 
planning and technical studies being used to develop a basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan (GSP). 


Middle Russian River Valley Shallow Groundwater Storage 
Enhancement Study, Sonoma County, CA 
Friends of the Eel River, 2016
Working on behalf of Friends of the Eel River, Mr. Kamman completed a study 
to identify and quantify the volume of recoverable aquifer storage along two 
independent 6-mile reaches within the alluvial fill valley of the Russian River. 
The approach to this study was to quantify how channel incision has reduced 
shallow groundwater levels and quantify how much aquifer storage can be 
increased if channel bed elevations are restored to historic levels. The goal of 
this investigation was to identify feasible approaches to increase groundwater 
storage that would off-set losses associated with the termination of out-of-
basin diversions from the Eel River. This work was completed through: intensive 
review and mapping of available groundwater level data; quantification of aquifer 
hydraulic properties; and calculating the shallow aquifer storage volume. In total, 
reclaiming the shallow aquifers within these two areas yield a total added storage 
volume of over 20,000 AF. 
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Tidal, Estuarine & Coastal Projects


Quartermaster Reach Wetland Restoration Project, 
San Francisco County, CA 
Presidio Trust, 2006-present
Mr. Kamman was retained in 2006 as part of a multi-disciplinary team to develop 
restoration alternative designs for a 10-acre filled and paved site marking the 
historic confluence of Tennessee Hollow Creek and Crissy Marsh adjacent to 
San Francisco Bay. The Trust’s planning documents define the main objectives 
for Tennessee Hollow restoration as: a) “Restoration [of Tennessee Hollow] 
will expand riparian habitat and allow for an integrated system of freshwater 
streams and freshwater, brackish, and tidal marsh, re-establishing a connection 
to Crissy Marsh” and b) “Restore and protect Tennessee Hollow as a vibrant 
ecological corridor”. The project is located within the setting of a National Park 
and a National Historic Landmark District. Thus, another goal for the project is 
to protect the area’s historic buildings and sensitive cultural and archeological 
resources to the extent possible, to enhance visitor experience to the area, and 
to integrate creek restoration with other urban land uses. 


Mr. Kamman provided H&H technical input and consultation to the design 
team to develop a restoration project consisting of a creek-brackish marsh-salt 
marsh interface and associated upland habitats. His work included evaluating 
surface water, groundwater and tidal sources. In addition, the development of 
a hydrodynamic model has informed and guided a preferred project design, 
including evaluation of storm surge, road crossing and Tsunami impacts to the 
project. A technical challenge addressed with the use of the model included 
predicting and quantifying salt/brackish marsh habitat zones within the restored 
wetland in response to periodically but prolonged closed-inlet conditions to 
Crissy Marsh - a water body that serves as the downstream connection to the 
proposed project.


Another unique challenge to this project includes integrating restoration planning 
and design efforts with the replacement and retrofit of Doyle Drive, the main on/
off-ramp for the Golden Gate Bridge, being replaced along the entire northern 
boundary of the Presidio. Mr. Kamman is providing long-term technical review 
of this project to the Trust with respect to impacts to water resources and 
associated existing ecological habitats. The Quartermaster project also falls 
within the managerial jurisdiction of both the Presidio Trust and NPS-GGNRA, 
requiring work in close cooperation with both Presidio Trust and National Park 
Service (NPS) staff. 


Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project, Humboldt County, CA 
Humboldt County RCD, 2005-2019
Mr. Kamman provided hydrology, engineering and environmental compliance 
services towards the planning and design of river and tidal wetland restoration 
on the Salt River (Eel River Delta plain) near Ferndale, California, in Humboldt 
County. The purpose of the Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project (SRERP) 
is to restore historic processes and functions to the Salt River watershed. 
These processes and functions are necessary for re-establishing a functioning 
riverine, riparian, wetland and estuarine ecosystem as part of a land use, flood 
alleviation, and watershed management program. The Salt River Project has 
three components: 1) dredging the lower Salt River and lower Francis Creek from 
near the Wastewater Treatment Plant downstream for 2.5 miles; 2) restoring 247 
acres of wetland estuary habitat in the lower Salt River within the 440-acre former 


L.A.	Department	of	Water	and	Power,	Groundwater	Recharge	Facility	
Operation	Study,	Los	Angeles	County,	CA 
ICF Consulting, 2006
Working as a subcontractor to ICF Consulting of Laguna Niguel, California, Mr. 
Kamman provided technical assistance in the hydraulic modeling of sediment 
accumulation in selected spreading ground facilities owned and operated by the 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The object of this work is to evaluate 
changes in infiltration and groundwater recharge rates over time within the 
spreading grounds in association with sediment accumulation from turbid waters. 


Corde	Valle	Golf	Club	Surface-Groundwater	Interaction	Study, 
Santa Clara County, CA 
LSA Associates, 2004
On behalf of LSA Associates of Pt. Richmond, CA, Mr. Kamman completed a 
3rd party independent review of available reports and data sets (boring logs, 
well water levels, groundwater quality, aquifer pump-test, and surface water 
monitoring) to evaluate if pumping of the Corde Valle irrigation well is adversely 
impacting flow in West Llagas Creek. This investigation was implemented in 
response to a concern expressed by California Department of Fish and Game 
staff regarding the potential for differential drying of the West Branch of Llagas 
Creek along Highland Avenue. The analysis was also complicated by the likely 
effects of pumping from surrounding off-site wells. 


Aquifer Testing for Tennessee Hollow Watershed Project, 
San Francisco County, CA 
Presidio Trust, 2002
The Mr. Kamman assisted in the design and implementation of an aquifer test 
at the Presidio of San Francisco. We prepared an aquifer test work plan and 
conducted step-drawdown and constant-rate aquifer tests at the site using both 
manual and electronic data collection methods. This work included interpretation 
of the aquifer test results using software-based solution methods and prepared 
a written summary of methods and findings. In addition, Mr. Kamman located, 
coordinated and managed a drilling effort for the logging and installation of 
several groundwater monitoring wells in the project area to address identified 
data gaps.


San	Joaquin	River	Riparian	Corridor	Restoration	Project, 
San	Joaquin	Valley,	CA 
McBain-Trush, 2002
Mr. Kamman completed an assessment of historic and existing shallow 
groundwater conditions beneath and adjacent to the San Joaquin River between 
Friant Dam and the Merced River. This work focused on reviewing available 
reports and flow/groundwater- level data to characterize surface water and 
groundwater interaction and implications for riparian vegetation, water quality 
and fishery habitat restoration. Hydrologic analyses were performed to identify 
the location and seasonal evolution of losing and gaining reaches an implication 
on future restoration planning and design efforts. The main deliverable for this 
analysis was a report section focused on describing the historical changes in 
regional and local groundwater conditions in the San Joaquin Valley and evolution 
of anthropogenic activities (e.g., groundwater withdrawals, irrigation drainage 
systems and return flows, development of diversion structures, changes in land-
use; and introduction of CVP/State Water Project deliveries) and associated 
impacts on deep/shallow groundwater levels, surface water flows, and surface 
and groundwater quality.
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hydrologic monitoring results to available vegetation surveys to better assess the 
overall success and evolutionary trend of the marsh. 


Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project, Marin County, CA 
The National Park Service and Point Reyes National Seashore 
Association, 2003-2012
Mr. Kamman managed a multi-year project for the NPS in the design and 
feasibility analysis of a tidal wetland, riparian, and freshwater marsh complex, 
on the 500-acre Giacomini Dairy Ranch, at the south end of Tomales Bay. The 
project began in 2003 and included hydraulic, hydrologic, and geomorphic 
assessments to characterize existing physical conditions, developing restoration 
alternatives, and completing hydrologic feasibility analyses. Restoration 
alternatives evaluated creation of a mosaic of subtidal through upland wetland 
and riparian habitat zones, as well as improvements to salmonid passage, red-
legged frog habitat, tidewater goby habitat, and clapper-rail habitat. Emphasis 
was placed on completing detailed studies to quantify project-induced changes 
in flood frequency, magnitude and duration, impacts on water quality to local 
groundwater supply wells, and changes in sediment and water quality conditions 
in Tomales Bay. 


Beginning in 2006, Mr. Kamman managed and assisted design engineers, 
preparing plans, specification, and cost estimates for a three phased construction 
schedule, that was completed in the summer of 2008. This project illustrates Mr. 
Kamman’s ability to complete a broad variety of hydrologic feasibility analyses, 
including flood frequency analyses for contributing watersheds, reproducing 
historic flood events through numerical modeling, flow duration analysis and 
evaluation of environmental flow regimes, development of a water budget for 
created freshwater marsh and frog breeding ponds, sediment yield estimates, 
completing field monitoring (flow, water level, groundwater level, sediment, 
and water quality monitoring) to characterize existing site hydrologic and 
geomorphic conditions (fluvial and tidal), wind-wave setup and run-up for levee 
stability determination and construction design, coordinating and performing 
topographic and hydrographic surveys, performing hydrodynamic and water 
quality modeling of existing and alternative conditions, developing detailed 
construction cost estimates preparation of technical reports and design drawings 
and specifications in support of NEPA/CEQA environmental compliance, and 
public meeting presentation and participation. In addition, Mr. Kamman managed 
staff in the generation of DEM and TIN models of the existing site and all action 
alternatives. All work was completed on budget and in a timely fashion, despite 
repeated expansions to the project boundary and last minute changes driven by 
endangered species issues. 


Critical Dune Habitat Restoration to Protect Threatened and 
Endangered	Species,	Marin	County,	CA 
The National Park Service, 2009-2010
Mr. Kamman provided and managed engineering, design, and implementation 
planning support for the restoration of 300 acres of critical dune habitat at Abbots 
Lagoon within the NPS Point Reyes National Seashore. He developed engineered 
drawings, technical specifications and engineer’s cost estimates, and assisted 
NPS in defining a range of methodologies suitable to local conditions and 
sensitive flora and fauna. This area of the park supports the best remaining intact 
dune habitat, including some of the largest remaining expanses of two rare native 
plant communities: American dune grass (Leymus mollis) foredunes, and beach 
pea (Lathyrus littoralis). European beach grass and iceplant were removed from 


dairy; and 3) reducing sediment inputs from tributary watersheds. The Salt River 
Project was designed using an “ecosystem approach” to address hydrology, 
sedimentation, and fish and wildlife habitat.


As part of project feasibility assessment, Mr. Kamman completed a hydrologic 
and water quality monitoring program, and developed a MIKE11 hydrodynamic 
model of the lower Salt River and Eel River estuary in Humboldt County, for the 
Humboldt County RCD. The purpose of this work was to complete a hydrologic, 
geomorphic, and hydraulic modeling assessments of the character and dominant 
physical processes controlling flow of water and sediment through the lower Salt 
River. Land use changes in the area have caused significant aggradation and 
infilling of the Salt River, significantly reducing tidal exchange, fish passage, 
and exacerbating flooding in upland areas. A primary goal of this study is to 
evaluate the feasibility of proposed restoration elements intended to increase 
tidal prism and exchange and in-channel sediment scour and transport. The 
desired outcome is a sustained increase in river conveyance capacity to improve 
drainage of surrounding flood-prone lands and improve aquatic, wetland, and 
riparian habitat.


As part of project development and feasibility assessment, Mr. Kamman 
completed a hydrologic and water quality monitoring program and MIKE11 
hydrodynamic model development of the lower Salt River and Eel River estuary 
in Humboldt County for the Humboldt County RCD. The purpose of this work 
is to complete a hydrologic, geomorphic, and hydraulic modeling assessments 
of the character and dominant physical processes controlling flow of water and 
sediment through the lower Salt River. Land use changes in the area have caused 
significant aggradation and infilling of the Salt River, significantly reducing tidal 
exchange, fish passage, and exacerbating flooding in upland areas. A primary 
goal of this study is to evaluate the feasibility of proposed restoration elements 
intended to increase tidal prism and exchange and in-channel sediment scour 
and transport. The desired outcome is a sustained increase in river conveyance 
capacity to improve drainage of surrounding flood-prone lands and improve 
aquatic, wetland and riparian habitat.


Western Stege Marsh Restoration Project, Contra Costa County, CA 
Tetra Tech, 2008-2010
Mr. Kamman provided technical hydrology and wetland hydraulics support to 
post-project monitoring of the Western Stege Marsh Restoration Project. His 
involvement began by providing an independent technical review of previous 
year’s hydrologic monitoring results to evaluate the proposed monitoring 
success criteria and the rationale used to develop these criteria. This work 
entailed reviewing historic monitoring data and available natural slough channel 
geometry data-sets for San Francisco Bay area marshes. Mr. Kamman’s study 
approach was to independently develop desired and sustainable channel 
geometry relationships for natural, healthy San Francisco Bay salt-marshes 
and compare them to the published success criteria. Greg was also retained to 
implement the Year 4 post-project hydrologic monitoring, with modifications to 
aid in better linking hydrologic processes to ecological conditions and function 
within the restored marsh. This work consisted of completing more targeted 
water level monitoring and channel geometry surveys in reference marsh areas 
containing desired physical and ecological attributes. These data were used to 
develop geomorphic success criteria (target channel geometry) more tailored 
to the project marsh and augment the criteria provided in available literature. 
Working closely with the project team of scientists, Mr. Kamman compared these 
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tidal hydrodynamic and geomorphic processes, sedimentation rates and soil 
characteristics. Project tasks included: a site analysis defining existing ecological 
and hydrologic conditions; a hydrologic and biological restoration opportunities 
and constraints analysis to define restoration and management objectives; and 
hydrodynamic and sedimentation modeling to evaluate design alternatives. 
The final restoration and management plan included a grading plan, landscape 
revegetation plan and monitoring and maintenance plans. This work again 
illustrates his capabilities in the characterization of physical site conditions, 
development and feasibility analysis of project alternatives, and preparation of 
preliminary designs of sufficient detail to allow for environmental compliance 
through the CEQA/NEPA process. 


Santa Clara River Estuary and Lower River Assessment, 
Ventura	County,	CA 
Nautilus Environmental on behalf of the City of Ventura, Public Works 
Department, 2003-2004
Mr. Kamman directed a hydrologic and geomorphic assessment of the lower 
Santa Clara River and estuary. This work was completed for prime contractor in 
an effort to assist with re-permitting of treated effluent discharges to the estuary. 
The proposed study entailed characterizing existing and historic hydrologic and 
physiographic conditions and an assessment of historic changes in inflow to the 
estuary. This task included a comprehensive review and evaluation of available 
hydrologic reports and flow data within the watershed to characterize changes in 
flow associated with development of numerous water projects within the Santa 
Clara River basin. The main deliverable from this analysis was the development 
of a historic unimpaired flow record to the estuary based on regional regression 
analyses and water operations modeling. Within the estuary, Mr. Kamman 
designed and conducted a multi-year monitoring program of water levels, 
water quality (temperature, dissolved oxygen, salinity, and pH), and sand-spit 
morphology in order to evaluate inlet opening/closure frequency and associated 
changes in aquatic habitat (esp. tidewater goby) and other ecologic communities. 
A considerable portion of this subtask included detailed coastal process analysis 
(including wave power analyses and littoral sand transport), which, considered 
with the inflow analysis, provides a basis to evaluate the seasonal cycle of barrier 
beach buildup and destruction.


This project illustrates Mr. Kamman’s ability to complete a broad variety of 
hydrologic and coastal process analyses under strict regulatory oversight. 
A premier study completed on this project was the development of a detailed 
water and salinity budget model for the estuary to evaluate the impacts of a wide 
variety of proposed and modified estuary inflow regimes to determine potential 
future water level and salinity conditions in the lagoon and impact on frequency 
of inlet breaching. In addition to coordinating and implementing a variety field 
monitoring and surveys, Mr. Kamman also provided real-time information and 
input to informational and negotiation meetings with state resource and regulatory 
agencies.


Eden Landing Ecological Reserve Restoration, Alameda County, CA 
East Bay Regional Park District, 2000-2003
Mr. Kamman developed and completed hydraulic and hydrodynamic modeling 
assessments for the design of an approximately 1000-acre tidal marsh restoration 
in former Cargil salt manufacturing ponds, located a mile inland of San Francisco 
Bay. The restoration goals required balancing the desires to restore tidal marsh 
conditions to the site, while maintaining and enhancing the open water and salt 


the project site using mechanical removal and hand removal techniques. The 
project goal was to remove these invasive species from approximately 135 acres 
of prime dune habitat in the 300-acre project site, while not impacting sensitive 
species and habitats. The intended result was to remobilize this historic dune 
field and restore their natural form and migratory processes.


This project illustrates Mr. Kamman’s ability to work closely with NPS staff to 
balance habitat protection and restoration across the landscape. As part of 
project design, he developed grading plans, and specified work flow, equipment 
movement and access routes which minimize impacts to special status species. 
Extensive fencing and exclusions zone planning was required to protect existing 
native habitats, and minimize tracking of plant stock to or through restored sties. 
In addition work elements had to be structured and prioritized to maximize 
ground work subject to budgetary constraints and work flow uncertainties. All 
work has been completed on budget and in a timely fashion, even with repeated 
expansions to the project boundary and affected area and last minute changes 
driven by endangered species issues.


Lower Gualala River and Estuary Assessment and Management 
Plan, Mendocino County, CA 
California State Coastal Conservancy and Gualala River Watershed 
Council, and Sotoyome RCD, 2002-2005
Mr. Kamman worked with fisheries biologists to evaluate the hydrologic and water 
quality conditions in the lower Gualala River and estuary and identify and evaluate 
potential impacts to summer rearing habitat for salmonids and other aquatic 
organisms. This work included: assessing how the impacts of upstream land 
use (logging and water diversions) have altered water delivery and water quality 
to the Lower River and estuary over time; characterizing the physical coastal 
and riverine processes controlling opening and closure of the estuary inlet 
and lagoon morphology; monitoring and characterizing real-time and seasonal 
changes in lagoon water level and water quality; and evaluating the sediment 
transport capacity and geomorphic condition of the lower river and estuary. Mr. 
Kamman took the lead in developing and editing a management plan for the 
lagoon, prescribing actions to preserve, protect and enhance ecological habitats 
(with emphasis on salmonids) within the lagoon and lower Gualala River.


This project was completed on-time and on-budget and demonstrates Mr. 
Kamman’s ability to integrate physical, water quality and biological data and 
information into a coherent and understandable description of the interrelated 
processes controlling the aquatic ecology of a lagoon system. A big challenge 
on this project was completing a high-quality and defensible field monitoring 
program on a “shoe-string” budget. The outcome of this study provides 
important understanding on how and why steelhead are surviving in a heavily 
logged (95% private ownership) watershed. The management plan prescribes 
recommendations to preserve and protect the lagoon as primary rearing habitat 
for steelhead.


Suisun Bay Tidal Wetland Restoration Design, Contra Costa County, CA 
East Bay Regional Park District and LSA Associates, 1999-2005
Mr. Kamman provided hydrologic design services to the restoration of a 55-
acre tidal wetland on Suisun Bay. The design will maximize habitat for special 
status fish species, and (to the extent possible) habitat for other special status 
animal and plant species. Working with a multi-disciplinary design team, Mr. 
Kamman assisted in developing a design based on analysis of habitat needs, 
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105 acres of low-lying abandoned sugarcane fields immediately north of the 
Kawaiele Waterbird Sanctuary and east of the Pacific Missile Range Facility. The 
purpose of the Mana Plain Wetland Restoration Project is to maximize the area 
of constructed wetlands within the restoration site. Palustrine emergent wetlands 
within the project will create habitat for four species of endangered Hawaiian 
waterbirds and other sensitive species, including: Hawaiian stilts; Hawaiian 
ducks; Hawaiian coots; Hawaiian moorhen; migratory waterfowl; and migratory 
shorebirds. The Mana Plain is of vital importance for the recovery of endangered 
waterbirds species. This restoration project will be designed to provide important 
breeding and feeding wetland habitats on an island where; 1) wetlands have been 
severely degraded, and 2) mongoose, an introduced predator, have not been 
established.


Mr. Kamman’s work on this project included technical assessments and 
development of proposed restoration alternatives. Analyses completed included: 
a synthesis of the physical site setting (topography, geology, hydrogeology and 
soil); reviewing available data to characterize site meteorology, surface water 
drainage, water quality, and groundwater conditions; preparing a detailed water 
budget to describe the characteristics and processes of surface water and 
groundwater movement into and through the project area; evaluating project 
feasibility, water supply alternatives and costs; and completing a flood hazard 
impact assessment to evaluate potential project benefits and impacts to local area 
flooding. Working with the project partners, Mr. Kamman developed a preferred 
project alternative and supported in preparation of the project Environmental 
Assessment document. Mr. Kamman’s firm was also retained by the State of 
Hawaii to develop engineering designs of the project.


MacArthur Meadow Wetland Restoration, San Francisco County, CA 
Presidio Trust, 2013-2016
Mr. Kamman has been working on over a dozen independent wetland and creek 
restoration planning and design efforts within the Presidio of San Francisco since 
2001. Most recently (2016), he developed a wetland restoration grading plan 
for the MacArthur Meadow Wetland Restoration Project in the central portion 
of the Tennessee Hollow watershed. As part of the site assessment, Greg 
characterized and modeled surface and groundwater interactions and identified 
a unique opportunity to restore 4 acres of mixed meadow, natural wetlands 
and creek/riparian corridor. This was possible due to the discovery of shallow 
groundwater conditions beneath this historically disturbed landscape. Various 
design components were integrated into the grading plan in order to enhance 
groundwater recharge and storage in the Meadow, while retarding runoff and 
drainage out of the wetland, including: daylighting storm drain runoff into the 
Meadow; reconfiguring internal channel alignments to enhance channel habitat 
and groundwater recharge; creation of wetland depressions to retain and 
recharge surface water; and removal of fill material to decrease the depth to the 
water table. Notable challenges of this work include restoring heavily disturbed 
natural resources in an urban setting while integrating designs with archeology/
cultural resources, education and remediation programs.


Dragonfly	Creek	Restoration	Project,	San	Francisco	County,	CA 
Presidio Trust, 2007-2011
Mr. Kamman designed and managed hydrologic monitoring and analysis studies 
in support of planning and design for riparian and wetland habitat restoration 
along approximately 500-linear feet of the Dragonfly Creek corridor near Fort 
Scott of the Presidio of San Francisco. Work has included completing subsurface 


panne habitats preferred by resident and migratory shorebirds. The restoration 
plan also needed to incorporate restoration objectives with remediation of high 
soil salinities resulting from past salt production, subsided ground elevations, 
dredging of new channels to the bay, existing infrastructure constraints, public 
access for the San Francisco Bay Trail, and preservation of several important 
cultural and historical sites. Hydraulic design objectives include maximizing 
both interior circulation and tidal exchange between the restoration parcel and 
the bay. A series of one-dimensional unsteady hydrodynamic models (MIKE11) 
were used to design the channel network, identify high velocity areas requiring 
erosion protection, and characterize expected habitat conditions. An important 
component of this design and feasibility assessment was to translate desired 
ecological habitat conditions identified in the EIR into specific hydrologic design 
criteria, considering channel velocities, scour, sediment transport, tidal water 
inundation frequencies and seasonality of ponding. Mr. Kamman worked closely 
with EBRPD civil engineers, assisting with the translation of hydraulic design 
criteria into final engineered drawings and specifications. 


Wetland & Pond Projects


Design of California Red-Legged Frog Breeding Ponds, 
San Francisco Bay Area (various), CA 
The National Park Service and Golden Gate National Parks 
Conservancy, 1997-present
Mr. Kamman has lead or provided hydrologic and engineering design assistance 
to the sighting and design of nearly two dozen breeding ponds for California red-
legged frog throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. Work has been completed 
in Marin, Sonoma, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa Clara Counties 
under the auspices of numerous federal, state, and local county/city agencies. A 
common study approach consists of an initial site reconnaissance of watershed 
conditions and identification of potential sites. The reconnaissance is followed by 
a surface water hydrologic sufficiency analysis using available meteorologic and 
stream flow information. An important variable sought during pond sighting is the 
presence of migration corridors between known breeding areas and/or perennial 
water sources. Based on in-depth research and post-project monitoring, 
Mr. Kamman has refined or developed site-specific evapotranspiration 
estimates, which commonly do not match standard applied values. Accurate 
evapotranspiration rates are necessary if ponds are intended to periodically dry-
down as a means to preclude undesired species such as bullfrog or mosquito fish. 
In many instances, a seasonal groundwater-monitoring program is implemented 
in order to better investigate and quantify potential and seasonal groundwater 
contributions. Other design challenges we commonly experience include: design 
of impermeable liners for ponds located in upland areas or highly permeable soils; 
hydraulic analyses and design of outfalls/spillways; sedimentation management/
maintenance approaches; and requirements of inoculum and water used to line 
and fill the pond, respectively.


Hydrologic Feasibility Assessment for Mana Plain Wetland 
Restoration Project, Kauai, HI 
State of Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources, 2010-2019
Working on behalf of the Mana Plain Wetland Restoration Partnership, Mr. 
Kamman completed a hydrologic feasibility assessment for the Mana Plain 
Wetland Restoration Project proposed by the State of Hawaii Department of Land 
and Natural Resources (DLNR), Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW) on the 
island of Kauai. The Mana Plain Wetland Restoration Project site is approximately 
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(constructed 2007) and Giacomini (Phase I and Phase II constructed in 2007 and 
2008) project sites. 


Hydrologic Assessment and Restoration Feasibility Study for 
Shadow	Cliffs	Regional	Recreation	Area,	Alameda	County,	CA 
East Bay Regional Park District, 2009-2010
Mr. Kamman developed and implemented an assessment to identify groundwater 
levels and supplemental water supplies that will sustain seasonal wetland 
restoration areas and riparian habitats under an altered future hydrologic regime. 
This work will inform a forthcoming Land Use Plan Amendment for park occupying 
a series of former gravel quarry pits. Work included: obtaining and synthesizing 
available surface water and groundwater data to characterize existing hydrologic 
and water supply conditions and seasonal variability; quantifying the likely 
changes in groundwater conditions and quarry pit lake levels in association with 
changes in regional water transmission and groundwater recharge operations; 
and identifying, developing and evaluating a suite of ecosystem restoration 
alternatives. Other important project objectives include: improving habitat for 
waterfowl and wildlife; broadening recreational use; enhancing visitor education 
and wildlife interpretation; improve park aesthetics. Mr. Kamman evaluated a 
preferred park and ecosystem enhancement alternative that involves diverting 
high winter flows from an adjacent arroyo. This project demonstrates Greg’s 
ability to characterize hydrologic conditions and quantify the relationship between 
groundwater, surface water and wetland habitat conditions, both under existing 
conditions and in predicting future hydrologic and ecologic conditions under an 
altered hydrologic regime (i.e., lower groundwater table).


Laguna Salada Marsh and Horse Stable Pond Restoration Project, 
San Mateo County, CA 
Tetra Tech, 2007-2009
Mr. Kamman provided technical hydrology and hydraulics support to the 
planning and conceptual restoration design of Laguna Salada marsh and 
Horse Stable Pond, located adjacent to Sharp Park Golf Course in the town of 
Pacifica, California. The primary objectives of the project are: to reduce flood 
impacts within the project vicinity; improve sustainable ecological habitat for 
the endangered San Francisco garter snake and the threatened California red-
legged frog; better understand and characterize the hydrologic and water quality 
conditions/processes affecting flood and ecological habitat conditions within the 
project vicinity; provide an effective pumping operation plan to meet ecological 
objectives; and develop appropriate hydrologic analytical approaches and models 
to assist Tetra Tech and the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department in 
the planning and design for marsh, pond, and creek restoration. The project is 
also a unique opportunity to connect this resource with the California Coastal 
Trail, the Bay Area Ridge Trail, and the surrounding GGNRA lands.


Mr. Kamman’s work included completing a comprehensive review of available 
hydrologic and site information and implementing selected field investigations 
to develop and calibrate an integrated hydrology-flood routing-pond water 
operations model that will quantify the volume and depth of water moving through 
the project system. The investigation will also further characterize shallow 
groundwater conditions and water quality with respect to effects on Laguna 
Salada and Horse Stable Pond. Analytical and numerical modeling tools are being 
used to better characterize existing hydrologic and water quality conditions and 
to assist in identifying project opportunities and constraints as well as evaluate 
potential restoration design components - all necessary to inform a sustainable 


investigations including the installation of shallow wells and a sharp-crested weir 
with recorder to gauge creek flows. Mr. Kamman assisted in the development and 
selection of a preferred project alternative, considering on-site cultural resource 
protection, education and resource management issues (including flood control). 
Mr. Kamman prepared permit applications. Major components of the project 
included removal of significant fill and building foundations and installation of a 
new creek road crossing that will maintain the historical alignment, function and 
architectural character of a culturally significant roadway. Mr. Kamman oversaw 
development of PS&E for this project, which will create mitigation wetlands for a 
highway earthquake retrofit project that passes through the Park.


This project illustrates Mr. Kamman’s ability to complete a broad variety of 
hydrologic analyses, including: surface water and groundwater hydrologic 
monitoring to characterize and quantify existing hydrologic conditions; rainfall-
runoff modeling; hydraulic modeling of flood and scour conditions (including road 
crossing); preservation of existing wetland habitat and vegetation communities; 
integration with other Presidio Trust programs; and contracting flexibility to assist 
in conceptual planning and environmental compliance without increasing project 
design costs.


Mori	Point	Sensitive	Species	Habitat	Enhancement	Project, 
San Mateo County, CA 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area and Golden Gate National 
Parks Conservancy, 2005-2011
Mr. Kamman provided hydrologic analyses, sighting and engineering design 
(PS&E) for three California red-legged frog breading ponds within the 105-acre 
Mori Point area. These efforts were completed in association and collaboration 
with a larger Coastal Trail improvement and ecosystem restoration effort. 
Quarrying and off-road vehicle use have left this site heavily scarred. The focus 
of restoration work was to protect the endangered San Francisco garter snake 
and the threatened red-legged frog. Most of this work will be focused on invasive 
species removal and enhancing endangered species habitat. As part of species 
habitat improvement, Mr. Kamman worked with project ecologists to design the 
ponds to optimize breeding habitat for California red-legged frog.


Work started with an initial site reconnaissance and study of watershed conditions 
and identification of potential sites. The reconnaissance was followed by a 
surface water hydrologic sufficiency analysis using available meteorological and 
stream flow information and installation and monitoring of shallow piezometers 
to quantify the proximity and seasonal variability in depth to water table. An 
important variable sought during pond sighting was the presence of migration 
corridors between known breeding areas and/or perennial water sources. Based 
on in-depth research and post-project monitoring for other ponds they created in 
the San Francisco Bay area, Mr. Kamman refined site-specific evapotranspiration 
estimates. Accurate evapotranspiration rates are necessary if ponds are intended 
to periodically dry-down as a means to preclude undesired species such as 
bullfrog or mosquito fish.


Other design challenges experienced included: design of impermeable liners 
for ponds located in upland areas or highly permeable soils; hydraulic analysis 
and design of outfalls/spillways; sedimentation management/maintenance 
approaches; and requirements of inoculum and water used to line and fill the 
pond, respectively. Mr. Kamman has designed numerous ponds for the NPS and 
affiliates within the Bay Area, including Mori Point (constructed 2007), Banducci 
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in Inverness, California. The main project goals are to create a self-sustaining 
riparian and wetland system (requiring minimal operation and maintenance) and 
eliminate public exposure to high levels of bacteria that exist in a site drainage 
ditch discharging to the beach. The design will likely include establishing a blend 
of habitats, including: riparian stream corridor, seasonal/perennial freshwater 
marsh, and tidal/saltwater marsh.


Current efforts have included the development and implementation of a soil and 
groundwater quality investigation to delineate the source of elevated bacteria 
levels. This work includes: the collection and testing of depth-discrete soil 
samples; groundwater well installation, sampling and testing; and surface water 
sampling and testing; analysis of laboratory results; and reporting, including 
recommendations for further/expanded investigations. Mr. Kamman coordinated 
this time-sensitive sampling and analysis (six hour hold times) with Brulje and 
Race Laboratories in Santa Rosa.


Lower Miller Creek Channel Maintenance and Material Reuse 
Sampling	Analysis	Plan,	Marin	County,	CA 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, 2015
Mr. Kamman was commissioned to formulate and implement a plan for sediment 
removal and improved flood flow conveyance in the Lower Miller Creek channel. 
Accumulation of course sediment in the project reach had reduced discharge 
efficiencies at District outfalls. Miller Creek supports a population of federally 
listed Steelhead and adjacent wetland/marsh areas potentially support other 
state and federally listed special status species. Working with District Staff, 
Greg developed a suite of potential project alternatives and identified a preferred 
approach. Mr. Kamman completed all CEQA compliance (IS/MND), permitting 
and oversaw development of engineered plans and specifications.


In order to evaluate if reuse of excavated material from 2,655 feet of creek 
corridor in upland areas was feasible, Mr. Kamman developed and implemented 
a Sampling Analysis Plan (SAP) pursuant to U.S. Army Corps Guidance for 
Dredging Projects within the San Francisco District. Sample collection, sample 
handling, and analysis were performed in accordance with the SAP. Results 
for analytes were compared to a variety of screening criteria to determine the 
material’s suitability for reuse in aquatic environments. A full suite of chemical and 
physical analyses were performed on soil samples collected from 16 locations, 
including: metals, PAHs, PCBs, pesticides, TOC, specific conductance, pH, 
sulfides, percent moisture and grain-size. Mr. Kamman managed all aspects of 
this effort including reporting and presentations/negotiations at multi-agency 
meetings through the Corps Dredge Materials Management Office (DMMO).


Lower Pitkin Marsh Hydrologic and Water Quality Monitoring, 
Sonoma County, CA 
Sonoma Land Trust, 2008-2010
Mr. Kamman was retained to develop and implement a hydrologic and water 
quality monitoring program at Lower Pitkin Marsh outside of Forestville, 
California. The Pitkin Marsh area is one of the most valuable complexes of mixed 
riparian woodland and thicket, freshwater marsh, wet meadow, oak woodland 
and grassland in Sonoma County. The complex interaction of surface water, 
ground water, and scattered seeps and springs on the site creates unusual 
hydrologic conditions that promote a rare assemblage of plant species which 
includes several endemics. The primary objective of the hydrologic monitoring 
program was to understand the annual and season sources of both surface and 
ground water supplying wetlands. Hydrologic and water quality monitoring was 


and successful restoration design. 


Tolay Lake Restoration Feasibility Assessment, Sonoma County, CA 
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District, 
2003
Mr. Kamman completed a detailed hydrologic feasibility analysis to evaluate a 
suite of potential freshwater lake and wetland restoration alternatives. Sites were 
evaluated under existing watershed land-use practices and under existing and 
forecasted water demands (in the form of existing water rights/applications). 
Analysis consisted of developing a detailed water budget model to simulate 
alternative restored lake inundation areas and depths under median and dry 
year conditions, as well as a 50-year historic period (1947-1997) displaying highly 
variable rainfall and runoff supplies. Three lake restoration alternatives were 
evaluated based on existing topography and likely historic lake configurations. 
The restoration alternatives include lakes with storage volumes equivalent to 136-, 
1100-, and 2550-acre feet.


Haypress	Pond	Decommissioning	and	Riparian	and	Channel	
Restoration, Marin County, CA 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), 2001-2002
This project restored 170 meters of historic creek and riparian habitat through 
removal of Haypress Pond dam in Tennessee Valley within GGNRA. The goals 
of the project were to alleviate long-term maintenance needs and eliminate non-
native bullfrog habitat threatening native California red-legged frog habitat in 
adjacent watersheds.


Working with the Park biologist, Mr. Kamman developed designs to decommission 
the dam and restore natural riparian and meadow habitat. This work included: 
characterization of existing topographic conditions; design of a channel profile 
through the proposed restoration project reach; preparation of a grading plan 
for the restoration project; and hydrologic and hydraulic analyses to evaluate the 
performance of the creek channel and flood plain below the former dam during a 
variety of flows. Challenges of this work included integrating sediment reuse into 
plans and construction phasing.


Damon Slough Site Seasonal Wetland Design, Alameda County, CA 
Port of Oakland, 1999-2001
Working on behalf of the Port of Oakland, Mr. Kamman completed extensive 
surface and groundwater monitoring and data analyses to develop a detailed 
water budget to assist in the evaluation and design of a 7.5 acre seasonal 
freshwater wetland. Primary project objectives included a design that would 
provide shorebird/waterfowl roosting habitat, minimize impacts to existing 
seasonal wetland areas, and lengthen the duration of ponding through the end 
of April to promote use by migratory birds. In addition to developing hydrologic 
design criteria, responsibilities included development of grading plans to 
accommodate a local extension of the Bay Trail and wetland outlet works.


Water Quality Projects


Chicken Ranch Beach Soil and Groundwater Quality Investigation 
and Restoration Planning, Marin County, CA 
Tomales Bay Watershed Council, 2007-present
Mr. Kamman is leading scientific and engineering efforts for a wetland and riparian 
corridor restoration project on Third Valley Creek and Chicken Ranch Beach 
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Selected	Litigation	Support	Projects


Kamman, G.R., 2019, Review of Deschutes Basin Habitat Conservation Plan 
(DBHCP) and Associated Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Prepared 
for: Water Watch of Oregon, Center for Biological Diversity and Associates for the 
West, November 22, 55p.


Kamman, G.R., 2019, Review of Draft PEIR, California Vegetation Treatment 
Program (CalVTP). Prepared for: Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, August 2, 8p.


Kamman, G.R., 2019, Oral Testimony of Greg Kamman for Agricultural Order 
4.0 requirements discussion, Public meeting before the Central Coast (Region 
3) California Water Board, Watsonville City Council Chambers, Watsonville, CA, 
March 21.


Chartrand, A.B., and Kamman, G.R., 2019, Comments to Central Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board Ag. Order 4.0 regulatory requirement options and 
proposed Requirement Options Tables. Prepared for: The Otter Project and 
Monterey Coastkeeper, January 22, (8p.), 5 tables and Monitoring Reporting Plan 
(MRP; 26p.).


Kamman, G.R., 2019, Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement, 
Sites Reservoir Project.  Prepared for: Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s 
Association (PCFFA) and Save California Salmon, January 21, 45p.


Kamman, G.R., 2018, Review of Amendments to the Sonoma County Cannabis 
Ordinance, California. Prepared for: Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, August 3, 
10p.


Kamman, G.R., 2018, Written Testimony of Greg Kamman for Part 2 of the 
California Waterfix Change of Diversion Hearing before the State Water Resources 
Control Board, November 28, 10p. 


Kamman, G.R., 2018, Oral Testimony of Greg Kamman for Part 2 of the California 
Waterfix Change of Diversion Hearing before the State Water Resources Control 
Board at Joe Serna Jr.-CalEPA Building, Sacramento, CA, April 16. 


Kamman, G.R., 2017, Review Comments: PAD and SD1, FERC Relicensing of 
Potter Valley Project (PVP).  Professional declaration prepared for: Friends of Eel 
River, July 31, 8p. 


Kamman, G.R., 2017, Review Comments, Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
Fish Habitat Flow and Water Rights Project.  Professional declaration prepared 
for: Friends of Eel River, March 8, 18p. 


Kamman, G.R., 2016, Review of Draft General Waste Discharge Requirements 
for Vineyard Dischargers in the Napa River and Sonoma Creek Watersheds. 
Prepared for: Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe APC, December 12, 4p.


Kamman, G.R., 2016, Review of Middle Green Valley Specific Plan Project, Second 
Revised Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, Solano County, CA, 
Sch# 2009062048.  Professional Declaration Prepared for: Law Offices of Amber 
Kemble, October 25, 3p.


initiated during the winter wet season of 2008/09 and will be conducted for a 
12-month period through the ensuing summer dry-down and into the following 
wet season. Understanding how groundwater levels, spring flow and creek flow 
rates recede from winter wet to summer dry conditions will provide an important 
understanding and quantification of the seasonal variability in water supplies 
feeding selected wetland types. General water quality parameters (temperature, 
pH, specific conductance, and ORP) are measured at all monitoring locations 
during each visit. Nutrients (N and P) are measured in selected surface water and 
groundwater samples collected during at least three monitoring events, including 
a winter high flow, spring high base flow and summer low baseflow.


Pescadero Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement, 
San Mateo County, CA 
California State Coastal Conservancy, 2005-2006
Mr. Kamman was retained to support restoration and water quality enhancement 
planning efforts in Pescadero Lagoon. In 2005-2006, he completed a synthesis 
of available hydrologic and water quality information in responding to requests 
for development of a hydrodynamic and water quality model of the lagoon. This 
model was considered as a means to identify causes for repeated fish-kills in the 
lagoon that occurred during initial breaching of the inlet. Mr. Kamman assisted in 
preparing a synthesis and model development feasibility report from this effort.


Water	Temperature	Simulations	for	Trinity	River	Fish	and	Wildlife	
Restoration Project, Trinity County, CA 
Trinity County Planning Department, 1994-2004
For over a decade, Mr. Kamman completed a number of hydrology and water 
quality investigations in support of alternative feasibility studies on the Trinity 
River Fish and Wildlife Restoration Project in direct support of the Trinity 
River Restoration EIR/EIS. Studies involve assessing the effects of proposed 
flow alternatives on water temperature within and downstream of Lewiston 
Reservoir. Mr. Kamman was responsible for data collection, processing, and 
flow/temperature modeling of Lewiston Reservoir as part of a coordinated 
evaluation including other Trinity River system models. Another study included 
evaluating how project operations could be implemented or modified to optimize 
Lewiston Lake release temperatures to meet downstream temperature criteria 
and compensate for increased warming of the river associated with side channel 
and feather edge restoration activities. Mr. Kamman continues to evaluate how 
more recent water projects (raising Shasta Dam, Sites Reservoir, and the Waterfix 
tunnels) consider and integrate with the Trinity Restoration Project. 


Upper	Eel	River	Unimpaired	Flow	and	Water	Temperature	
Assessments, Humboldt County, CA 
CalTrout, 1997-1999
Mr. Kamman evaluated changes in the natural flow regime of the upper Eel 
River, and developed an Upper Eel River proposed release schedule to enhance 
downstream Chinook and Steelhead spawning and rearing habitat. This work 
was triggered by proposals set forth by PG&E as part of their Potter Valley 
Project FERC relicensing process. Work consisted of two main investigations. 
The first included reviewing results of a ten year PG&E study and development 
of multivariate regression and stream reach (SSTEMP) temperature models 
to assess the effects proposed flow alternatives would have on downstream 
temperatures. The second investigation consisted of characterizing unimpaired 
flow conditions and developing a daily unimpaired flow record for use in project 
operation models.
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River, May 19, 9p.
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Cirby-Linda-Dry Creek Flood Control Project.  Professional declaration prepared 
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Club, May 24, 10p.


Kamman, G.R., 1995, Variable Water Resources Available in the Area of Salinas, 
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California, May, 6p.


Conference Presentations


Kamman, G.R., 2018, Water is Life! A hydrologist’s eye on the Gualala River. 
Presented to: Friends of the Gualala River and public, Gualala Arts Center, 
Gualala, CA, May 3.
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Community. 33rd Annual Salmonid Restoration Conference, March 11-14, Santa 
Rosa, CA.


Kamman, G.R., 2015, Enhancing Channel and Floodplain Connectivity: Improving 
Salmonid Winter Habitat on Lagunitas Creek, Marin County, CA - Beyond the Thin 
Blue Line: Floodplain Processes, Habitat, and Importance to Salmonids. 33rd 
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for Oregon Spotted Frog, Upper Deschutes Basin, Oregon) , March 11, 11p.
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Kamman, G.R., 2015, Sharp Park Project Impacts to Laguna Salada. Prepared for 
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Kamman, G.R., 2012, Deposition of Gregory Richard Kamman, R.G., C.H.G., 
Schaefer vs. City of Larkspur, CA, Superior Court of the State on California, 
County of Marin.  August 23, 2012.


Kamman, G.R., 2012, Technical review comments to Biological Assessment, 
Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement 
Project.  Prepared for Wild Equity Institute, August 3, 11p.


Kamman, G.R., 2012, Proposed Hardy-based Environmental Water Allocation 
(EWA) Input for WRIMS Model Simulation, Klamath River Basin.  Prepared for: 
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Kamman, G.R., 2012, Review of groundwater conditions and modeling report 
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Kamman, G.R., 2011, Supplemental Declaration of Greg Kamman regarding 
Laguna Salada, Wild Equity Institute v. City and County of San Francisco, et al., 
Case No.: 3:11-CV-00958 SI, United States District Court, Northern District of 
California, San Francisco Division.  Prepared for Wild Equity Institute, November 
4, 50p.


Kamman, G.R., 2011, Declaration of Greg Kamman regarding Laguna Salada, 
Wild Equity Institute v. City and County of San Francisco, et al., Case No.: 3:11-
CV-00958 SI, United States District Court, Northern District of California, San 
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Dedication 
In recognition of those many residents of the Mark West Creek watershed that have suffered 
losses in the past few years to the Tubbs Fire and the Glass Fire, we dedicate this report in their 
honor.  Many of the citizen contributors to this effort have been working for many years to 
advance the consciousness of the community with respect to wildfire hazards, fuel management 
and fire safe communities, and it is an unfortunate truth that there remains much to be done.  
We dedicate this report in the spirit of community service and the example that has been set by 
these citizens, families, friends, and communities.  
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Limitations 
The descriptions of watershed and streamflow conditions described in this report are based on 
numerical model simulations which were developed using best available data and hydrologic 
practices.  Available model input data varied widely in its resolution and accuracy, and while the 
model was calibrated successfully to available streamflow and groundwater monitoring data, the 
extent of available calibration data is relatively limited.  All model scenarios represent 
hypothetical actions on the landscape and do not imply any interest or commitment on the part 
of landowners to implement them.  Both the existing condition and scenario results represent 
approximations of real-world conditions that contain uncertainty and should be interpreted as a 
guide for understanding watershed hydrology and the effects of potential management actions 
rather than as precise quantitative predictions of actual or future conditions.         
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Executive Summary 
Introduction 
The Mark West Creek watershed provides critical habitat for threatened and endangered 
anadromous fish and was recently identified in the California Water Action Plan as one of five 
streams statewide for targeted flow enhancement efforts.  Effective implementation of a flow 
enhancement program requires a detailed understanding of the natural and man-made controls 
on spring and summer streamflows.  The primary goal of this project is to provide a 
comprehensive hydrologic analysis of streamflow conditions and the relative effectiveness of 
various potential flow enhancement actions in upper Mark West Creek watershed relative to 
salmonid habitat requirements.  The project provides a framework for prioritizing restoration 
efforts and developing effective strategies and projects to protect and enhance streamflows. 


This study evaluates the upper 40 mi2 of Mark West Creek watershed upstream of the Santa Rosa 
Plain (Figure E1) identified as critical salmonid summer rearing habitat in the State Water 
Resources Control Board Emergency Order WR 2015-0026-DWR (SWRCB, 2015).  The study was 
conducted over a three year period and was completed by the Coast Range Watershed Institute 
(CRWI) in cooperation with the Sonoma Resource Conservation District (SRCD), Friends of Mark 
West Watershed, Sonoma County Regional Parks, and the Pepperwood Foundation.  Assistance 
was also provided by local staff of California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW).  Funding for 
the project was provided by a Streamflow Enhancement Program grant from the California 
Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB).   


O’Connor Environmental, Inc., completed the modeling analysis under contract with CRWI.  The 
completed model is intended to serve as a tool to help evaluate the hydrologic consequences of 
future project proposals.  The principal mission of CRWI as a tax-exempt scientific not-for-profit 
organization in this regard is to provide a virtual “home” for the model and to make it available 
for future use and updates as new management questions arise and new data become available.  
In this way, CRWI seeks to extend the benefits to the public of this grant-funded project beyond 
the immediate utility of its findings.  


Approach and Methods 
The principal element of the project was development and calibration of a distributed hydrologic 
model using the computer model code MIKE SHE.  Inputs included a wide variety of climate, 
topographic, land cover, soils, water use, and hydrogeologic data.  Outputs included estimates of 
the annual and seasonal water balance, streamflow hydrographs, and groundwater levels 
throughout the watershed.  The model was constructed using 0.5-acre square grid cells to 
represent the landscape and stream channel cross sections spaced at 100-ft intervals to 
represent major stream channels.  The model simulates continuous daily hydrologic conditions 
over a 10-yr period from water year 2009 to 2019.  The model was calibrated to streamflow data 
at three locations and groundwater elevation data at nine locations supplemented by 
observations of flow conditions (wet vs. dry) on the main stem of Mark West Creek and mapped 
locations of seeps and springs.   
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A wide variety of existing and new data sources were used to construct the model.  Topographic 
inputs were derived primarily from the Sonoma County LiDAR Digital Elevation Model (DEM). 
Climate inputs were derived from monitoring data collected by various entities as well as 
distributed climate estimates from the U.S. Geological Survey.  Land cover data and vegetation 
properties were based on detailed mapping of vegetation communities provided by Sonoma 
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District in combination with LiDAR-derived Leaf 
Area Index data and literature-based rooting depth estimates.  Soil properties were based on the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) and adjusted during 
model calibration.   


Hydrogeologic inputs were based primarily on new analyses performed for this study which 
included interpretation of the distribution and thickness of geologic materials from more than 
 


 


Figure E1: Map of the study area showing major roads and streams. 
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150 subsurface geologic logs obtained from Well Completion Reports and estimation of aquifer 
properties from analysis of pump tests completed for Sonoma County Well Yield Certifications at 
23 wells.  Estimates of the volumes, rates, and sources of water use were based on data from a 
variety of sources including the State Water Resources Control Board Emergency Order (Order 
WR 2015-0026-DWR) and Water Rights Database, available Well Completion Reports, spatial 
mapping of water uses (including vineyards, cannabis farms, wineries, and residences), literature 
values and other official estimates of water use for various purposes including data from the 
Town of Windsor and the City of Healdsburg.    


Existing Hydrology and Streamflow 
Annual precipitation varied widely over the 10-yr study period from 19.5 inches in 2014 to 61.2 
inches in 2017, a pattern typical of streams in the California Coast Range (Table E1).  Annual 
streamflow also varied widely from 8.3 to 32.8 inches, largely in response to precipitation 
patterns.  Simulated Actual Evapotranspiration (AET), representing water use by vegetation plus 
evaporation, accounted for the largest outflow from the watershed over the long-term, ranging 
from 14.1 to 24.1 inches per year largely in proportion to annual precipitation (Table E1).  
Simulated annual infiltration recharge to groundwater varied substantially as a function of 
precipitation from 0.8 inches in the drought year 2014 to 10.1 inches in 2017, an unusually wet 
year (Table E1).   


The simulated groundwater recharge rates indicate large spatial variability, with much of the 
watershed generating less than 2 in/yr and some portions of the upper watershed generating 
more than 20 in/yr (Figure E2).  Numerous factors affect recharge rates; however, the spatial 
variations in recharge appear to be primarily controlled by soil properties, topographic position, 
and the west to east precipitation gradient.  Recharge is concentrated in the upper Mark West 
Creek watershed upstream of and including the Van Buren Creek watershed, as well as in the 
upper Humbug Creek watershed (Figure E2).   


The Climatic Water Deficit (CWD) provides a measure of the seasonal moisture stress and may 
be indicative of vegetation health and associated fire risk.  This metric varied widely across the 
watershed from 15 to 40 in/yr except locally where lower rates occur due to availability of 
shallow groundwater (Figure E2).  Topographic aspect appears to be a primary control on the 
spatial variability of CWD with north-facing slopes characterized by lower PET having significantly 
lower CWD values relative to south-facing slopes.   


Groundwater discharge by seeps and springs represents the primary process responsible for 
generating summer streamflow in the watershed.  This discharge is highly concentrated in the 
upper watershed with the watershed area upstream of Van Buren Creek generating 55% of the 
total springflow in the watershed despite representing only 17% of the total watershed area.  
Much of this discharge occurs along steep incised stream banks comprised of bedrock of the 
Sonoma Volcanics exposed in the upper watershed.  Surface water-groundwater interaction 
through the streambed is relatively limited in most reaches owing to the limited depth and 
distribution of alluvium overlying bedrock in narrow valley bottoms.  The exception to this occurs  
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Table E1:  Annual watershed (top) and groundwater (bottom) water budgets simulated with the hydrologic 
model, units are inches of water per year. 


 


 
 


in a short reach of Mark West Creek immediately upstream of the Porter Creek confluence where 
relatively thick and broad alluvial deposits create losing conditions and local disconnection of 
surface flow in drier water years.  Across the entire study area, the volume of water that 
recharges from streams to groundwater is approximately balanced by the volume that discharges 
to streams through the streambed (Table E1).  


In wet years the average summer streamflow in Mark West Creek was about 0.7 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) below Van Buren Creek and 1.5 cfs below Porter Creek, whereas in dry years these 
flows declined to about 0.3 and 0.7 cfs, respectively (Figure E3 shows 10-yr average conditions).  
Except for the reach upstream of Porter Creek that experiences local surface flow disconnection 
during drier years, most reaches retain small but consistent streamflows even under drought 
conditions.  Year to year variations in springtime streamflows were substantially larger than the 
variations in summer flows with average springtime flows below Van Buren Creek ranging from 
2 to 8 cfs and below Porter Creek from 6 to 30 cfs. 


Water Year Precipitation Irrigation AET Streamflow
Groundwater 


Pumping
Change in 


Storage


2010 42.51 0.07 24.06 17.14 0.15 1.23
2011 43.97 0.07 23.13 17.92 0.15 2.84
2012 28.07 0.07 20.07 10.67 0.15 -2.76
2013 28.87 0.07 17.58 12.83 0.15 -1.62
2014 19.46 0.07 14.06 8.30 0.15 -2.97
2015 26.57 0.07 14.94 12.74 0.15 -1.19
2016 33.30 0.07 17.30 13.83 0.15 2.09
2017 61.18 0.07 21.47 32.75 0.15 6.88
2018 26.59 0.07 18.93 9.07 0.15 -1.49
2019 49.77 0.07 21.63 23.44 0.15 4.62


Average 36.03 0.07 19.32 15.87 0.15 0.76


Inflows Outflows


 
 


Water Year
Infiltration 
Recharge


Streambed 
Recharge Interflow Baseflow Springflow


ET from 
Groundwater


Groundwater 
Pumping


Change in 
Storage


2010 6.05 0.71 4.29 0.76 0.58 0.82 0.15 0.16
2011 7.49 0.70 4.00 0.80 0.62 0.89 0.15 1.73
2012 2.22 0.57 1.72 0.63 0.84 1.08 0.15 -1.63
2013 2.39 0.58 2.19 0.60 0.68 0.98 0.15 -1.62
2014 0.84 0.52 1.09 0.50 0.76 1.06 0.15 -2.19
2015 2.10 0.66 1.53 0.59 0.67 1.02 0.15 -1.20
2016 4.44 0.60 2.55 0.67 0.48 0.75 0.15 0.44
2017 10.12 1.03 3.39 0.86 0.97 1.07 0.15 4.72
2018 2.87 0.53 1.91 0.62 0.72 1.06 0.15 -1.05
2019 8.17 1.03 3.48 0.83 0.99 0.99 0.15 2.76


Average 4.67 0.69 2.61 0.69 0.73 0.97 0.15 0.21


OutflowsInflows
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Figure E2: Mean annual infiltration recharge (top) and climatic water deficit (bottom) simulated with the 
hydrologic model of the upper Mark West Creek watershed. 
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Figure E3:  Mean summer streamflows (top) and riffle depths (bottom) in mainstem Mark West Creek simulated 
by the hydrologic model. 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 7 
 


 


 


In most water years, average summer riffle depths remain above 0.1-ft in most locations 
downstream of Monan’s Rill, and below Porter Creek depths reach 0.2 - 0.3 ft in many locations 
(Figure E3).  Minimum flow depth in riffles are of interest as an indicator of fish habitat conditions. 
Average springtime riffle depths vary substantially between years.  During the drought conditions 
of 2014, depths were less than 0.2-ft upstream of Van Buren Creek and between 0.2-0.4 ft below 
Porter Creek.  In the wet water year 2017, riffle depths remained above 0.2-ft as far upstream as 
one river mile above Monan’s Rill and were above 0.5-ft in portions of the lower watershed.  The 
simulated spatial distributions of riffle depths reflect both reaches where riffle depths are limited 
by reduced streamflows (most notably the reach upstream of Porter Creek which loses flow to 
the alluvium) as well as where depths are limited by geomorphic controls such as the reaches 
about 1-mile upstream of Riebli Creek (Figure E3). 


Existing Water Use 
Total water use in the watershed was estimated to be approximately 430 ac-ft/yr, equivalent to 
about 0.5% of the mean annual precipitation.  The largest uses are residential and vineyard 
irrigation which account for about 48% and 33% of the total water use respectively (Figure E4).  
Industrial uses account for the next largest fraction at about 9%.  The remaining 10% consists of 
irrigation for pasture and other crops (6%), irrigation of cannabis (3%), winery use (<1%), and 
vineyard frost protection (<1%) (Figure E4).  About 85% (367.1 ac-ft/yr) of the total use in the 
watershed is from groundwater with the remaining 15% (63.6 ac-ft/yr) coming from surface 
water sources.  About 81% (51.5 ac-ft/yr) of the total surface water use is direct diversion to pond 
storage, 10% (6.7 ac-ft/yr) is direct stream diversions, and 9% (5.4 ac-ft/yr) is diversion at springs.   


 


 
 


Figure E4: Water use in the Mark West Creek watershed study area by major water use category. 
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Fish Habitat Characterization 
We developed two streamflow classifications based on the simulation results to represent 
habitat conditions, one for smolt outmigration and one for juvenile summer rearing.  Both 
classifications focus on a 0.2-ft Riffle Crest Thalweg Depth (RCTD) threshold which is intended to 
represent the minimum flow conditions required to provide suitable habitat for salmonids 
(optimal habitat conditions require higher RCTDs than these minimum thresholds).  We also 
compiled available continuous temperature data collected by CDFW, Trout Unlimited, CA Sea 
Grant, and Sonoma Water from 15 locations to develop a simple water temperature classification 
based on Maximum Weekly Maximum Temperature (MWMT) relative to thresholds of 
impairment for salmonids.  Finally, we compiled available physical habitat data from CDFW 
habitat surveys and our own field observations to describe other important factors for salmonid 
habitat including pool characteristics along with spawning and winter refugia conditions.   


A simple scoring system was used for each flow classification.  Scores range from zero for reaches 
where RCTDs never reach the target of 0.2-ft during the summer rearing and spring outmigration 
timeframes in the 10-yr average condition to four for reaches that continuously maintain 0.2-ft 
RCTDs even during drought conditions.  We developed a final habitat suitability classification 
based primarily on the flow and temperature classifications but also informed by the other 
available physical habitat data and recent fisheries monitoring information.   
 


 
Figure E5:  Flow-based habitat suitability classifications for juvenile rearing and smolt outmigration in mainstem 
Mark West Creek.   
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The flow-based habitat classification results indicate that most reaches are impaired for smolt 
outmigration and juvenile rearing (Figure E5).  Upstream of Van Buren Creek either zero or one 
of four flow classification criteria are met, most reaches between Humbug Creek and Porter 
Creek meet two or three of the criteria, and most reaches below Porter Creek meet three or four 
criteria (Figure E5).  Notable exceptions to this include short reaches upstream of Porter Creek 
and between Leslie and Riebli Creeks which are more flow-limited than adjacent upstream and 
downstream reaches.  Most reaches are also impaired with respect to stream temperature, with 
two of three temperature criteria met upstream of Van Buren Creek and only one criterion met 
between Van Buren Creek and a point about 2-miles upstream of Porter Creek (Figure E5).  
Documented temperature impairment is most severe in the 2-mile reach upstream of Porter 
Creek with none of the criteria met (MWMT > 23.1 °C) at available monitoring stations; no data 
was available farther downstream (Figure E6).   


We examined temporal variations in temperatures relative to streamflows observed at the 
stream gauges in the watershed and found no obvious correlations between streamflow and 
temperature at the most temperature-impaired locations.  This suggests that streamflow is not 
the primary control on temperature and that even significant streamflow enhancement is 
unlikely to mitigate elevated temperatures.  We also examined the relationship between pool 
depth and temperature in six pools monitored in 2017 by CDFW upstream and downstream of 
Humbug Creek.  Pools with depths greater than 3.5-ft maintained temperatures below severely 
impaired levels whereas shallower pools less than 2.5-ft deep did not.  Although based on a 
limited sample size and a single water year, these observations suggest that deep pools likely  
 


 


Figure E6:  Longitudinal and temporal variations in Mean Weekly Maximum Water Temperature (MWMT) derived 
from continuous temperature data at 15 stations between 2010 and 2019, black oval indicates location of deep 
pool cold water refugia; temperature data from CDFW, Sonoma RCD, CA Sea Grant, and Trout Unlimited. 
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provide critical refugia for salmonids in Mark West Creek when extreme high temperatures occur 
in shallower pool habitats.  


The overall salmonid habitat classification identifies an ~4 mile reach of Mark West Creek 
between about 0.5 river miles downstream of Van Buren Creek and about 2 river miles upstream 
of Porter Creek as providing the best overall habitat for salmonids in the watershed (Figure E7).  
This reach is considered most suitable because it represents the best combination of flow and 
water temperature conditions and is also consistent with available data and observations about 
other indicators of habitat quality such as pool and spawning conditions.   


 


Figure E7:  Final overall habitat suitability classification for Mark West Creek identifying the high priority reaches 
with the most suitable overall habitat conditions in blue. 


 


Scenario Analysis 


The model was used to evaluate alternative streamflow enhancement strategies along with 
predictions of climate change effects on streamflow.  Individual enhancement strategies, 
combinations of these strategies, and alternative future climate conditions were evaluated in 
different model runs (scenarios) to identify advantages and disadvantages of different strategies 
under a variety of conditions.  The scenario analysis is intended to provide guidance regarding 
streamflow management to stakeholders in the watershed, natural resource managers, and 
government regulatory authorities.  Scenarios analyzed are summarized in Table E2.  


Water Use 
Analysis of changes in streamflow revealed that the sustained cumulative effects of surface water 
diversions and groundwater pumping are modest and that cessation of all water use would result 
in increases in mean summer streamflow of about 6% (0.04 cfs) in the ~4-mile high priority reach 
and ~8% (0.09 cfs) at the watershed outlet (Figure E13).  The analysis suggests that the 
groundwater response timescales are long and the reported flow increases represent conditions 
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in the 10-yr period following 40-yrs without water use.  Cumulatively, surface water diversion 
and groundwater pumping each have an approximately equal sustained effect on streamflows, 
however cumulative groundwater use is more than five times that of surface water use in the 
watershed.  Surface water diversions were also found to result in more substantial short-term 
(daily) streamflow depletion up to about 14% with the largest impacts occurring in the reach 
downstream of Humbug Creek (Figure E8).   


Streamflow depletion from groundwater pumping was found to occur over long (decadal) 
timescales.  While we did find some sensitivity in the rate of depletion as a function of distance 
of wells from streams and springs and depths of screened intervals, all wells generated depletion 
given enough time.  The rate of depletion from near-stream wells (within 500-ft) screened in the 
upper 200-ft was about 1.7 times the rate for wells at greater horizontal distance from streams 
screened at depths greater than 200-ft.  No direct relationship between the seasonality of 
pumping and the timing of streamflow depletion was apparent, with maximum depletion 
occurring during winter despite maximum pumping occurring during the summer months.  This 
results from pumping effects on groundwater recharge and discharge processes being most 
pronounced during the active recharge season and from buffering of summer streamflow 
depletion by reductions in transpiration of riparian vegetation.  


Pond Releases 
The summer pond release scenario generated the largest increases in average summer 
streamflow of the stand-alone scenarios, with increases of about 13-14% (0.08 cfs in the high 
priority reach and 0.16 cfs at the watershed outlet) (Figure E13).  The predominance of gaining 
streamflow conditions (groundwater discharge to streams) in most reaches of the creek causes 
only limited flow losses to groundwater (losing streamflow condition) downstream of the 
releases, which makes this strategy particularly well-suited for this watershed which is 
characterized by a lack of thick alluvial deposits adjacent to streams.  The springtime pond release 
scenario was designed to increase flows over a short (3-week) period coinciding with the timing 
of the end of typical peak smolt outmigration in May.  Examination of discharge and riffle depth 
hydrographs during drought conditions of 2014 shows that the spring releases substantially 
increase flows in the identified high priority reach during this critical period, extending the 
duration of passable conditions by approximately two weeks.   


Forest, Grassland, & Runoff Management 
Large-scale implementation of forest, grassland, and runoff management projects resulted in 
modest but significant changes in the water balance.  All three strategies increase groundwater 
recharge but through different mechanisms.  Forest management decreased actual 
evapotranspiration by about 5% on treated lands resulting in more water available for recharge, 
grassland management increased the water holding capacity of soils increasing soil water 
availability for recharge, and runoff management increased infiltration resulting in increased 
recharge as well as AET (Figure E9).  Watershed-wide increases in infiltration recharge ranged 
from about 2-4% (230-420 ac-ft/yr).   
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Table E2:  Overview of the scenarios evaluated with the hydrologic model. 


1 No Diversions All surface water diversions turned off
2 No Groundwater Pumping All groundwater pumping turned off


2B No Pumping Near Streams Wells within 500-ft of streams and screened in upper 200-ft turned off
2C No Pumping Near Springs Wells within 500-ft of springs turned off
2D No Pumping From Tuff Wells screened in surficial tuffaceous materials turned off
2E No Distal Pumping Wells distal to streams/springs/tuff and not screened in upper 200-ft turned off
3 No Water Use All surface diversions and groundwater pumping turned off


4 Forest Management Forest treatment on 7,054 acres of oak and Douglas Fir forests
5 Grassland Management Application of organic matter on 2,874 acres of grasslands
6 Runoff Management Manage runoff from 310 acres of developed lands to maximize infiltration
7 Summer Pond Releases Release water from three ponds with a total release of 0.19 cfs from June 15th to Sept 15th


7B Spring Pond Releases Release water from three ponds with a total release of 0.82 cfs from May 7th to May 28th


8 Combined Management Combination of Scenarios 4 through 7


9 CNRM Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the CNRM model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway
10 CCSM4 Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the CCSM4 model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway
11 GFDL Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the GFDL model under the SRES B1 emmisions pathway
12 MIROC esm Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the MIROC esm model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway


13 GFDL & Pond Releases Combination of Scenarios 11 & 7 or 7B
14 GFDL & Combined Management Combination of Scenarios 11 & 7 or 7B


Climate      
Change


 Mitigated


Water Use


Land/Water 
Management


Scenario # Scenario Name Brief Description
Scenario 
Category
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Figure E8:  Changes to mean and minimum summer streamflow, and maximum hourly changes from cessation of 
all surface water diversions (Scenario 1).  


Of the three management scenarios, forest management generated the largest increases in 
average summer streamflow (6%) in the high-priority reach followed by runoff management 
(3%), and grassland management (2%) (Figure E13).  Runoff management generated a larger 
response at the watershed outlet (10%) reflecting the concentration of developed areas in the 
lower watershed.  Increases in springtime discharges for the runoff and grassland management 
scenarios were minimal, however the forest management scenario generated increases of 0.5-
0.7 in the high priority reach.  These changes represent 4-6% of the total flow and primarily reflect 
small increases in runoff during spring storms.   


Combined Management 
Combining all the land/water management scenarios (pond releases with forest, grassland and 
runoff management), mean summer discharges in the high priority reach increased by about 21% 
(0.13 cfs) and by about 28% (0.31 cfs) at the watershed outlet (Figures E10 & E13).  These changes 
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represent about 86% of the sum of the changes of the four individual scenarios indicating a small 
negative feedback in effectiveness when the effects on the water balance dynamics from the 
various actions are combined.     


 


 


Figure E9:  Watershed-wide percent change in select water balance components for the forest, grassland, and 
runoff management scenarios (Scenarios 4-6). 
 


 


Figure E10:  Simulated changes to the 10-yr average mean summer streamflow for the combined management 
scenario (Scenario 8, note the scale in the legend is different from previous figures for other scenarios). 
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Climate Change 
Four climate change scenarios were selected to represent the range of plausible changes to 
precipitation and temperatures as predicted by available climate model data, and to include a 
scenario representative of the mean projections.  These scenarios predict a range of maximum 
temperature increases of between 3.7 and 11.0°F and changes in mean annual precipitation 
ranging from a decrease of 21% to an increase of 37%.   


The 10-yr mean annual water balance results indicate substantial variability in predictions of 
future hydrologic changes.  The CNRM scenario predicts large increases in both infiltration 
recharge (44%) and streambed recharge (33%), the CCSM4 model predicts minimal changes in 
recharge, and the GFDL and MIROC esm scenarios predict significant decreases in infiltration 
recharge (29-40%) and streambed recharge (17-25%) (Figure E11).  Increased recharge in the 
CNRM scenario results in increases in groundwater discharge expressed as interflow (32%), 
baseflow (11%), and springflow (36%).  Similarly, groundwater discharge decreases for the 
scenarios that predict decreases in recharge.  The largest decreases are predicted by the MIROC 
esm scenario where interflow, baseflow, and springflow are predicted to decrease by 30%, 21%, 
and 46% respectively (Figure E11).  Comparison of the water balance for the driest of the 10 years 
in each simulation reveals that the trajectories of the changes in the water balance between the 
four scenarios are more similar during drought conditions than for long term average conditions, 
with all four scenarios predicting decreases in runoff, infiltration recharge, and streambed 
recharge under drought conditions (Figure E11).   


All four scenarios indicate increases in Climatic Water Deficit (CWD).  The mean CWD for the 
watershed over the 10-yr simulation period is predicted to increase from 26.0 in/yr under existing 
conditions to between 30.3 and 33.9 in/yr under future climate conditions.  Increases in CWD of 
this magnitude (17-30%) may be expected to lead to significant changes in vegetation 
communities and increases in fire risk.  It is important to note that these simulations represent 
the hydrologic effects of changes in climate but do not include secondary effects that may be 
expected under a significantly altered future climate regime such as changes in vegetation cover 
and irrigation water demands. 


The climate change scenarios generated a wide range of predictions of future streamflows with 
three of the four scenarios indicating decreases in average summer streamflow of between 6% 
and 47% and one scenario indicating increases of about 15-19% (Figure E13).  In contrast to the 
variable predictions in mean summer discharges, all four models predict large decreases in mean 
spring discharges that would be expected to hinder outmigration of juvenile salmonids.  The 
CNRM scenario produces the smallest decreases with mean spring discharge in the high-priority 
reach of Mark West Creek decreasing from 7.8 cfs to 5.1 cfs (Figure E13).  The MIROC esm 
scenario predicts the largest decreases with flows in the high priority reach decreasing from 7.8 
cfs to 3.0 cfs.   
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Figure E11:  Percent change in various components of the water balance for the four climate change scenarios 
relative to existing conditions; 10-yr average conditions (top) and the driest water year in each 10-yr simulation 
period (bottom).  
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Mitigated Scenarios 
The mitigated scenarios combine the pond release and combined management scenarios with 
the GFDL future climate scenario.  These scenarios indicate that pond releases can likely offset a 
significant portion of the projected decreases in summer streamflow predicted by some of the 
climate models and if combined with forest, grassland, and runoff management, are likely large 
enough to completely offset these projected decreases (Figures E12 & E13).  If future climate 
more closely resembles the predictions of the CNRM or CCSM4 models, pond releases and 
combined management would be expected to result in summer flow enhancement above 
existing conditions.  None of the potential actions generate changes large enough to significantly 
offset the substantial decreases in springtime discharges predicted by the four climate scenarios.  
Shorter-duration flow releases over periods of days to weeks strategically timed during the 
critical smolt outmigration period in spring could increase flow depths above fish passage 
thresholds and likely provide a key climate change mitigation strategy to address predicted 
reductions in streamflow during the spring season (Figure E12). 


      


 


Figure E12:  Spring and summer riffle depths for the driest year in the 10-yr simulation in Mark West Creek below 
Humbug Creek for existing conditions, the GFDL future climate scenario (Scenario 11), the GFDL & spring pond 
release scenario (Scenario 13), and the GFDL & combined management scenario (Scenario 14). 
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Figure E13:  Summary of the simulated changes in mean summer (top) and mean spring (bottom) streamflow for 
Scenarios 1-14 averaged over the high-priority habitat reach. 
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Restoration & Management Recommendations 


Habitat Enhancement 
Based on simulated riffle depth and observed water temperature data informed by CDFW habitat 
inventory and CA Sea Grant fisheries monitoring data, the four mile reach extending from 0.2 
miles upstream of Alpine Creek to 2.0 miles upstream of the Porter Creek confluence has the best 
overall conditions for supporting salmonids (Figure E14).  We recommend that habitat 
enhancement projects be focused in this high priority reach where there exists the greatest 
likelihood of supporting overall reach conditions suitable for salmonids.   


Based on a limited number of sample sites, water temperatures in the high priority reach appear 
to remain below severely impaired levels in pools with depths above about 3.5-ft whereas 
severely impaired temperatures occur in shallower pools (see Figure E6).  More temperature 
monitoring and pool inventory analysis is recommended to identify pools providing critical 
temperature refugia.  A temperature study is also warranted to better understand the controls 
on water temperatures and identify possible mitigation actions.  Our preliminary findings suggest 
that streamflow is not the primary control on temperature and that encouraging formation of 
stable deep pools and maximizing shade on the stream surface are likely the most important 
immediate mitigation actions.   


In-stream large wood (logs and trees) loads are low in Mark West Creek and projects to install 
large wood to encourage formation and enhancement of existing deep pools is recommended.  
Where needed, riparian planting projects to maximize shading of the summer water surface are 
recommended.  Opportunities for development of off-channel habitat projects to enhance winter 
rearing habitat are also available in the identified reach, and these types of projects are also 
recommended to support improved conditions in the reach for other limiting life cycle stages. 


Flow Protection/Enhancement 
Summer baseflow throughout Mark West Creek is controlled primarily by spring discharge 
concentrated in the upper watershed.  We recommend that the various flow protection and 
enhancement actions described below be focused in the watershed area contributing to the 
identified high priority reach where they are more likely to provide the most meaningful flow 
benefits.  The portion of the watershed upstream of Van Buren Creek is of even greater 
importance for streamflow protection and enhancement given the disproportionate role this 
area plays in generating summer streamflow supplied to downstream reaches (Figure E14).  


To assist in understanding the relative effectiveness of the various flow enhancement strategies 
we normalized simulated increases in streamflow based on a ‘typical’ parcel/project for six 
project types in consultation with Sonoma RCD.  We also developed a rough cost estimate for 
each typical project and normalized the results again based on a $25,000 project cost.  The six 
projects and estimated costs include: 


• Groundwater Pumping Offset – installation of a 10,000 gallon rainwater catchment tank 
and associated reduction in groundwater pumping - $38,000 
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• Surface Diversion Replacement – replacement of a direct stream or spring diversion with 
a new groundwater well - $33,000 


• Runoff Management – construction of an infiltration basin sized to capture the 10-yr 48-
hr storm volume from a 3,000 ft2 rooftop or other impervious area - $22,500 


• Grassland Management – compost application on 4.6 acres of grassland (average per 
parcel acreage in the model scenario) - $7,000 


• Forest Management – thinning and/or controlled burning on 5.6 acres of forested lands 
requiring treatment (average per parcel acreage in the model scenario) - $15,000 


• Pond Release – summer flow release of 11.3 ac-ft from an existing on-stream pond 
(average release volume of the three ponds in the model scenario) - $20,000 


Releasing water from existing ponds was found to be by far the most effective individual strategy 
for enhancing streamflows.  On a cost basis, the streamflow benefits of one flow release project 
were found to be more than 50 times greater than an average surface water diversion 
replacement project and more than 500 times greater than an average grassland management 
project (the second and third most effective strategies, Figure E15).  Examination of existing 
ponds revealed that there are only three ponds upstream of the high-priority reach with 
sufficient storage to provide meaningful releases, and we recommend that flow release projects 
be developed for these ponds if possible.   


There are many existing ponds that could likely be enhanced, and new ponds could be created 
specifically for flow releases.  Given the disproportionate effectiveness of pond releases for 
streamflow enhancement this approach should be seriously considered.  Water temperature and 
other water quality and invasive species considerations should be an important aspect of 
planning flow release projects since water temperatures are already impaired and it is critical 
that flow releases do not further increase temperatures or introduce invasive species.  There are 
various strategies that may be employed to mitigate elevated pond temperatures during 
planning and design (e.g. bottom releases, surface covering, cooling towers).   


Replacing direct stream or spring diversions from surface water with groundwater pumping was 
the second most effective of the six project types, whereas offsetting groundwater pumping with 
storage was the least effective (Figure E15).  While the modeling did suggest some relationship 
between the degree of streamflow depletion and the screen depth and distance of wells from 
streams/springs, these differences were modest and we did not find any direct relationship 
between the timing of pumping and the timing of streamflow depletion.  These findings suggest 
that replacing direct stream and spring diversions with storage and/or groundwater pumping is 
a viable approach for enhancing streamflow conditions but that offsetting groundwater pumping 
with storage or shifting the timing of pumping from summer to winter is unlikely to lead to 
appreciable improvements in flow conditions.  This is not to suggest that specific wells in specific 
locations are incapable of streamflow depletion; however, our review of well data and modeling 
results indicate that this would be uncommon in the study area. 
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Figure E14:  Locations of the identified high priority reaches for habitat enhancement projects and high priority 
watershed areas for flow enhancement projects. 
 


Requiring new wells to be drilled at a specified minimum distance from a stream or spring or 
screened at a minimum depth may extend the length of time before streamflow depletion occurs; 
however, it will not prevent streamflow depletion from occurring.  The long response timescale 
(decades) of streamflow to groundwater pumping revealed by our modeling suggests that a 
volumetric approach to managing groundwater is more likely to mitigate streamflow depletion 
compared to approaches focused on well location or time of use.  It is important to note that the 
total pumping stress in the watershed is relatively small (~3% of mean annual infiltration 
recharge) and that the limited degree of streamflow depletion under existing conditions is not 
meant to suggest that groundwater pumping could not lead to significant streamflow depletion 
were the total volume of pumping to increase substantially in the future.  That said, our analysis 
indicates that streamflow is not very sensitive to groundwater pumping at current rates.   
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Figure E15:  Summary of the simulated increase in mean summer streamflow for the six primary individual flow 
enhancement actions represented by the model scenarios and normalized to a $25,000 average project cost. 


Grassland, forest, and runoff management were also found to result in summer streamflow 
improvement; however, the benefits per unit cost are one to two orders of magnitude lower than 
those of pond releases or diversion replacement (Figure E15).  Grassland and forest management 
resulted in about equal benefits on a unit cost basis with about three to four times the 
effectiveness of runoff management.  These three strategies also have important secondary 
hydrologic benefits in addition to enhancing streamflows in that they reduce seasonal vegetation 
moisture stress which may be expected to reduce fire risk.  These benefits are in addition to the 
primary non-hydrologic benefits of these types of projects for reducing fuel loads (forest 
management) and sequestering carbon (grassland management).  There are also potential 
negative consequences of extensive forest management in terms of potential habitat loss for 
avian and terrestrial species which must be carefully considered.  In summary, while runoff, 
forest, and grassland management may not directly result in substantial streamflow 
improvement, these efforts have multiple benefits and are likely important strategies for 
managing fire risk and mitigating climate change impacts as discussed in more detail below. 


Climate Change Adaptation 
Climate change is expected to result in a dramatic decrease in springtime streamflow, particularly 
during drought conditions.  These declines are expected to have significant effects on salmonid 
outmigration with some scenarios predicting impassable conditions developing as early as late 
winter and persisting through spring and summer.  The only feasible strategy to mitigate these 
changes is to implement spring pond releases.  While it may not be possible to significantly 
improve conditions throughout the smolt outmigration period, relatively high release rates could 
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be achieved for a period of several days to weeks to provide a window of passable flow conditions 
timed to coincide with expected peak smolt outmigration.  Although the summer streamflow 
predictions vary widely, some scenarios show significant declines in summer streamflow.  We 
recommend that flow release projects be developed and adaptively managed to provide a 
combination of larger pulses of streamflow during outmigration and lower-magnitude releases 
to sustain streamflow during summer baseflow depending on conditions in a given year.   


The runoff, forest, and grassland management strategies influence the quantity of flow from 
springs which in general is relatively cold, therefore these approaches may be expected to assist 
in mitigating elevated water temperatures whereas the more effective strategies (pond releases 
and diversion replacement) would not be expected to provide significant temperature benefits.  
These strategies also help reduce vegetation moisture stress by increasing the quantity of water 
available to plants in the case of runoff and grassland management and decreasing water 
demand from the landscape for the case of forest management.  Reduced moisture stress may 
be considered an important benefit in terms of reducing current wildfire risk and the increase in 
wildfire risk expected resulting from climate change.  In summary, implementation of runoff, 
forest, and grassland management projects are expected to help build resiliency to climate 
change by providing multiple benefits beyond potential streamflow improvement and spring and 
summer pond releases provide a means of adaptively managing flow conditions for salmonids in 
the face of a changing climate. 
 


Conceptual Designs 


The final phase of the project involved development of conceptual designs for two site specific 
streamflow enhancement projects.  The projects focus on the approach of runoff management 
and were selected to take advantage of local site conditions and project opportunities on 
properties managed by our project partners the Pepperwood Foundation and Sonoma County 
Regional Parks.   The projects illustrate two possible approaches to managing runoff for enhanced 
groundwater recharge and we anticipate similar approaches as well as other alternative methods 
could be applied on parcels throughout the watershed.   


Goodman Meadow 
Site 1 is located within the Pepperwood Preserve at the Goodman Meadow near the headwaters 
of Leslie Creek in the northwest corner of the Mark West Creek watershed.  The Goodman 
Meadow site consists of a relatively flat, approximately 12-acre natural basin perched on a 
topographic bench.  The design converts portions of the meadow into an infiltration basin by 
constructing a berm and outlet structure along the downstream edge of the meadow (see 
Appendix A).  The design creates approximately 5.3 ac-ft of storage within 1.4-acres comprising 
the lower portion of the meadow.  Based on hydrologic modeling of the conceptual design, the 
basin would be capable of generating about 1.9 ac-ft/yr of additional infiltration recharge.  This 
enhanced recharge would increase the mean springtime flow in upper Leslie Creek by about 0.01 
cfs and extend the duration of connected surface flow by about 12 to 21 days.   
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Mark West Regional Park 
Site 2 is located on a terrace on the east bank of Porter Creek about 1,800-ft upstream of its 
confluence with Mark West Creek.  The site is slated to be developed as the main entrance and 
parking area for Mark West Regional Park managed by Sonoma County Regional Parks.  Park 
facilities have not yet been designed in detail but are expected to be contained within 
approximately 3.1 acres currently occupied by a barn structure and an adjacent parking area and 
gravel road (see Appendix B).  The stormwater management design described here is intended 
to become a part of the overall design for the park facilities and consists of collecting runoff from 
the developed portions of the park entrance in a network of diversion ditches and directing these 
flows into a series of two linear, gravel filled infiltration basins designed to maximize groundwater 
recharge.  The total storage capacity of the basins is 0.65 ac-ft.   


The scale of the site design features is too fine to be accurately represented in the regional 
hydrologic model; however, based on regional runoff management scenario results, we estimate 
that the project will generate between 0.3 and 1.2 ac-ft/yr of additional infiltration recharge.  It 
is unlikely that the project by itself will generate significant increases in streamflow in Porter 
Creek, however the regional modeling suggests that large-scale adoption of stormwater best 
management practices has the potential to increase the mean springtime streamflow in lower 
Porter Creek by about 0.05 cfs and extend the duration of surface flow connection by up to 13 
days.  
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 


The project described in this report was completed by O’Connor Environmental, Inc. (OEI) under 
the direction of the Coast Range Watershed Institute (CRWI) in cooperation with the Sonoma 
Resource Conservation District (SRCD), Friends of Mark West Creek, Sonoma County Regional 
Parks, and the Pepperwood Foundation.  The project was funded by a Proposition 1 Streamflow 
Enhancement Program grant (Grant Agreement No. WC-1996AP) from the California Wildlife 
Conservation Board (WCB). 


The Mark West Creek watershed has been identified by California Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(CDFW) and National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) as providing some of the best remaining habitat for coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 
in the Russian River watershed.  Several factors have been identified as limiting for coho survival 
in the watershed including lack of quality pool habitat, lack of winter refugia, and insufficient 
summer baseflows (CDFG, 2004; NMFS, 2012).  Numerous restoration projects have been 
implemented in the watershed in recent years aimed primarily at improving pool and off-channel 
habitat conditions.  Additional efforts have begun to address the problem of insufficient stream 
flow primarily through water storage and flow release projects.  Successful efforts to improve 
streamflow conditions will require greater understanding regarding the distribution of flow 
conditions and the various natural and man-made controls on these flows.   


The combination of frequent drought conditions, ongoing and future climate change, and 
increasing human demand for water make development of strategies for sustaining or improving 
summer streamflow conditions of paramount importance for coho recovery in the Mark West 
Creek watershed.  The goal of this project was to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the spatial 
and temporal distribution of streamflow conditions throughout the watershed relative to coho 
habitat requirements to assist in prioritizing restoration efforts and developing strategies for 
protecting/enhancing summer baseflows. 


Specifically, this project involved the development, calibration, and application of a distributed 
hydrologic model (MIKE SHE) with inputs comprised of climate, topographic, land cover, soils, 
water use, and hydrogeologic data for the watershed.  Model outputs include estimates of the 
annual and seasonal water balance, simulated stream flow hydrographs, and predicted 
groundwater elevations and flow gradients among many other hydrologic parameters.  The 
modeling results provided the basis for performing an analysis of streamflow, characterizing the 
distribution and quality of available habitat for juvenile coho, and making recommendations 
about restoration priorities for various sub-reaches within the study area.  


Additionally, the model has been applied to evaluate potential improvements to streamflow and 
aquatic habitat conditions resulting from various streamflow restoration strategies including 
forest management, stormwater management and recharge enhancement, adjustments to 
surface diversions and groundwater pumping regimes, and flow releases from existing ponds.  
Conceptual designs were developed for two specific projects which were identified and evaluated 
as part of the project.  The model was also used to investigate the effects of ongoing climate 
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change on streamflow and habitat conditions.  In addition to the findings and recommendations 
discussed in this report, the model also provides a working Decision Support System for ongoing 
restoration efforts and land and water management decision making and should be considered 
a “living” model that can be updated as new data and information become available and utilized 
to help answer new management questions as they arise.   
 


Chapter 2 – Study Area Description 
Overview 
The Mark West Creek (MWC) watershed is part of the Coast Range Geomorphic Province draining 
approximately 57 mi2 of the lower Russian River watershed discharging to the Laguna de Santa 
Rosa about five miles upstream of its confluence with the Russian River.  MWC watershed is 
commonly divided into an upper watershed in the Mayacamas Mountains and a lower watershed 
located within the Santa Rosa Plain.  Neighboring watersheds include Franz and Maacama Creeks 
to the north, Santa Rosa Creek to the south, and the Napa River to the east.  


The study area is defined as the MWC watershed above Quietwater Road which encompasses all 
of the 40 mi2 upper MWC watershed (Figure 1).  The upper MWC watershed is characterized by 
relatively steep topography, confined channels, and bedrock aquifers.  Elevations range from 180 
feet at Quietwater Road to over 2,300 feet near the headwaters.  The study area includes 18 river 
miles of MWC, several major tributaries such as Porter, Leslie, Humbug, Mill, Weeks, Alpine, and 
Van Buren Creeks as well as numerous smaller tributary streams.  Quietwater Road was selected 
as the downstream boundary of the study area because it coincides with the extent of the reach 
identified as critical salmonid summer rearing habitat in the State Water Resources Control Board 
Emergency Order (WR 2015-0026-DWR).  This boundary also approximately coincides with the 
boundary of the Santa Rosa Plain aquifer as defined by the State Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA).  Below Quietwater Road, MWC enters the alluvial system of the Santa Rosa Plain which 
has significantly different characteristics and water management issues.   


Upper MWC was severely affected by the October 2017 Tubbs Fire which burned through 
approximately 48% of the study watershed (19.4 mi2).  Following the fire, forest management 
and fuel reduction have become a greater concern to many residents in the watershed.  The 
watershed has a substantial number of existing and proposed cannabis cultivation operations 
which has also generated significant concern among residents, and county, state, and federal 
regulatory authorities regarding potential adverse impacts of cannabis cultivation on streamflow 
and salmonid habitat.  In addition to being identified in state and federal recovery plans as a high 
priority watershed for restoration of endangered coho, MWC watershed was identified in the 
2014 California Water Action Plan as one of five priority streams, and is the site of several ongoing 
studies including a CDFW Instream Flow Study and a hydrologic modeling effort by the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) and Sonoma Water coupled to implementation of the SGMA in the 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin.      
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Figure 1: Map of the study area showing major roads and streams. 


 


Climate 
The upper MWC watershed has a Mediterranean climate characterized by cool wet winters and 
warm dry summers.  Precipitation varies substantially across the study area from an average of 
approximately 38 inches per year near the Santa Rosa Plain to approximately 51 inches per year 
near the crest of the Mayacamas Mountains (Flint & Flint, 2014).  For much of the year there is a 
strong east/west temperature gradient with warmer conditions in the higher elevations to the 
east relative to lower elevations to the west.  This gradient is most pronounced during the 
daytime where mean maximum monthly temperatures are up to 6.9 °F (3.8 °C) higher at the St. 
Helena 4WSW climate station in the Mayacamas compared to the Santa Rosa climate station in 
the Santa Rosa Plain.  During the winter (November – February) this gradient flattens or reverses 
with temperatures in the Mayacamas being the same or slightly (~1 °F) cooler than in the Santa 
Rosa Plain.  
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Land Use 
Early settlement of the watershed began in earnest during the 1850s and 1860s due to reports 
of gold in the Russian River area and passage of the Homestead Act.  During this time, land use 
activity in the upper portions of the watershed was focused on mining for silver and mercury, 
and livestock grazing.  Agricultural activities were primarily focused in the lower portions of the 
watershed and included orchards, vineyards, and hop fields.  Logging operations and associated 
road building also began around this time to clear fields for crops and support the demand for 
timber from the growing population in the Bay Area.  Since World War II, agricultural 
development has increasingly been replaced by residential development (SRCD, 2015).  


Existing land cover is primarily forest (72%), with the remainder divided between grassland (16%), 
shrubland (7%), developed and sparsely vegetated areas (3%), and agriculture (2%).  Most of the 
forest areas are comprised of various species of oak (48%) and Douglas Fir (36%) with significant 
stands of Bay Laurel (5%), Coast Redwood (4%), and Madrone (2%) comprising most of the 
remainder.  Ongoing forest succession has been occurring in the watershed in recent decades 
with expansion of Douglas Fir into Oak Woodlands.  Vegetation recovery and potential changes 
to vegetation patterns following the October 2017 Tubbs Fire which burned about 48% of the 
study watershed area (20% with moderate or high burn severity) have not been well-quantified. 


Land ownership in the watershed is primarily privately-owned rural residential properties with a 
few agricultural parcels.  The Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District 
and Sonoma County Regional Parks own multiple properties including the Saddle Mountain 
Preserve, and the Cresta and McCullough Ranch which is slated to become the Mark West 
Regional Park.  The Pepperwood Preserve in the northern portion of the watershed is the site of 
many ongoing scientific investigations and educational programs. The watershed also includes 
the Safari West wildlife preserve and portions of the Mayacamas Golf Club.      


Geology 
The geology of the Upper Mark West Creek watershed is complex and includes several distinct 
rock types which are offset by a series of faults and fracture zones.  The northwest by southeast-
trending Maacama Fault Zone bisects the study area and separates distinct geologies to the east 
and west.  West of the Maacama Fault Zone, the study area is dominated by the early-Pleistocene 
and Pliocene-aged Glen Ellen Formation and bedrock units of the Pliocene and late-Miocene-
aged Sonoma Volcanics (basalt and volcanic tuff).  East of the fault zone, the study area is 
dominated by volcanic tuff and andesite of the Sonoma Volcanics and by the Cretaceous and 
Jurassic-aged Franciscan Complex.  Other significant faults include the Larkfield, Rincon Creek, 
and Mark West Fault Zones to the west of the Maacama Fault Zone which form contacts between 
the Sonoma Volcanics and the Glen Ellen Formation.  The Gates Canyon and Petrified Forest 
Thrust to the east of the Maacama Fault Zone place rocks of the Sonoma Volcanics in contact 
with older rocks of the Franciscan Formation.   


Other geologic formations, including the Pliocene-aged Fluvial and Lacustrine Deposits of 
Humbug Creek and the Cretaceous and Jurassic-aged Great Valley Sequence occupy smaller 
portions of the study area.  Quaternary-aged landslide and fluvial deposits are also present but 
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are typically shallow and occupy a relatively small portion of the study area.  Interpretation of 
subsurface geologic conditions from Well Completion Reports reveals that the landslide and 
fluvial deposits are generally less than 25-ft thick and that most wells are completed in underlying 
bedrock units.  The thickest and most widespread alluvium is found along Mark West Creek near 
its confluence with Porter Creek where it reaches thicknesses of up to 65-ft.  Examination of Well 
Completion Reports also revealed that the Glen Ellen Formation is generally unsaturated and 
relatively thin (50-100 ft). Most wells drilled in the Glen Ellen Formation extend into the 
underlying Sonoma Volcanics where groundwater is more frequently found.   


Aquatic Habitat 
Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are present in 
upper MWC and its tributaries.  CDFW habitat surveys were conducted in Porter Creek in 1974 
and 1996, in Humbug Creek in 1996, and in Horse Hill, Mill, Weeks, and Van Buren creeks in 1997.  
These surveys documented steelhead presence in Porter, Mill, Humbug, and Van Buren creeks 
but not in Horse Hill or Weeks Creek.  Coho were not documented in any of these tributary 
surveys.  Notable limiting factors in the tributaries included insufficient summer flows, 
inadequate pool habitat and riparian canopy, and a lack of quality spawning gravels.   


Wild coho were observed in upper MWC in 2001 by CDFW during a snorkel survey as well as in 
more recent CA Sea Grant snorkel surveys.  Available data from Sonoma Water and CA Sea Grant 
indicates that adult coho returned to spawn in MWC in water year 2011, 2012, and 2013 but not 
during the drought conditions of 2014.  The Russian River Coho Salmon Captive Broodstock 
Program first released hatchery salmon into the MWC watershed in autumn of 2011; between 
13,000 and 23,000 juvenile coho were released in Mark West Creek and Porter Creek each year 
between 2011 and 2014, and in 2016.  In 2017, 6,000 fish were released only in Porter Creek.  In 
addition to salmonids, California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and yellow-legged frog (Rana 
boylii), which are both listed as threatened, have been documented in the watershed. 


 


Chapter 3 – Numerical Modeling Methodology 
The hydrologic model of the upper Mark West Creek watershed was constructed using the MIKE 
SHE model (Graham and Butts, 2005; DHI 2017).  Model code development activities have been 
ongoing since its inception in 1977 and the model has been applied successfully to hundreds of 
research and consultancy projects covering a wide range of climatic and hydrologic regimes 
around the world (Graham and Butts, 2005). 


The MIKE SHE model is a fully-distributed, physically-based model capable of simulating all the 
land-based phases of the hydrologic cycle including overland flow, channel flow, 
evapotranspiration, unsaturated flow, saturated flow, and stream/aquifer interactions.  The 
distributed nature of the model makes it well-suited for examining the hydrologic impacts of 
changes in climate and water management.  Complex physics-based watershed models, while 
powerful tools, require extensive input data and should ideally be well-calibrated to observed 
stream flow and groundwater data spanning a number of years.  It is important to bear in mind 
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that a model is a simplification of a complex and in some ways unknowable hydrologic system 
and although it can provide useful estimates of various flows and storages within the system, the 
estimates contain uncertainty and should not be viewed as a replacement for real data or as a 
static condition.  Such models are best updated on a periodic basis as new data become available. 


Overland Flow 
The overland flow component of MIKE SHE solves the two-dimensional St. Venant equations for 
shallow free surface flows using the diffusive wave approximation.  A finite-difference scheme is 
used to compute the fluxes of water between grid cells on a two-dimensional topographic 
surface.  Net precipitation, evaporation, and infiltration are introduced as sources or sinks and 
the model assumes that a sheet flow approximation is valid for non-channelized surface flows 
and that roughness is uniform over various flow depths.  The primary inputs of the overland flow 
module include topographic information in the form of a digital elevation model (DEM) and a 
corresponding spatial distribution of overland roughness coefficients (Manning’s n) which is 
generally referenced to the model’s land cover categories.  Sub-grid-scale depressions in the 
topography and barriers to overland flow are represented conceptually through use of a 
detention storage parameter.  


Channel Flow 
The channel flow component of the model calculates unsteady water levels and discharges using 
an implicit finite-difference formulation to solve the one-dimensional St. Venant equations for 
open channel flow.  The model is capable of simulating ephemeral stream conditions and 
backwater effects and includes formulations for a variety of hydraulic structure types including 
bridges, weirs, and culverts.  Either a no-flow or a discharge boundary can be used as the 
upstream boundary condition, and the downstream boundary can be represented using a stage 
or stage discharge relation.  Other than boundary conditions, the primary inputs for the channel 
flow model include channel geometry information and roughness coefficients for channelized 
flow (Manning’s n).   


Channel Flow Interactions 
Interaction between the channel flow and overland flow components for the model is driven by 
the gradient between the overland water depths in a given grid cell and the head in a 
corresponding computational node in the channels and is computed using a broad crested weir 
equation.  Depending on the direction of the gradient, the channel flow component of the model 
can either receive overland flow during runoff events or release water back into the floodplain 
as overland flow.  The model is also capable of simulating backwater effects onto the overland 
flow plane due to restricted channel flow. 


Evapotranspiration and Interception 
Evapotranspiration (ET) is handled in the model using a two-layer water balance approach which 
divides the unsaturated zone into a root zone from which water can be transpired and a lower 
zone where it cannot.  The model computes actual evapotranspiration (AET) as a function of 
potential evapotranspiration (PET) and the available water content in the vegetation canopy, 
overland flow plane, and the unsaturated zone.  The model first extracts water from interception 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 31 
 


 


 


storage which is based on vegetation properties including leaf area index (LAI) and an 
interception storage coefficient.  Next, water is extracted from ponded water on the land surface 
and, finally, from within the unsaturated zone or, if the rooting depth exceeds the depth to water 
for a given timestep, the saturated zone.  PET can be adjusted for each land cover category in the 
model through use of a crop coefficient (Kc).  The simulated position of the water table along 
with the specified rooting depth determines the thickness of the zone of transpiration. 


Unsaturated Flow 
The unsaturated flow component of MIKE SHE functions with the two-layer water balance 
method described above.  The method considers average conditions in the unsaturated zone and 
tracks available soil moisture to regulate ET and groundwater recharge using a one-dimensional 
(vertical) formulation.  A soil map Is used to distribute the primary soil properties used to drive 
the model, including saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat) and moisture contents (Θ) at 
saturation, field capacity, and wilting point. The unsaturated flow component of the model 
interacts with the overland flow component by serving as a sink term (infiltration) and with the 
groundwater flow component by serving as a source term (recharge). 


The unsaturated zone component of the model does not explicitly represent lateral movement 
through and discharge from the unsaturated zone commonly referred to as interflow.  In the 
MWC watershed, interflow occurring at or near the contact between soils and underlying 
bedrock is expected to be an important process.  Because interflow is often associated with a 
temporary increase in groundwater elevations during and following precipitation events, 
interflow processes can be approximated in MIKE SHE with a saturated zone drainage function.    


Saturated Flow 
The groundwater component of the model solves the three-dimensional Darcy equation for flow 
through saturated porous media using an implicit finite difference numerical scheme solved using 
the preconditioned conjugate gradient (PCG) technique which is nearly identical to that used in 
MODFLOW, a widely used U.S. Geological Survey groundwater model.  The primary inputs to the 
model are horizontal and vertical hydraulic conductivity, specific yield, storage coefficients, and 
the upper and lower elevation of each layer(s) considered in the model.  External boundary 
conditions can be no-flow, head, or gradient boundaries and pumping wells can be added as 
internal sinks.  The lower boundary of the model is zero-flux or a specified flux-boundary, and the 
upper boundary condition is a flux term calculated by the unsaturated flow component of the 
model (recharge).  If the water table reaches land surface, the unsaturated flow calculations are 
disabled and the groundwater component of the model interacts directly with the overland flow 
plane. 
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Chapter 4 – Model Construction 
Model Overview 
The Upper Mark West Creek hydrologic model is defined as the Mark West Creek watershed 
upstream of Quietwater Road.  The model is discretized into over 50,000 45-meter by 45-meter 
(0.5-acre) grid cells covering a 40.2 mi2 area. The grid resolution was selected to represent the 
watershed in as much detail as possible consistent with the overall resolution of input data while 
enabling reasonable computation times (about 100 hours). 


The model simulates a continuous 10-yr period from 10/1/2009 through 9/30/2019 (Water Years 
2010 - 2019).  This period was selected because it corresponds to the period with the most data 
available for model calibration, is representative of long-term average precipitation conditions, 
and includes a wide variety of precipitation conditions ranging from the very dry Water Year (WY) 
2014 when annual precipitation at the Santa Rosa and St. Helena 4SW climate stations was 14.9 
and 28.9 inches respectively to the very wet WY 2017 when annual precipitation at the two 
stations was 50.2 and 74.0 inches respectively (Figures 2 & 3).  Based on the long-term 
precipitation record for Santa Rosa from 1906 – 2019, WY 2014 was the 4th driest year on record 
and WY 2017 was the 5th wettest (Figure 2).  The 2-yr rainfall total for WY 2013-2014 was the 
second driest on record (14.9 inches versus 12.8 inches for 1976-1977).  Mean annual 
precipitation at the Santa Rosa climate station for the simulation period was 31.1 inches, which 
is similar to both the 1906-2019 and 1981-2010 averages of 30.2 and 32.1 inches respectively 
(Figure 2).     


A longer streamflow record is available for the upper watershed, but streamflow data from the 
lower watershed (developed for this project to facilitate model calibration) is only available for 
WY 2018 and 2019.  Although simulation of post-fire hydrologic impacts and subsequent recovery 
from the Tubbs Fire was not part of the scope of this project, given the timing and scale of the 
October 2017 fire event just prior to collection of streamflow data, it was necessary to 
incorporate a simplistic representation of the post-fire landscape into the model to facilitate 
calibration.  Post-fire hydrologic effects are complex and adjust rapidly in the years following 
disturbance.  An ongoing USGS is underway to better understand the effects of the fire on soil 
hydrologic conditions, and preliminary findings suggest highly localized effects and that recovery 
to pre-fire characteristics occurs rapidly (Perkins, personal communication).      


We did not attempt to represent the long-term effects of fire or recovery; rather, we developed 
a version of the model representing the short-term effects (first and second year after 
disturbance) of the fire exclusively for calibration purposes, and maintained the pre-fire 
landscape for the primary simulation of existing conditions and future scenarios.  This decision 
acknowledges that the available data describing vegetation in the watershed was collected prior 
to the fire and that the long-term recovered landscape is likely to more closely resemble the pre-
fire landscape than the short-term post-fire landscape, and thus represents a more appropriate 
basis for evaluating management decisions.   
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Figure 2: Long-term annual precipitation record for the Santa Rosa CDEC climate station (black and red values indicate wet and dry years defined as +/- 25% 
of the long-term average as shown with the dashed line). 


 


 


Figure 3: Annual precipitation records for various climate stations in and around the MWC watershed.
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Figure 4: Topography used in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


Topography 
Model topography is based on the 3-foot resolution Sonoma County LiDAR dataset (WSI, 2016) 
which was resampled to conform to the 45-meter grid cells used in the model.  Elevations in the 
model domain range from 180 feet near Quietwater Road to 2,345 feet on Diamond Mountain 
near the border between Sonoma and Napa Counties (Figure 4). 


Climate 
Precipitation and Potential Evapotranspiration (PET) are the primary climatic inputs to the model; 
both are represented on a daily timestep.  Based on the Basin Characterization Model (BCM) 
(Flint et al., 2013; Flint & Flint, 2014) which provides gridded estimates of average annual 
precipitation for the 1980-2010 period throughout California, a significant east-west gradient in 
precipitation exists across the watershed.  Mean annual precipitation is estimated to increase  
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from 38 in/yr near the Santa Rosa Plain to 51 in/yr near the crest of the Mayacamas Mountains.  
Based on analysis performed for this study (as described below) PET varies primarily with aspect 
and is estimated to range from 30 to 52 in/yr.  To account for the spatial variability in climate, 
the model domain was divided into 1-inch interval precipitation and PET zones (Figures 5 & 6). 


Precipitation 
There are several weather stations within the Upper Mark West watershed and surrounding 
areas (Figure 5).  A long-term daily precipitation record dating back to Water Year (WY) 1906 is 
available from the Santa Rosa station operated by Sonoma County and located southwest of the 
watershed in the Santa Rosa Plain (Figure 2).  A shorter but significant precipitation record dating 
to WY 1996 is available from the St. Helena 4WSW station operated by the California Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) and located southeast of the watershed along the ridge separating 
Sonoma and Napa County.  Another significant record dating to WY 1991 is available from the 
Windsor station operated by the California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) 
and located near the Town of Windsor.  The Pepperwood Preserve has the longest operating 
precipitation station in the watershed dating to WY 2011.  CRWI operated two stations at the 
Monan’s Rill community in the upper watershed beginning in WY 2017.  Three additional stations 
were installed by Sonoma Water in the watershed in February 2018 including Mark West Creek 
at Michelle Way, Mark West Creek at Porter Creek Road, and Mark West Regional Park (Figures 
3 & 5).  


The model domain is divided into 14 precipitation zones to account for the west to east gradient 
in precipitation (Figure 5).  These zones are based on 1-inch annual isohyets derived from the 
BCM 1981-2010 mean annual precipitation data which is available at a 270-meter spatial 
resolution (Flint and Flint, 2014).  Each zone was assigned to a rainfall station and precipitation 
was scaled up or down based on the ratio of the mean annual precipitation in the zone to the 
mean annual precipitation at the corresponding weather station.  The station assignments vary 
throughout the simulation period as more stations became available during more recent time 
periods.  For 10/1/2009 through 10/4/2010, all zones utilized the St. Helena 4WSW station.  For 
the period 10/5/2010 to 11/15/2016, all zones utilized the Pepperwood station, and for the 
period 11/16/2016 to 2/1/2018, the 38 to 44-inch zones utilized the Pepperwood station and the 
45 to 51-inch zones utilized the Monan’s Rill station.  For the most recent time period from 
2/2/2018 to 9/30/2019, the 38 and 39-inch zones utilized the Michelle Way station, the 40 to 42-
inch zones utilized the Pepperwood station, the 43 to 45-inch zones utilized the Mark West 
Regional Park station, and the 46 to 51-inch zones utilized the Monan’s Rill station (Table 1 & 
Figure 7). 


Comparisons between the BCM long-term average precipitation and the long-term average 
precipitation at the Santa Rosa and St. Helena 4WSW gages suggest that the BCM may over-
predict rainfall by ~15-20%.  Nevertheless, the magnitude of the gradient across the MWC 
watershed as predicted by the BCM agrees well with the station data, and the BCM provides the 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 36 
 


 


 


 


Figure 5: Precipitation zones and climate stations used in the MWC hydrologic model.  
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Figure 6: PET zones used in the MWC hydrologic model.
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Table 1: Precipitation station assignments used for various time periods.  Station codes and associated BCM mean annual precipitation values are as follows: 
MW – Michelle Way 38.5-in, PEP – Pepperwood 41.5-in, MWRP – Mark West Regional Park 43.8-in, MR – Monan’s Rill 48.5-in, SH – St. Helena 4WSW 49.7-in.  


 
 


best means to spatially distribute the available rainfall station data across the watershed.  The actual 10-yr simulation period mean 
rainfall in the model varies from 30.8 inches/yr to 43.3 inches/yr consistent with the long-term mean from the available gauging data, 
whereas the BCM shows this variation as 38 to 51 inches. 


Potential Evapotranspiration (PET) 
Daily PET data from the Windsor CIMIS station was used to derive the PET timeseries used  in the model (Figures 6 & 8).  A gridded 
distribution of mean annual PET was created using the Hargreaves-Samani equation (Hargreaves and Samani, 1982).  The calculations 
were performed using gridded solar radiation data from the National Solar Radiation Database (NSRDB, 2010) and average monthly 
minimum and maximum temperatures for the 1980 -2010 period from the BCM dataset (Flint & Flint, 2014).  The empirically derived 
KT coefficient was calibrated based on reported PET from the Santa Rosa and Windsor CIMIS Stations.  A KT value of 0.152 was selected, 
consistent with KT values of 0.15 to 0.16 previously proposed for the Bay Area.   


From this annual distribution, the model domain was divided into zones, each corresponding to a one-inch range in average annual 
PET.  Scaling factors were calculated for each zone as the ratio of PET at the Windsor CIMIS gage and the PET for a given zone.  These 
scaling factors were then applied to the daily CIMIS data and applied to each zone in the model.  From February 2013 to March 2017 
PET was not reported at the Windsor CIMIS gage.  This gap was filled using scaled data from the Santa Rosa CIMIS gage located west 
of Sebastopol.  Smaller gaps and missing days of data were also filled using Santa Rosa data. 


 


Time Period 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51


10/1/2009 - 10/4/2010 SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH SH


10/5/2010 - 11/15/2016 PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP


11/16/2016 - 2/1/2018 PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP PEP MR MR MR MR MR MR MR


2/2/2018 - 9/30/2019 MW MW PEP PEP PEP MWRP MWRP MWRP MR MR MR MR MR MR


Precipitation Zone
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Figure 7: Daily precipitation at the five climate stations used in the MWC hydrologic model for the WY 2010 – 2019 
simulation period. 
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Figure 7 (continued) 


 


Land Cover 
Within the upper Mark West watershed, coniferous and deciduous forest are the dominant 
landcover types with grasslands making up much of the remaining area (Table 2).  Land cover 
varies significantly with elevation in the watershed.  Downstream of St. Helena Road, Mark West 
Creek and several other tributaries including Leslie, Porter, Riebli, and Weeks Creeks contain 
predominately oak woodland interspersed with other deciduous woodlands and grasslands.  
Upstream of St. Helena Road, Mark West Creek has several tributaries including Alpine, Humbug, 
and Van Buren Creeks; these tributary watersheds are dominated by coniferous forest including 
Coastal Redwoods and Douglas Fir.  Several vineyards are located along the mainstem of Mark 
West Creek as well as along Porter and Riebli Creeks.  Much of the Riebli Creek watershed, as  
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Figure 8: Daily PET at the Winsor CIMIS station used in the MWC hydrologic model for the WY 2010 – 2019 
simulation period. 


well as small portions of the uppermost Mark West Creek and Humbug Creek watersheds, 
contain relatively dense rural residential development. 


The model domain was discretized into 28 land cover zones based on vegetation classes from the 
Sonoma County Vegetation Mapping & LiDAR Program’s Fine Scale Vegetation and Habitat Map 
(Figure 9) (SCVMLP, 2015).   This map was generated for the Vegetation Mapping & LiDAR 
Program using automated processing of returns from the 2013 countywide LiDAR flight and 
interpretation of aerial imagery by the modelers (SCVMLP, 2015).  It includes a detailed 
accounting of dominant species including several species of oak and conifer and is intended for 
use at a scale of 1:5000 or smaller.  Land cover zones that represent less than 0.3% of the model 
domain (approximately 0.1 mi2) are grouped with similar or adjacent cover types.  Because these 
land cover zones are based on 2013 data, they do not reflect changes caused by the 2017 Tubbs 
Fire which were accounted for separately as described below. 


A unique combination of model parameters was assigned to each of the 28 land cover zones.  
These parameters include Leaf Area Index (LAI), Rooting Depth, Manning’s Roughness Coefficient 
for overland flow, and Detention Storage.  For land cover types with a deciduous vegetation 
component, the Leaf Area Index and Rooting Depth vary seasonally based on an assumed growing 
season of April 15th to October 15th with gradual parameter transitions occurring from March 15th 
to April 15th and from October 15th to November 15th.  Dormant season values for deciduous land  
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Figure 9: Land cover categories used in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


cover types were assumed to be equivalent to grassland values.  For grasslands, the growing 
season was assumed to occur from December 15th to May 15th and the dormant season was 
assumed to occur from July 1st to October 15th with gradual parameter transitions in between.  
Many of these parameters are difficult to measure in the field and site-specific values are 
generally unavailable.  With the exception of LAI, land cover parameters were initially estimated 
from literature values (e.g. Allen et al., 1988; TNC, 2018) and then adjusted within the range of 
reasonable limits as part of the calibration process (Table 2). 


LAI was estimated for each vegetation zone using a spatially distributed LAI dataset created by 
the University of Maryland (Tang, personal communication, Tang, 2015) (Figure 10).  This dataset 
was created using vegetation returns from the countywide LiDAR dataset and has a 3-foot spatial 
resolution.  The remotely sensed LAI values in this dataset represent a combination of the canopy 
properties of individual plants and the density and spacing of those plants.  This differs from LAI  







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 43 
 


 


 


 


Figure 10: Distribution of LiDAR-derived Leaf Area Index (LAI). 


  







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 44 
 


 


 


Table 2: Land cover types and associated hydraulic and vegetation properties used in the MWC hydrologic model.   


 
 


 


Bigleaf Maple 0.2% 0.60 7.4 11.5 0.9
Chamise 2.2% 0.40 2.7 6.4 0.3
Madrone 1.3% 0.60 9.8 8.6 0.9
Manzanita 3.0% 0.40 4.3 6.6 0.3
Coyote Brush 0.8% 0.40 1.5 6.5 0.3
Barren/Sparsely Vegetated 0.2% 0.04 0.3 0.5 0.0
Grasslands 15.4% 0.24 0.4 2.1 0.3
Mesic Chaparral 1.5% 0.40 4.1 5.0 0.3
Sargent Cypress 0.3% 0.60 4.5 5.6 0.9
Irrigated Pasture 0.4% 0.24 0.4 3.1 0.3
Non-native Forest 0.2% 0.60 3.7 7.6 0.9
Tanoak 0.9% 0.60 1.5 15.0 0.9
Orchard 0.2% 0.24 11.3 6.7 0.9
Douglas Fir/Tanoak 0.9% 0.60 (8.0 - 14.7) 9.4 0.9
Douglas Fir 25.6% 0.60 (7.2 - 15.1) 3.7 0.9
Mixed Oak 8.4% 0.60 (4.0 - 10.1) 19.5 0.9
CA Live Oak 11.3% 0.60 (5.0 - 10.2) 24.0 0.9
Blue Oak 2.1% 0.60 (2.7 - 9.0) 15.0 0.9
CA Scrub Oak 0.3% 0.60 2.8 15.0 0.9
Garry Oak 11.3% 0.60 (4.0 - 10.8) 15.0 0.9
Valley Oak 0.9% 0.60 (3.9 - 9.8) 24.0 0.9
Redwood 3.2% 0.60 11.2 11.1 0.9
CA Bay Laurel 3.9% 0.60 8.1 3.0 0.9
Riparian Forest 1.1% 0.60 6.0 7.3 0.9
Vineyard 1.7% 0.24 1.0 4.9 0.3
Water 0.1% 0.04 1.0 0.5 0.0
Marsh 0.1% 0.04 0.5 1.3 0.0
Developed 2.3% 0.04 2.9 5.9 0.0


Proportion of 
Model Domain


Land Cover Category
Rooting Depth 


(ft)
LAI


Overland Flow 
Mannings n


Detention 
Storage (in)
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Figure 11:  Comparison between scaled LAI values used in the MWC hydrologic model and estimates from the 
literature for various vegetation types.   


 


values representing individual plant specimens which is the standard convention for empirical 
evapotranspiration equations used in our model.  We compared the remotely sensed LAI values 
for various vegetation classes with individual specimen values from the literature (Iio & Ito, 2014; 
Johnson, 2003; Karlik & McKay, 2002; Scurlock et al., 2001) and translated the LiDAR-derived 
values to specimen values consistent with the literature by applying a uniform scaling factor to 
the LiDAR-derived LAI (Figure 11).  LAI values were calculated for each of the vegetation zones in 
the model by calculating the mean LAI for each zone from the scaled LAI dataset (Table 2).  For 
Douglas Fir, Douglas Fir/Tanoak, and the various types of Oaks, we further subdivided the LAI 
estimates into areas requiring no forest treatment, minor treatment, and major treatment based 
on LAI thresholds we defined from plot-scale forest mapping performed in the upper watershed 
as described in greater detail in the Chapter 8.     
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Figure 10: Distribution of scaled LiDAR-derived Leaf Area Index (LAI). 
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Figure 11: Comparison between scaled LAI values used in the MWC hydrologic model and estimates from the 
literature for various vegetation types. 


Land Cover Adjustments for the Tubbs Fire 
As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, we developed a second version of the model 
incorporating the short-term effects of the Tubbs Fire to facilitate calibrating the model to post-
fire streamflow data collected within the burn area at Michelle Way.  The canopy-damage raster 
dataset generated by SCAPOSD (Green & Tuckman, 2018) and Soil Burn Severity dataset 
generated by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS, 2018) were used to identify the portions of the 
watershed where we judged that the fire was severe enough to result in significant short-term 
changes in evapotranspiration.  These areas included forested lands where canopy damage was 
>80% and non-forested lands where soil burn severity was classified as moderate or severe 
(Figure 12).  The delineated area of hydrologically-significant vegetation damage is about 18% of 
the upper MWC watershed evaluated in this study and approximately 42% of the total identified 
burn area. 


Post-fire vegetation data or Leaf Area Index (LAI) mapping is not available, therefore a simple 
means of adjusting vegetation parameters was employed for the subset of the burn area judged 
to have hydrologically significant fire damage.  The vegetation in the burn area was assumed to 
have LAI and rooting depth properties mid-way between the original cover type (undisturbed) 
and grasslands (full conversion).  This simple representation is intended to approximate the 
short-term effects (1-2 yrs) of the fire on evapotranspiration but is not intended to reflect long-
term landscape recovery.  A CalFire parcel-based shapefile identifying burned structures was 
used to identify wells and surface water diversions within the burn area to turn off in the model.  
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Figure 12: Footprint of the 2017 Tubbs Fire and the severely burned portion of the burn area where vegetation 
properties were adjusted in the MWC hydrologic model to reflect the fire for the purposes of model calibration. 


Short-term fire effects on overland roughness and detention storage or soil hydraulic 
conductivities were not considered. 


The version of the model with these adjustments to land cover values was used for model 
calibration only.  The pre-fire representation of cover was retained for model simulations of 
existing conditions and scenario evaluations since the long-term effects of the fire on vegetation 
patterns are unknown and future vegetation is expected to resemble pre-fire conditions more so 
than immediate post-fire conditions.   


Surface Water 
Channelized flows are represented using a detailed stream network derived from the 3-foot 
resolution Sonoma County LiDAR dataset (WSI, 2016).  This network includes all major perennial 
streams and many smaller tributaries as well as all major on-stream ponds.  Off-channel ponds, 


Hydrologically-significant Fire Damage 


Burn Area 
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some intermittent streams, and ephemeral tributaries are not explicitly represented in the 
stream network.  In total, 79 river miles of stream and 18 on-stream ponds are included and 
represented by approximately 3,300 cross-sections in the surface water hydraulics component 
of the model.   


Streams 
The stream network includes all channels with a drainage area of more than 0.2 mi2 and a stream 
length of at least 500 feet.  These limits were designed to maximize the extent of the channel 
network within the limits of the ability of the LiDAR data to accurately represent channel 
geometry and to avoid excess computational burden.  These thresholds allow for inclusion of all 
perennial streams and all reaches with slope characteristics (<7%) indicative of potential 
salmonid habitat suitability.  In a limited number of cases, channels were extended to include on-
stream ponds.  Additionally, three channels with drainage areas of less than 0.2 mi2 were included 
based on the presence of perennial summer baseflow as observed during stream surveys 
performed August 27th through August 29th, 2018 by OEI and CDFW staff.   


The stream network was derived from the 3-foot Sonoma County LiDAR dataset by computing 
flow directions and flow accumulations using standard ArcGIS techniques.  Channel-cross 
sections were extracted from the LiDAR DEM at 100-ft intervals for major channels and those 
known to contain salmonids, including Mark West, Alpine, Humbug, Leslie, Mill, Porter, Riebli, 
Van Buren, and Weeks Creeks.  For the remaining channels, cross-sections were extracted at 200-
ft intervals. 


Prior to defining the stream network and extracting cross sections, a series of cross sections were 
surveyed in the field and compared to LiDAR-derived cross sections at various drainage areas and 
locations throughout the watershed.  These comparisons revealed that the LiDAR dataset 
represents the channel geometry with acceptable accuracy at drainage areas above about 0.2 
mi2.  In some cases, accuracy was reasonably high in smaller drainage areas; however, when 
smaller streams were incised relatively deeply the LiDAR did not capture the details of the 
channel geometry in sufficient detail for hydraulic modeling.  Examples comparing survey- and 
LiDAR-derived cross sections with accuracy judged to be acceptable for purposes of hydraulic 
simulation in the model are shown in Figure 14. 


A uniform Manning’s Roughness coefficient (n) of 0.055, representative of rocky channels with 
brush along the banks (Chow, 1959), was applied to all cross-sections.  A downstream boundary 
condition was defined as a rating curve established using normal depth calculations for the 
downstream-most cross section in the model.  Because all inflows are generated by other 
spatially distributed components of the MIKE SHE model, upstream boundary conditions are 
zero-discharge inflows. 
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Figure 13: Stream network and on-stream ponds included in the MWC hydrologic model. 


Ponds 
Within the model domain, approximately 80 ponds have been identified using the 3-foot Sonoma 
County LiDAR DEM and aerial photography.  The majority of these are small off-stream ponds 
which were not explicitly included in the surface water component of the model.  Thirteen on-
stream ponds with significant (>0.2 mi2) contributing areas were included in the model along with 
five ponds with smaller contributing areas but significant reported water uses.   


A stage-storage relationship for each of the 18 ponds included in the model was derived from the 
3-foot Sonoma County LiDAR DEM.  These data were collected in autumn 2013 and observed 
water surface elevations are assumed to reflect typical end-of-season storage levels in each 
pond.  The stage-storage relationship for a given pond was associated with cross sections at the 
upstream and downstream edges of the pond, and cross sections were added at the pond’s 
spillway.  Water in the ponds is not explicitly represented in the model grid therefore evaporation  
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Figure 14: Comparisons between survey- and LiDAR-derived channel cross sections and corresponding depth/area 
relationships for an unnamed tributary to Mark West Creek with a 0.3 mi2 drainage area (top), upper Mark West 
Creek with a 0.5 mi2 drainage area (middle), and upper Porter Creek with a 2.0 mi2 drainage area (bottom). 
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from each pond was included as a surface water boundary condition based on the surface area 
of the pond and the daily PET data described above. 
 


Soils 
The model domain is discretized into 23 different soil zones based on the National Resource 
Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Soil survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) accessed through the 
Web Soil Survey (WSS).  Where reported soil types are similar or where they represent a small 
portion of the model domain, they are grouped with other similar soil types.  


Most soils in the model domain are loams and clay loams.  The distribution of soil textures 
appears to be correlated with underlying geology.  Loam soils generally occur in areas underlain 
by the Sonoma Volcanics and clay loam soils occur in areas underlain by the Franciscan Complex.  
A major divide in soil types is formed by the Maacama Fault Zone which runs through the central  


 


Figure 15: Soil codes used in the MWC hydrologic model (see Table 3 for associated property values). 
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portion of the study area intersecting Mark West Creek near the confluence with Porter Creek.  
Downstream of the confluence, the model domain is dominated by NRCS Hydrologic Soil Group 
B and C soils including the Felta Very Gravelly Loam, Laniger Loam, and Red Hill Clay Loam.  
Upstream of the confluence, the model domain is dominated by Group D and some Group C soils 
including the Boomer Loam, Goulding Clay Loam, Henneke Gravelly Loam, and Laniger Loam.  
Group B soils are relatively well-drained and can absorb and transmit water at relatively high 
rates whereas Group D soils absorb and transmit water very slowly and thus generate high runoff 
rates.  Group C soils have hydrologic properties intermediate between B and D soils.  Group A 
soils do not occur in the study area. 


Initial estimates of the saturated hydraulic conductivity and the moisture contents at saturation, 
field capacity, and the wilting point for each of these soil types were derived from the physical 
properties report in the SSURGO database and final values have been determined through model 
calibration.  For each zone, saturated hydraulic conductivity was initially estimated using the rate  


Table 3: Final calibrated values of soil moisture contents at saturation, field capacity, and wilting point, and 
saturated hydraulic conductivities used in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


Soil Code θsat θfc θwp Ksat (ft/day)


1 0.485 0.366 0.191 0.001
2 0.483 0.220 0.175 0.001
3 0.472 0.216 0.114 0.002
4 0.464 0.271 0.150 0.002
5 0.453 0.161 0.058 0.002
6 0.458 0.301 0.157 0.003
7 0.468 0.195 0.105 0.004
8 0.457 0.304 0.135 0.006
9 0.502 0.342 0.173 0.006
10 0.453 0.270 0.125 0.007
11 0.461 0.195 0.097 0.011
12 0.460 0.224 0.109 0.011
13 0.463 0.235 0.073 0.011
14 0.468 0.103 0.056 0.011
15 0.468 0.139 0.076 0.011
16 0.483 0.232 0.071 0.013
17 0.463 0.186 0.075 0.013
18 0.423 0.246 0.145 0.014
19 0.479 0.254 0.120 0.026
20 0.457 0.280 0.132 0.026
21 0.498 0.350 0.177 0.050
22 0.463 0.168 0.049 0.079
23 0.377 0.019 0.002 0.116
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reported for the most limiting layer of each soil.  Initial values for water content at field capacity 
and wilting point were estimated using the weighted average for all horizons within each zone.  
Saturated water content is not reported by SSURGO and initial values were estimated using the 
reported average bulk density for each zone and an assumed soil particle density of 2.65 g/cm3. 


The initial values for soil moisture contents were not adjusted significantly.  Excluding the alluvial 
soils which have significantly different properties, soil moisture content at saturation, field 
capacity, and the wilting point ranged from 0.42 to 0.50, 0.10 to 0.37, and 0.05 to 0.19 
respectively.  Successful calibration required significantly lower Ksat values relative to the 
SSURGO estimates.  This can be attributed to the model’s simplified 2-layer water balance 
approach which does not account for variations in Ksat as a function of soil moisture, and thus 
typically requires lower Ksat values to represent overall infiltration dynamics.  Additionally, the 
unsaturated zone in much of the watershed is relatively thick and comprised of soil strata plus 
underlying weathered and unweathered bedrock, therefore this parameter reflects an average 
Ksat value for the full unsaturated zone derived from calibration rather than a true soil property.   
The calibrated saturated hydraulic conductivity values ranged from 0.01 ft/day for clay soils to 
0.12 ft/day for alluvial soils (Table 3).   


Interflow 
As described in Chapter 3, interflow is represented in the model with a saturated zone drainage 
function.  Drain levels and time constants were derived through calibration and primarily 
influence the springtime flow recession.  A time-varying drain level tied to precipitation patterns 
was required to adequately reproduce the springtime flow recession.  A spatially uniform drain 
level of 20-ft below land surface was used to activate the drainage process during and following  


 


Figure 16: Timeseries of drain levels used to represent interflow in the MWC hydrologic model. 
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significant precipitation events (defined here as >0.2 in/day).  On the third consecutive day with 
no significant precipitation, drain levels were decreased towards zero at a uniform rate of 0.33 
ft/day until a subsequent precipitation event triggered levels to be reset to 20-ft.  To account for 
the delay in the onset of interflow due to low antecedent soil moisture at the beginning of each 
wet season, drainage was only activated when 2.5 inches of precipitation had fallen over the 
preceding 21 days (Figure 16). 


Hydrogeology 
Model Discretization and Boundary Conditions 
The geology in the MWC watershed is complex and much of the watershed is characterized by 
alternating layers of more permeable tuffaceous materials and less permeable basalt and 
andesite of the Sonoma Volcanics.  These layers have varying extents and thicknesses and in some 
areas are mantled by younger rocks of the Glen Ellen Formation and/or Quaternary Alluvium.  As 
described in detail below, substantial subsurface information could be gleaned from available 
geologic logs included in Well Completion Reports (WCRs) and aquifer test data obtained from 
pump test data collected as part of Sonoma County’s regulatory requirements for development 
in water-scarce areas that culminate in Well Yield Certification (WYC). 


Despite the available data, it was not possible to accurately delineate individual layers or lenses 
of geologic materials to use in developing the vertical discretization of the model layers.  Given 
this complexity, we discretized the model into six layers, with layer elevations defined relative to 
the surface topography.  Layers 1-5 generally having a uniform 100-ft thickness and Layer 6 has 
a uniform 300-ft thickness for a total thickness of 800-ft.  The only variation in layer thickness is 
associated with the alluvium where Layer 1 ranges in thickness from 25- to 50-ft and gradually 
increases to 100-ft outside of the alluvial body.  Where Layer 1 thickness is less than 100-ft, Layer 
2 thickness is correspondingly greater than 100-ft such that the base of Layer 2 is 200-ft below 
land surface (Figure 17 & Table 4). 


The base of Layer 6 is defined as a no flow boundary as are the lateral boundaries around the 
model domain.  Available groundwater elevation data is very limited and insufficient for 
characterizing any groundwater inflows/outflows that may occur across the watershed 
boundaries.  In most areas the no flow boundary assumption (equivalent to assuming a 
groundwater divide occurs coincident with surface topography) is likely reasonably accurate, 
however some groundwater outflow likely occurs along portions of the south and southwest 
watershed divides where more permeable units of the Sonoma Volcanics may contribute flow to 
alluvial materials in the Santa Rosa Plain down-gradient from our study area.  We did not attempt 
to quantify this component of the groundwater budget as part of our analysis owing to a lack of 
available data and our focus on processes within the upper watershed.   


With the exception of pumping wells which are described in the Water Use section below, all 
other saturated zone boundary conditions such as infiltration recharge, ET from groundwater, 
and stream/aquifer interactions are calculated internally by the model through the coupling to 
other components of the model rather than specified as model inputs.  
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Figure 17:  Simplified geologic map and locations of wells where pump test data was available and locations of 
wells where stratigraphic data was available.   


Table 4: Layer thicknesses used in the groundwater component of the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


1 25 - 100   
2 100 - 175   
3 100   
4 100   
5 100   
6 300   


Layer
Thickness 


(ft)
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Figure 18: Thickness of groundwater model Layer 1. 


 


Despite the available data, it was not possible to accurately delineate individual layers or lenses 
of geologic materials to use in developing the vertical discretization of the model layers.  Given 
this complexity, we discretized the model into six layers, with layer elevations defined relative to 
the surface topography.  Layers 1-5 generally having a uniform 100-ft thickness and Layer 6 has 
a uniform 300-ft thickness for a total thickness of 800-ft.  The only variation in layer thickness is 
associated with the alluvium where Layer 1 ranges in thickness from 25- to 50-ft and gradually 
increases to 100-ft outside of the alluvial body.  Where Layer 1 thickness is less than 100-ft, Layer 
2 thickness is correspondingly greater than 100-ft such that the base of Layer 2 is 200-ft below 
land surface (Figure 18; Table 4). 


The base of Layer 6 is defined as a no flow boundary as are the lateral boundaries around the 
model domain.  Available groundwater elevation data is very limited and insufficient for 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 58 
 


 


 


characterizing any groundwater inflows/outflows that may occur across the watershed 
boundaries.  In most areas the no flow boundary assumption (equivalent to assuming a 
groundwater divide occurs coincident with surface topography) is likely reasonably accurate, 
however some groundwater outflow likely occurs along portions of the south and southwest 
watershed divides where more permeable units of the Sonoma Volcanics may contribute flow to 
alluvial materials in the Santa Rosa Plain down-gradient from our study area.  We did not attempt 
to quantify this component of the groundwater budget as part of our analysis owing to a lack of 
available data and our focus on processes within the upper watershed.   


With the exception of pumping wells which are described in the Water Use section below, all 
other saturated zone boundary conditions such as infiltration recharge, ET from groundwater, 
and stream/aquifer interactions are calculated internally by the model through the coupling to 
other components of the model rather than specified as model inputs. 


Distribution and Description of Geologic Materials 
WCRs were obtained for more than 350 wells in the watershed and a subset of these had both 
detailed descriptions of geologic materials as a function of depth (geologic logs contained in 
WCRs) to provide useful stratigraphic information and reliable location information to associate 
the well with a parcel or a specific location.  Geologic contacts (vertical boundaries between 
significantly different rock types) were identified in the logs depending on the geologic materials 
intersected.   


Sonoma Volcanics 
Most geologic logs from wells in the Sonoma Volcanics (SV) identify alternating layers of 
tuffaceous material and other volcanic rocks with andesite being the dominant material in the 
eastern portion of the watershed and basalt in the western portion.  Contacts between 
tuffaceous materials and other volcanic rocks were delineated where a relatively clear 
interpretation could be made from the geologic log.  Approximately 148 wells provided 
stratigraphic information within the SV (Figure 17).  Within each 100-ft to 300-ft thick model layer 
interval penetrated by a given well, the geologic materials were classified as predominately 
(>80% of a given interval) tuffaceous material, predominately basalt or andesite, a combination 
of materials (<80% of either material), or underlying Franciscan Formation.  In most portions of 
the watershed rocks of the SV extend through the full 800-ft sequence represented in the model.  
The interpretation becomes less certain with increasing depth from Layer 1 through Layer 6 as 
the number of wells penetrating a given interval decreases from 148 in Layer 1 to 74 in Layer 3 
to just 9 wells in Layer 6 (Figure 17). 


Glen Ellen Formation 
In and near the Leslie and Riebli Creek subwatersheds, the contact between the Glen Ellen 
Formation and the underlying Sonoma Volcanics was delineated at 15 wells (Figure 17).  These 
wells revealed that the Glen Ellen Formation ranges in thickness from approximately 130-ft in the 
upper Leslie Creek watershed to less than 50-ft in the lower watershed and in the Riebli Creek 
watershed exposure.  Static water levels reported in these WCRs revealed that the formation is 
generally unsaturated and that all the wells are screened predominately in the underlying 
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Sonoma Volcanics where groundwater is available.  The Leslie Creek watershed exposure is much 
coarser than the materials in Riebli Creek with the former typically described as sand and gravel 
or sandstone, and the latter typically described as clay or sandy clay.  The spatial extent of the 
available data is insufficient for interpolating an isopach map, therefore a highly simplified 
representation of the Glen Ellen thickness was developed based on the available information.  
The Glen Ellen is only present in Layer 1 where we assumed 50-ft thickness in the Riebli Creek 
and lower portions of the Leslie Creek exposures and 100-ft thickness in the portions of the Leslie 
Creek exposure above 700-ft in elevation.   


Franciscan Complex and Great Valley Sequence 
A contact between the Sonoma Volcanics and the underlying rocks of the Franciscan Complex 
was delineated in a few wells located in the vicinity of the surficial contact between the units. 
The orientation of these contacts is unknown and the model generally assumes a vertical contact 
between these materials that extends across the full 800-ft thickness of the model consistent 
with the deepest available geologic logs which show both of these materials extending to 
considerable depth.  Although hydrogeologic properties may vary substantially within the 
Franciscan, these variations are expected to depend upon the degree and interconnectivity of 
fracturing which cannot be characterized from the available data.  Owing to the lack of data and 
the typically low permeability of the Franciscan relative to other geologic materials in the 
watershed, this unit was assigned uniform hydrogeologic properties.  No available wells were 
located within the exposures of Great Valley Sequence materials in the watershed, consistent 
with the general experience in the region indicating that that this geologic unit provides poor 
aquifer material.  These materials account for only a small portion of the study area and were 
treated as equivalent to the Franciscan Complex. 


Quaternary Alluvium 
A total of 35 WCRs were located within alluvial materials in the watershed (Figure 17).  Water 
level data from the WCRs indicate that the alluvium is unsaturated at about half of these well 
locations and generally thin (< 25-ft at 22 of the 35 wells), only exceeding 50-ft in the vicinity of 
the Porter Creek/Mark West Creek confluence where the maximum reported thickness was 60-
ft.  The alluvium does not appear to be a significant source of water to wells and all of the wells 
are screened predominately within the underlying geologic materials where groundwater is 
available.  The available geologic logs indicate the alluvium consists of primarily sand, gravel, and 
boulders with lesser quantities of clay and sandy clay.   


The spatial extent of the data is insufficient for interpolating an isopach map, therefore a 
simplified representation of alluvium thickness was developed based on the available 
information.  Using available surficial geologic mapping, topographic expressions interpreted 
from LiDAR data, and the subsurface thicknesses as described in WCRs, we reduced the extent of 
alluvium so as to exclude areas where thicknesses are too small to represent in the model.  The 
alluvium falls entirely within Layer 1, and for most of the revised alluvium extent we assumed a 
25-ft thickness, except for the area upstream of the confluence of Mark West and Porter Creeks 
where we assumed a 50-ft thickness (see Figure 17 for extent & Figure 18 for thickness). 
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Humbug Creek Lacustrine Deposits 
Only a few of the available wells penetrated the Humbug Creek Lacustrine Deposits.  They 
indicate that this material is generally around 25-ft thick and very fine-grained.  It is typically 
described as clay and is generally unsaturated with wells screened in underlying geologic 
materials.  We represented this material in model Layer 1 and assumed a uniform 25-ft thickness 
based on the extent of the mapped surface exposure. 


Aquifer Properties 


Hydraulic Conductivity Values 
We compiled available pump test data from Well Yield Certifications obtained from the County 
of Sonoma.  A subset of four tests was selected for aquifer analysis based on those tests where 
1) the well completion details were known, 2) the test was performed for at least eight hours 
with a relatively constant pumping rate, 3) drawdowns and pumping rates were reported 
frequently enough to generate a detailed time-drawdown curve, and 4) the drawdown had 
stabilized by the end of the test (Figure 17).  For the four tests meeting all criteria, the time 
drawdown data was analyzed using AQTESOLV software and a type-curve matching approach 
was used to derive estimates of the aquifer Transmissivity (T).  The Storage Coefficient (S) cannot 
be estimated from single-well test data, therefore we solved for T using a range of reasonable 
estimates of S from the literature and from our previous experience evaluating aquifer test data 
in similar geologic materials in the region.  Depending on the aquifer conditions and drawdown 
responses, a variety of solutions were used including radial solutions such as the Theis and 
Cooper-Jacob solutions (Theis, 1935; Cooper & Jacob, 1946), as well dual-porosity solutions such 
as the Moench slab blocks solution (Moench, 1984).  Where more than one solution provided an 
equally valid description of the data, final T values used in the model were derived by averaging 
the estimates from the individual solutions.    


An additional 19 tests also met the afore-mentioned criteria with the exception of the time-
drawdown data which was not detailed enough for type-curve matching to drawdown data 
(Figure 17).  For these tests, the Specific Capacity (Sc) was calculated and used to estimate T using 
an empirical relationship (Driscoll, 1986).  We found good agreement between the T values 
estimated in AQTESOLV and the T values derived empirically using Sc suggesting that the 
simplified Sc-based approach is capable of providing reasonable estimates of T (Table 5).  The 
dual-porosity solutions yield an estimate of the Hydraulic Conductivity (K) directly, and T values 
from the radial solutions were converted to K estimates using the aquifer thickness as derived 
from the test data and well completion details (Table 6). 


We grouped the test data into five categories based on the dominant lithology as interpreted 
from available WCRs.  Test data were classified as representative of Franciscan Complex or one 
of four categories within in the Sonoma Volcanics: predominately tuff, predominately basalt, 
predominately andesite, or a mixture of tuffaceous and other volcanics.  There are obvious 
contrasts in well completion details and responses to pumping between the various lithologies 
with shallower wells (mean of 158-ft) and limited drawdowns (mean of 1.7-ft) within the tuff and 
deeper wells (mean of 387-ft) and larger drawdowns (mean of 9.9-ft for basalt and 48-ft for 
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andesite) in the hard rock volcanics.  Wells in the Franciscan Complex were also generally deeper 
(mean of 331-ft) and experienced much larger drawdowns (mean of 214-ft) (Table 6). 


We calculated the geometric mean of the K estimates for the Sonoma Volcanics for each 
lithologic category and found that K values varied by nearly two orders of magnitude between 
the various volcanic materials.  The highest value, 23 ft/day, was found for the tuff, followed by 
the mixed volcanics (3.7 ft/day), and the basalt (0.94 ft/day) and andesite (0.37 ft/day).  In the 
Franciscan Complex, K values were an order of magnitude lower than the andesite (geometric 
mean of 0.029 ft/day) (Table 6).   


No pump test data was available for wells screened entirely within the Glen Ellen Formation, the 
Humbug Creek Lacustrine Deposits, or the Quaternary Alluvium.  This is not surprising given that 
our analysis showed that few if any wells are completed in these materials which are generally 
thin and often unsaturated.  We relied on descriptions of the geologic materials as described in 
geologic logs on available WCRs to estimate K values for these materials from literature values 
(Domenico & Schwartz, 1990).  Our initial estimates of K for the coarse-grained northern 
exposure of the Glen Ellen Formation was 30 ft/day and 0.038 ft/day for the fine-grained 
southern exposure and for the Humbug Creek deposits.  Initial estimates for the alluvium were 
30 ft/day in most of the study area and 120 ft/day for the thicker alluvial body delineated 
upstream of the confluence of Mark West and Porter Creek. 


As described in Chapter 5, the initial K estimates were adjusted within reasonable limits to obtain 
a good fit between measured and simulated potentiometric surface elevations measured at 
monitored wells and baseflows as described from stream gauge data.  Within the Sonoma 
Volcanics, values were adjusted using a uniform scaling factor in order to maintain the degree of 
contrast between materials as described from the pump test analyses.  The final calibrated values 
are ~3.8% of the original estimates within the Sonoma Volcanics, the Glen Ellen Formation, and 
the Humbug Creek deposits.  Final values for the Franciscan are ~3.2% of the original estimates, 
and final values for the alluvium were left unchanged (Table 7).  The differences between the 
original and final values are generally within an order of magnitude of the range of estimates 
from individual pump tests.  These differences are significant but also relatively modest 
considering that K varies by at least six orders of magnitude in the various materials in Sonoma 
County and that K estimates for individual pump tests evaluated in this project vary by more than 
four orders of magnitude.  It is plausible that values derived from pump tests over-estimate bulk 
K values for the large sequences of geologic materials represented by the model layers since most 
drillers of production wells seek to preferentially screen wells within tuffaceous or highly 
fractured bedrock intervals to maximize well production and efficiency.  Anisotropy in the form 
of the ratio between horizontal and vertical K was derived through calibration, and the final value 
was 94 in all units except the alluvium which was parameterized as isotropic. 


Specific Yield and Storage Coefficient Values 
Previous estimates of the Specific Yield (Sy) for the Sonoma Volcanics range from less than 0.01 
to 0.05 and estimates for the Glen Ellen Formation range from 0.03 to 0.20 (Cardwell, 1958; 
Herbst et al. 1982).  Our final calibrated value for Sy in the Sonoma Volcanics was 0.05, and we  
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Table 5: Comparison of estimates of Transmissivity (T) derived from pump test data analyzed in AQTESOLV and 
calculated based on the Specific Capacity (Sc). 


 


 


Table 6: Pump test and well completion details and estimates of aquifer Hydraulic Conductivity (ft/day). 


 


Sonoma Volcanics 350 710
Sonoma Volcanics 930 1200


Franciscan Complex 1.2 4.9
Franciscan Complex 16 11


Material
Sc Derived T 


(ft2/day)
AQTESOLV T 


(ft2/day)


Well Depth 
(ft)


Drawdown 
(ft)


Test Length 
(min)


Average 
Pumping 


Rate (gpm)


Aquifer 
Thickness (ft)


Sc 
(gpm/ft)


K (ft/day) Source


100 1.7 480 11.4 118 6.7 15 Sc
150 2.0 480 17.0 138 8.5 16 Sc
260 2.0 510 25.3 177 13 19 Sc
70 1.8 480 10.7 61 5.9 26 Sc
210 1.1 480 14.2 70 13 49 Sc
158 1.7 486 15.7 113 9.3 23


807 6.0 510 4.0 177 0.67 1.0 Sc
420 13.0 480 11.6 215 0.89 1.1 Sc
200 10.8 500 13.7 140 1.3 2.4 Sc
476 9.9 497 9.8 177 0.94 1.4


320 86.0 510 5.0 144 0.06 0.11 Sc
460 49.0 600 5.0 209 0.10 0.13 Sc
420 47.0 480 45.3 386 1.0 0.67 Sc
80 10.0 1440 3.5 91 0.35 1.0 Sc
320 48.0 758 14.7 208 0.37 0.31


260 20.0 1530 7.5 91 0.38 1.1 Sc
220 8.0 1230 21.2 229 2.6 1.5 AQTESOLV
320 25.0 720 30.0 143 1.2 2.2 Sc
200 4.8 540 8.9 181 1.9 2.7 Sc
305 2.0 540 4.4 79 2.2 7.4 Sc
380 2.0 520 6.5 95 3.3 9.2 Sc
76 3.3 730 14.7 65 4.4 14 AQTESOLV
252 9.3 830 13.3 126 2.3 3.7


540 428.0 720 7.8 614 0.018 0.0019 AQTESOLV
280 175.0 480 6.0 270 0.034 0.034 Sc
245 209.9 875 8.3 296 0.040 0.054 AQTESOLV
260 40.9 510 4.4 152 0.11 0.189 Sc
331 213.5 646 6.6 333 0.050 0.029
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Table 7: Final hydrogeologic properties used in the calibrated MWC hydrologic model. 


  
 


Table 8: Range and average Hydraulic Conductivity (K) values for the Sonoma Volcanics in model Layers 1 through 
6.     


 
 
 
used a value of 0.04 in the fine-grained Reibli Creek exposure of the Glen Ellen and 0.20 in the 
coarser Leslie Creek exposure (Table 7).  No estimates of Sy were available for the Franciscan 
Complex, the Humbug Creek Deposits, or the Alluvium in the study area, thus estimates were 
based on literature values from similar materials (Freeze & Cherry, 1979; Domenico & Schwartz, 
1990).  We used values of 0.04, 0.10, and 0.30 for the Humbug Creek, Franciscan, and alluvium 
respectively (Table 7).  Johnson (1977) estimated a value for the Storage Coefficient (S) for the 
Sonoma Volcanics of 1.6E-04 (ft-1).  No estimates of S are available for the other geologic 
materials in the watershed; therefore, estimates were based on literature values from similar 
materials (Domenico & Mifflin, 1965).  Values ranged from 1.1E-05 (ft-1) for the Franciscan 
Complex to 5.4E-04 (ft-1) for the Humbug Creek Deposits (Table 7). 
 


Hydrogeologic Property Distributions 
As described above under the heading Distribution and Description of Geologic Materials, we 
classified geologic materials within the Sonoma Volcanics in each vertical interval corresponding 
to one of the six model layers using the same four categories examined with the pump test 
analyses.  We assigned each of the well locations with available stratigraphic information the 


Sonoma Volcanics 1 to 6 0.0082 - 0.60 94 0.05 2.0E-04
Franciscan 1 to 6 0.00090 94 0.10 1.1E-05
Glen Ellen 1 to 2 0.0010 - 0.79 94 0.04 - 0.20 1.0E-04 - 5.4E-04


Humbug Creek 1 0.001 94 0.04 5.4E-04
Alluvium 1 30 - 120 1 0.30 1.5E-04


Material
Kh (ft/day) Sy S (ft-1)Kh/Kv


Present in 
Layers


Range Mean


1 0.0082 - 0.60 0.40
2 0.0082 - 0.60 0.29
3 0.0082 - 0.60 0.28
4 0.0082 - 0.60 0.24
5 0.0082 - 0.60 0.21
6 0.0082 - 0.32 0.10


Layer
 Sonoma Volcanics Kh 


(ft/day)
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corresponding geometric mean K value from the pump test analyses and interpolated K 
distributions for each layer in a GIS using kriging (Figure 19).  K values for the other materials 
were assumed to be homogeneous and these materials were assigned corresponding K values 
from literature estimates as described above.  The model layering was constructed such that the 
base of Layer 1 corresponded to the base of the Quaternary Alluvium; therefore, K estimates 
were used directly in the model for areas of Layer 1 with alluvium.  For the Humbug Creek 
deposits and lower portions of the Glen Ellen Formation which do not penetrate the full thickness 
of Layer 1, we calculated a depth-averaged K value based on the relative thicknesses of these 
materials and underlying formations (Figure 19). 


The interpolated K maps for the Sonoma Volcanics reveal that tuffaceous material is widespread 
in the watershed and that the proportion of tuffaceous versus other volcanic rocks (principally 
andesite and basalt) generally decreases with depth as is apparent from the mean K value for the 
volcanics which decreases from 0.40 in Layer 1 to 0.10 in Layer 6 (Figure 19).  A significant block 
of primarily tuffaceous material is present in the upper Mark West and Humbug Creek 
watersheds, and the interpreted WCRs indicate that the volcanics become dominated by 
andesite below about 300-ft (Figure 19).  Another significant block of primarily tuffaceous 
material underlies the Glen Ellen Formation in the Leslie Creek watershed where it extends from 
the base of the Glen Ellen to about 400-ft below land surface and becomes more basaltic-
dominated material at greater depths.  A third relatively thin block of tuff occurs at greater depth 
(400 to 500-ft below land surface) in portions of the lower watershed, and less widespread and 
generally thin blocks of tuff are also present in other portions of the upper Mark West and Porter 
Creek watersheds (Figure 19). 
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Figure 19: Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity distributions for model Layers 1 through 6.   


Layer 5 Layer 6 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 67 
 


 


 


Water Use 


Water Use Categories and Spatial Distribution  
Water uses were calculated on a parcel by parcel basis.  We identified the following use 
categories: Residential, Vineyard Irrigation, Pasture Irrigation, Cannabis Irrigation, Irrigation of 
Other Miscellaneous Crops, Vineyard Frost Protection, Winery Production and Visitation Use, and 
Miscellaneous Industrial Uses. The water uses on each parcel were identified using a variety of 
remotely sensed data and other datasets provided by various governmental entities.  Acreages 
of vineyard, pasture, and other croplands were obtained from the Sonoma County Vegetation 
Mapping & LiDAR Program’s Fine Scale Vegetation and Habitat Map (SCVMLP, 2015).   Satellite 
imagery was reviewed to verify the accuracy of the identified agricultural lands and to identify 
vineyards planted after 2013 when the underlying LiDAR dataset on which this map is based was 
collected.  In total we found 442.4 acres of vineyard and 12.8 acres of irrigated pasture and other 
crops (primarily olives).   


All vineyards with frost protection systems that use water are required to register with the 
Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner’s office.  Most vineyards in the model domain are 
located on ridgetops and hillsides where vineyards in Sonoma County are generally less likely to 
require frost protection than vineyards located on valley bottoms.  Additionally, some vineyards 
may also have permanent or portable fans or heaters for frost protection.  A review of the 
Sonoma County Frost Protection Registration database revealed that three parcels within the 
model domain are registered as using water for frost protection.  One additional parcel with 
vineyard in the model domain indicated in the SWRCB’s 2015 Russian River Information Order 
(SWRCB Information Order) that they also use water for frost protection.  One of these vineyards 
obtains water from ponds located outside the watershed and three use groundwater from within 
the watershed.  The three vineyards using water from within the watershed for frost protection 
total 16.9 acres.  


Existing cannabis cultivation operations were identified from registration and permit records 
from the NCRWQCB and the County of Sonoma.  It is common knowledge that many existing 
operations are not identified in the permit system.  To account for water use by unregistered 
cannabis cultivators, we reviewed publicly-available satellite imagery and identified the size and 
location of all visible cultivation sites in the watershed.  In total we identified 47 parcels with 
outdoor and mixed-light cannabis operations totaling approximately 9.8 acres of cultivation area.  
Indoor operations could not be identified by aerial imagery and thus this component of cannabis 
irrigation use may be under-estimated.   


The number of residences on each parcel was obtained from the County of Sonoma’s parcel GIS 
coverage.  Seven small mutual water companies and the City of Santa Rosa each serve a small 
area in the southwest portion of the watershed.  Information about the well locations and 
number of residences supplied by each well was obtained from the SWRCB’s State Drinking 
Water Information System (SDWIS) and used to adjust the residential use estimate to account 
for residences supplied by water from outside the watershed and residences not in the 
watershed but supplied by water from within the watershed.  Census block data from the 2010 
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U.S. Census provided an estimate of the total population served by water from the watershed.  
When combined with the corresponding number of residences, this yields an estimate of the 
average number of people per residence (2.09) which could then be used along with per capita 
use rates to calculate the total residential use for each parcel.  In total there are approximately 
2,518 people served by water obtained from within the watershed. 


Winery production volumes and annual guest visitation totals were obtained from a GIS dataset 
provided by the County of Sonoma.  Total winery production for the eight wineries in the 
watershed is approximately 44,300 cases per year.  There are only two primary industrial users 
in the watershed which were handled on a case-by-case basis.  Quarterly water use volumes for 
Mark West Quarry were obtained from reports submitted to the County of Sonoma, and monthly 
groundwater pumping volumes for Safari West were obtained from the SWRCB Information 
Order.  No use for the Mayacama Golf Club was included since productions wells for the golf club 
and associated residences are located outside the study area. 


Standard Use Rates 
Standard use rates were established for the various use categories in the study area using data 
from the SWRCB Information Order, local municipalities, and literature sources.  We examined 
rates and use categories from the SWRCB Information Order and identified those entries in and 
around the study area where rates were reported to be based on physical measurements such 
as totalizer readings or pump fuel usage.  In most cases, the method of use estimation was 
unknown or not based on physical measurements.  Given the uncertainty in the accuracy of these 
estimates, we only relied on those estimates based on physical measurements.  In many cases, 
the reported uses contained a mix of use types (e.g. vineyard irrigation and residential) which 
prohibited calculation of per acre irrigation or per capita residential use.  After careful 
examination of the data, we were only able to identify four parcels where residential use could 
be reliably estimated and three parcels where vineyard irrigation use could be estimated.    


Total annual per capita use calculated for the four residential parcels in the Mark West Creek 
watershed for 2014/2015 averaged approximately 23,100 gallons (0.071 acre-ft/yr).  We 
compared the annual use estimates to data from the nearby Town of Windsor.  Based on the 
available data from the SWRCB’s Water Conservation and Production Reports from 2014 to 2018, 
the average annual per capita use was approximately 26,700 gallons (0.082 acre-ft/yr) which is 
in reasonably good agreement with the Mark West data.  Due to the small sample size of the 
local data, the calculated monthly averages are heavily influenced by individual users, whereas 
the Windsor data is based on thousands of connections and is therefore expected to provide a 
better estimate of typical use in the area.  We relied on the average per capita monthly data from 
the Town of Windsor to generate use estimates for the model (Table 9 & Figure 20); it is 
acknowledged that this method may over- or under-estimate actual residential use in the study 
area.   


Total annual vineyard irrigation use for the three parcels in the Mark West Creek watershed for 
2014/2015 (totaling 80 acres of vineyard) ranged from 0.21 to 0.53 ac-ft/ac/yr.  As part of a 
parallel project in the Mill Creek Watershed, we obtained recycled water delivery data for 
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2017/2018 from the City of Healdsburg for four parcels in the Dry Creek Valley totaling 142 acres 
which provided a very accurate means of estimating vineyard irrigation rates for the region and 
validating the estimates derived from the SWRCB Information Order data.  The Dry Creek data 
showed very similar annual rates ranging from 0.17 to 0.55 ac-ft/ac/yr, and the average annual 
total calculated from the Mark West parcels (0.32 ac-ft/ac/yr) was nearly identical to the average 
annual total calculated in Dry Creek (0.31 ac-ft/ac/yr).  To provide a more robust estimate of the 
temporal distribution of vineyard irrigation we calculated monthly mean rates from the three 
parcels in Mark West plus the four parcels in Dry Creek for use in the model, which yields mean 
annual use of 0.32 ac-ft/ac/yr (Table 9 & Figure 20).  In the model, vineyards are irrigated from 
May through October with irrigation peaking at 0.09 acre-ft/acre/month in June (Figure 20). 


Based on guidance provided by the University of California Davis and Sonoma RCD, the timing of 
water use for frost protection is based on the wet-bulb temperature (Snyder, 2000; Minton et 
al., 2017).  Wet bulb temperature was calculated on an hourly timestep using air temperature 
and relative humidity data from the Windsor CIMIS station (Stull, 2011). Frost protection is 
assumed to occur any time the hourly wet bulb temperature is 0.5°C or lower during the typical 
March 15th – May 15th frost protection season. The rate at which each parcel uses water for frost 
protection was calculated as the product of vineyard acreage and reported sprinkler and micro-
sprinkler application rates as described in the Sonoma County Frost Protection Registration 
database (Table 9).  Based on these assumptions, the annual number of hours of frost protection 
ranged from one in 2013 to 25 in 2011, the average annual application rate was 0.069 ac-ft/ac/yr, 
and the maximum rate was 0.18 ac-ft/yr. 
 


Table 9: Standard water use rates and summary of total water use for the various use categories represented in 
the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


  


Use Category Unit Definition
Use per Unit 


(ac-ft/yr)
# of Units


Total Use 
(ac-ft/yr)


Residential Person 0.082 2,518 206.5
Vineyard Irrigation Acre 0.32 442.4 141.6
Vineyard Frost Protection Acre 0.069 16.9 1.2
Pasture/Other Irrigation Acre 2.00 12.8 25.6
Outdoor Cannabis Acre 1.34 5.9 7.9
Hoop-house Cannabis Acre 1.53 3.9 6.0
Winery 1,000 Cases of Wine 0.073 44 3.2
Misc. Industrial Lump Sum - - 38.8


Sum 430.7
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Figure 20:  Mean (2014-2018) monthly per capita residential use from the Town of Windsor used to calculate 
residential use in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


Figure 21: Mean (2014-2015 and 2017-2018) monthly per acre vineyard irrigation use compiled from Information 
Order data in the Mark West Creek watershed and recycled water delivery data in the Dry Creek Valley and used 
to calculate vineyard irrigation use in the MWC hydrologic model. 
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No reliable pasture irrigation rates could be determined from the available data, therefore we 
relied on a regionally-appropriate value of 2.0 ac-ft/ac/yr (County of Napa, 2015).  Based on field 
reconnaissance and review of available aerial imagery and GoogleEarth Street View products, 
most orchards within the study area are mature walnut and apple orchards which are typically 
dry-farmed in Sonoma County.  Less than 2 acres each of olive orchard and vegetable crops were 
identified and were assumed to be irrigated at rates similar to pasture.  The total acreage of 
irrigated pasture, olive orchard, and vegetable crops in the study area is only 12.8 acres.   


Cannabis use rates are based on cannabis irrigation data collected by the NCRWQCB for 
Humboldt, Mendocino, and Sonoma Counties.  Typical irrigation rates of 1.34 ac-ft/acre/yr for 
outdoor cultivation and 1.53 ac-ft/acre/yr for hoop-house cultivation were selected based on a 
presentation summarizing this data which also provided a monthly distribution of use (Dillis, 
2018) (Table 9). 


Winery production, employee, and guest water use rates were based on the County of Napa’s 
Water Availability Analysis Guidance Document (County of Napa, 2015) (Table 9).  The monthly 
distribution of winery production was taken from the Winery Wastewater Handbook (Chapman 
et al., 2001).  Winery guest use, which is relatively minor within the study area, was assumed to 
be constant throughout the year (Table 9).  As discussed above Industrial use was based on 
parcel-specific reported rates from Sonoma County and the SWRCB Information Order rather 
than on standard rates. 


Water Sources  
Parcels with surface water diversions were identified from the SWRCB Electronic Water Rights 
Information Management System (eWRIMS) and the SWRCB Information Order.  For 
unpermitted cannabis cultivation operations where the water source was unknown we assumed 
surface water use if there was a perennial stream, spring, or pond located on the parcel, which 
was the case for 9 of the 47 cannabis operations in the study area.  For all other parcels we 
assumed groundwater use.  Where multiple wells are located on a given parcel, we divided the 
total use for the parcel between the various individual wells. When eWRIMS or the SWRCB 
Information Order indicated that a parcel has both surface water and groundwater supplies, 
surface water diversions were subtracted from groundwater pumping. 


After consolidating duplicate records from the various sources, we excluded diversions reported 
as inactive or with zero use, as well as those where the SWRCB Information Order states use; 
however, the reported uses are for evaporation losses and recreation or aesthetics rather than 
for consumptive uses.  We only identified two off-channel ponds with small reported 
consumptive uses estimated to total approximately 1.3 ac-ft/yr which were accounted for as 
groundwater use given that the model does not explicitly represent off-stream ponds.  For spring 
diversions, we attribute the location of the diversions to the nearest stream in our model, thus 
treating it as equivalent to a direct diversion.  There are a total of 52 surface water diversions in 
the model, 24 of these are direct stream diversions, 19 are spring diversions, and 9 are diversions 
from on-stream ponds represented in the model (Diversion timeseries are based on average 
monthly diversion volumes.  Where possible, reported diversion volumes from eWRIMS and the 
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SWRCB Information Order were used.  If reported diversion volumes from the SWRCB 
Information Order were not based on physical measurements or if no diversion volumes were 
reported, volumes were calculated using the standard use rates for the uses on a given parcel.  ). 


Where possible, wells were located at specific locations on a given parcel from location 
information available on WCRs, the SWRCB Information Order, and in some select cases site 
visits.  The SWRCB Information Order was especially helpful in this regard by providing a means 
of tying many more wells to specific locations than would have otherwise been possible.  
Nevertheless, many of the locations reported in SWRCB Information Order data proved to be 
parcel centroids and it is not possible to locate all wells at a level of detail beyond the parcel 
scale.  More specific location data was used for 458 of the 792 wells in the model.  We initially 
placed all the remaining wells at parcel centroids, but review of the parcels along upper Mark 
West Creek and Humbug Creek revealed that residences in these areas are generally located 
much closer to the creek than the centroid of the parcel.  There are certainly many exceptions, 
but wells are often placed in relatively close proximity to the areas they serve, so to avoid over-
estimating the distances between wells and streams, we placed theses stream-side parcel wells 
along upper Mark West Creek and Humbug Creek at the centroids of the residences as indicated 
by the impervious areas delineated in the Sonoma County fine-scale vegetation mapping data 
(SCVMLP, 2017).  


Well completion details could be determined from WCRs for 189 wells and we associated the 
wells without WCRs with the nearest well with a WCR within the same geologic terrain to 
estimate well depth and screened interval information for all wells in the model.  About 47% of 
the wells are screened at least partially within the upper 100-ft of aquifer material but most of 
these are screened to greater depths with only 5% of the wells screened entirely in the upper 
100-ft.  About 34% of the wells are screened entirely within the upper 200-ft of aquifer material 
and about 78% are screened entirely within the upper 400-ft with the remainder screened within 
the upper 700-ft (Figure 22).   


Water Use Timeseries 
Surface Water Diversions 
Diversion timeseries are based on average monthly diversion volumes.  Where possible, reported 
diversion volumes from eWRIMS and the SWRCB Information Order were used.  If reported 
diversion volumes from the SWRCB Information Order were not based on physical measurements 
or if no diversion volumes were reported, volumes were calculated using the standard use rates 
for the uses on a given parcel.  The monthly volumes calculated for each diversion are used to 
calculate a diversion timeseries.  These timeseries were calculated on a 6-hour timestep and 
account for pumps shutting on and off and the estimated capacities of these pumps.  A 6-hour 
timestep was selected to provide a reasonable representation of sub-daily variability while 
maintaining reasonable computational efficiency.  Separate pumping regime assumptions are 
made for direct diversions and for spring and pond diversions. 


Direct diversions were assumed to fill storage tanks completely and then resume once these 
tanks had been partially emptied.  Based on storage tank sizes reported in the SWRCB  
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Figure 22: Locations of surface water diversions and groundwater wells in the MWC hydrologic model. 
 


Information Order, the typical tank size for a residence with a direct diversion is approximately 
3,000 gallons.  Such a tank would need to be filled completely twice a month to supply a typical 
residence, or approximately four times per month if the tank were only partially emptied.  Less 
data is available for agricultural tank sizes but the limited data supports use of a similar pumping 
frequency.  Consequently, direct diversions were assumed to divert a fraction of the monthly 
volume on the 1st, 8th, 15th, and 22nd of each month.  Some diversion volumes were met using the 
assumed pumping rates with less than four pumping events per month, in which case they are 
only active 1-3 times per month depending how quickly the demand is met for each month.  For 
larger demands, the four per month diversion periods were assumed to continue for as long as 
necessary based on the diversion rate.  Typical spring and pond diversions deliver water in near 
real-time and thus do not require large storage tanks.  This results in more frequent, shorter-
duration pumping intervals relative to direct diversions.  Therefore, daily use was calculated from 
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the monthly volumes and all daily use was considered to be supplied during a single 6-hour 
timestep.   


In addition to developing estimates of the frequency and duration of diversions, it is necessary 
for modeling to assume a start time.  There is likely little to no coordination between diverters 
regarding the timing of pump activation, and probably some general tendency for coincident 
pumping due to coincident timing of irrigation demands and work schedules.  We made the 
conservative assumption that all diversions start simultaneously at the beginning of the day, and 
the diversions on weekly schedules all occur on the same days.  These various assumptions result 
in a maximum instantaneous diversion rate on the 1st of each month, and spikes in rates at 
regular intervals which is considered to represent a ‘worst case’ diversion timing scenario (Figure 
25).  


Where possible the diversion rates used to calculate the diversion timeseries were obtained from 
eWRIMS or the SWRCB Information Order.  However, most diversions rates were either not 
reported or the reported rates were not realistic given the reported units.  Where specific rates 
were not available, standard rates were used as derived from reported rates in the SWRCB 
Information Order that were based on actual physical measurements.  Standard rates were 
derived for two diversion types: domestic/small agricultural operations and larger agricultural 
operations.  We combined our analysis of the SWRCB Information Order data for Mark West 
Creek with analysis of the data for Mill Creek where we are completing a parallel modeling study, 
and we also restricted the selected entries to include only those based on physical 
measurements.  Based on twelve diversions from the Mark West and Mill Creek Watersheds, the 
typical residential and small agricultural diversion rate is estimated to be 2.69 gpm (0.006 cfs).  
Diversion rates for larger agricultural operations varied greatly but typically ranged between 0.01 
and 0.03 cfs and a typical diversion rate of 9.0 gpm (0.02 cfs) was used.  A monthly timeseries of 
the total direct and spring diversion volumes and the total pond diversion volumes in the model 
is shown in Figure 23 and Figure 25, and an example of the 6-hr interval total direct and spring 
diversion timeseries for July 2010 is shown in Figure 25.    
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Figure 23: Total monthly direct and spring diversion volumes used in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


Figure 24: Total monthly pond diversion volumes used in the MWC hydrologic model. 
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Figure 25: Example of the 6-hr interval timeseries of total direct and spring diversions used in the MWC hydrologic 
model for July of 2010. 


 
Groundwater Wells 
Wells are assumed to be pumped on a daily basis, either supplying water in real-time or topping 
off a tank.  The groundwater pumping timeseries was calculated by converting estimated 
monthly volumes to a daily demand and pumping each well at its estimated yield until this daily 
demand was met.  This timeseries was calculated on an hourly timestep consistent with the 
hourly timestep used to drive the groundwater component of the model.  Estimated yields are 
based on pump test data associated with Well Yield Certifications obtained from the County of 
Sonoma as analyzed and discussed in the Aquifer Properties section above.  Typical yields of 13.7 
gpm and 6.6 gpm were calculated for the Sonoma Volcanics and the Franciscan Complex 
respectively (Table 6).  Other geologic materials in the watershed including the Quaternary 
Alluvium, the Glen Ellen Formation, and the Humbug Creek Deposits are not a significant source 
of water to wells as discussed above under the heading Distribution of Geologic Materials. 


Wells supplying large vineyards, used for frost protection, or supplying multiple connections as 
mutual water company wells are likely have higher than average yields.   To account for this, the 
maximum daily pumping duration is capped at 6 hours per day.  If a well cannot supply the 
required daily volume within this 6-hour window, the pumping rate was increased until it could.  
The pumping rates used for these wells, up to 78 gpm in the Sonoma Volcanics and up to 37 gpm 
in the Franciscan, are still within the range of reasonable values for these formations.   


The only component of pumping that varies in the model from year to year is the frost protection 
pumping which accounts for a relatively small component of the total pumping.  A monthly 
timeseries of the total groundwater pumping volumes applied in the model is shown in Figure 26 
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and an example of the hourly total pumping timeseries for 1 3-day period in early July is shown 
in Figure 27. 


 


 


Figure 26: Total monthly groundwater pumping volumes used in the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


Figure 27: Example of the 1-hr interval timeseries of total groundwater pumping in the MWC hydrologic model for 
a 4-day period in early July.  
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Water Use Summary 
Total water use from all sources in the watershed is estimated to be approximately 430.7 ac-
ft/yr.  The largest uses are residential and vineyard irrigation which account for about 48% and 
33% of the total water use (Table 9; Figure 28).  Industrial uses account for the next largest 
fraction at about 9%.  The remaining 10% consists of irrigation for pasture and other crops (6%), 
irrigation of cannabis (3%), winery use (<1%), and vineyard  frost protection (<1%) (Table 9; Figure 
28).  About 85% (367.1 ac-ft/yr) of the total use in the watershed is from groundwater with the 
remaining 15% (63.6 ac-ft/yr) coming from surface water sources.  About 81% (51.5 ac-ft/yr) of 
the total surface water use comes from pond storage, 10% (6.7 ac-ft/yr) comes from direct 
stream diversions, and 9% (5.4 ac-ft/yr) comes from springs.   


Direct stream and spring diversions are concentrated in Humbug Creek, and upper Mark West 
Creek in and upstream of Van Buren Creek (Figure 22).  The highest concentration of wells occurs 
in the Reibli Creek subwatershed which is generally more urbanized given its proximity to the City 
of Santa Rosa.  Higher concentrations of wells also occur in upper Mark West Creek, upper Porter 
Creek, and the lower Leslie Creek area (Figure 22).  The pattern of development in the watershed 
has tended to occur along the stream corridors as can be seen in the well distribution with 50% 
of the wells located within 500-ft of a stream and 73% located within 1,000-ft (based on the 
modeled stream extent). 
 
Irrigation 
The water extracted from wells and surface water diversions for irrigation of vineyards, pasture, 
and other crops is applied to the land surface as irrigation in the model (see Figure 9 for locations 
of irrigated crops in the model).  The monthly application volumes match the standard use rates 
as discussed above.  Based on previous work with vineyard operators in Sonoma County, 
vineyards are typically irrigated at intervals of about one week to one month.  We assumed a 
twice-monthly irrigation schedule and developed our irrigation timeseries by distributing the 
monthly volumes between the two irrigation events each month.   We assumed a similar 
irrigation frequency for pasture and other irrigated crops in the model.  Although many vineyard 
operators use a block rotation schedule for irrigation, the twice-monthly schedule accounts for 
the temporal effects of irrigation on soil moisture and is decoupled in time from the extraction 
of that water which is based on assumed pumping rates and tank storage volumes as discussed 
above.  We did not apply water used for cannabis as irrigation in the model since cultivation areas 
are generally smaller than the 0.5-acre grid scale and many cultivators use pots or fabric bags 
which limit the potential for interaction with surrounding soils.  Water for frost protection of 
vineyards was also applied back to the land surface as irrigation in the model in real-time based 
on the calculated demand as discussed above.  
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Figure 28: Breakdown of total water use in the MWC hydrologic model by use category. 


 


Chapter 5 – Model Calibration 
Calibration of a distributed hydrologic model like MIKE SHE is complicated by the large number 
of inter-related process and parameters involved.  Previous modeling experience has indicated 
that results are most-sensitive to a relatively small subset of the model parameters including the 
overland flow Detention Storage and Roughness, unsaturated zone Saturated Hydraulic 
Conductivity and moisture contents, interflow Drain Levels, groundwater Hydraulic Conductivity, 
and the streambed Leakage Coefficient.  The calibration focused on adjusting these seven 
parameters within a range of plausible values (to maximize the fit between observed streamflow 
and groundwater data and mapping information.     
 


Available Data 
Several stream gauges have been operated in the watershed at various times over the past ten 
years including a series of gauges installed in 2010 by the Center for Ecosystem Management and 
Research (no longer in existence); some of which were re-established by Trout Unlimited (TU) in 
2018.  In 2018, Sonoma Water established several new gauges to serve as a warning system for 
potentially hazardous post-fire runoff events and the CRWI installed a gauge on lower Monan’s 
Rill in the upper watershed.  Additionally, OEI installed two gauges on upper Monan’s Rill 
tributaries in 2017 and gauging in and near Humbug Creek has also been undertaken by CDFW in 
recent years. 
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Despite the relatively large number of stage sensor records available, most of the available data 
is only from the past few years and only relatively limited development of rating curves and 
discharge records has occurred.  CEMAR and TU collected streamflow measurements and 
developed low flow (summer baseflow) rating curves at their sites, however rating curves have 
not been developed for the Sonoma Water sites.  Even at the CEMAR/TU sites, no discharge 
measurements of storm runoff were previously collected, thus prior to this study no continuous 
rating curves or streamflow records had been developed in the watershed.   


We selected three sites for additional streamflow gauging and rating curve development, the 
CRWI site on Monan’s Rill, one of the TU stations in the upper watershed at Rancho Mark West, 
and one of the Sonoma Water stations in the lower watershed at Michelle Way (Figure 29).  We 
measured discharges at the three sites at approximately monthly intervals between March 2018 
and August 2019.  For lower flows we used standard wading techniques and a topset rod and 
flow meter, and for higher flows we used a bridge crane and a flow meter.  For all gauging efforts 
we followed standard USGS stream gauging protocols (USGS,2010).   


We obtained the discharge measurements collected by CEMAR for the previous installation at 
the Rancho Mark West site which operated from March 2010 to December 2014.  The original 
pressure transducer was still installed in the channel near the new instrument that TU installed 
in February 2018, allowing the older and newer stage records to be combined by applying an 
elevation offset between the instruments as measured in the field.  This made it possible to 
combine the older CEMAR record from 2010-2014 with data collected from 2018-2019 to develop 
continuous rating curves and flow records for this site from 3/11/2010 – 12/10/2014 and 
2/23/2018 – 7/25/2019. 


At Michelle Way, we developed rating curves from our discharge measurements which allowed 
for the development of continuous flow records from 2/27/2018 – 9/30/2019.  We also 
developed rating curves at Monan’s Rill; unfortunately, an instrument malfunction resulted in a 
large data gap and we were only able to develop continuous flow records for 5/1/2018 – 
12/13/2018 and 3/25/2019 – 9/30/2019 which excludes most of the larger runoff events that 
occurred in 2018/2019.  Given the paucity of runoff events captured at this gauge, we focused 
on the May through September time period for calibration at this location.   


In addition to streamflow data, other supplemental sources of calibration data include locations 
of known springs and perennially-flowing tributaries and wet/dry mapping data collected by CA 
Sea Grant, CDFW, and Sonoma Water.  We compiled the locations of springs and seeps mapped 
in the field along main-stem Mark West Creek by OEI and CDFW staff in August 2018, spring 
locations from the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD), springs indicated in the SWRCB’s 
Information Order, springs identified during field reconnaissance and from landowner 
information, and springs mapped by Pepperwood staff on the Pepperwood Preserve.  We also 
compiled the locations of all flowing tributaries from the August 2018 survey.  These data 
represent all known locations of springs (a groundwater discharge output in the model), but is 
not a complete inventory of springs and is biased towards showing more springs in locations 
where detailed spring mapping has been completed such as along main-stem Mark West Creek  
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Figure 29: Locations of streamflow gauges and groundwater wells used for calibration of the MWC hydrologic 
model. 


 


and at the Pepperwood Preserve.  Wet/dry mapping data is available for 2012 – 2018 and we 
focused on the years with the most complete spatial coverage, 2015 – 2018.  For purposes of this 
comparison we considered flows less than 0.01 cfs as equivalent to a field condition of dry and 
flows less than 0.10 cfs as equivalent to a field condition of intermittent.  


Except for a few wells at the Pepperwood Preserve and Monan’s Rill, almost no existing 
groundwater monitoring data was available for the watershed.  To develop some field-based 
understanding of groundwater conditions in the watershed, we established a network of 
landowners willing to participate in a groundwater monitoring program and collected 
groundwater elevation data at 16 wells at approximately 5-week intervals between May 2018 
and June 2019.  Wells are completed in both of the major geologic formations in the watershed, 
the Franciscan Complex and the Sonoma Volcanics, and they are concentrated in the upper 
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watershed where landowner interest in participation was high.  Well casing heights were 
measured and data was collected relative to top of casing using an electronic sounding tape.   


Many of these wells are domestic water supply wells and thus measurements could potentially 
be influenced by drawdown associated with recent pumping.  To minimize such effects, we 
established a regular monitoring and notification schedule and residents voluntarily abstained 
from pumping for 24-hrs prior to measurements.  The data for four of the wells was not useful 
for calibration owing to a variety of factors including obvious pumping influences, one seasonally 
dry hole, and one well located just outside the watershed.  Of the remaining 12 wells (Figure 29), 
we were unable to locate a Well Completion Report for three; given the lack of screened interval 
information for these wells, we prepared comparisons between simulated and observed water 
levels but excluded them from the calibration statistics owing to the uncertainty about which 
model layer is represented by the observations.  Seven of the nine monitoring wells used for 
model calibration are completed in the Sonoma Volcanics and the other two (Wells 4 & 5) are 
completed in the Franciscan Complex.  Three of the wells are screened entirely within Layers 1 & 
2 (upper 200-ft), seven are screened entirely within Layers 1-3, and two are completed entirely 
in Layers 1-4.   
 


Streamflow Calibration 
Four goodness-of-fit statistics were used to evaluate the agreement between model simulated 
stream discharges and measured stream discharges.  These statistics included the Mean Error 
(ME), Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), the total Percent Volume Error (PVE), and the Nash-
Sutcliffe model efficiency coefficient (NSME) (Nash and Sutcliffe, 1970).  ME, RMSE, and PVE 
provide an overall measure of the model bias and have been calculated separately at all three 
gauges for the full period of record and for the low flow season from May through September.  
The NSME provides an overall measure of the predictive capability of the model.  A NSME value 
of zero indicates that model predictions are as accurate as the mean of the measured data and a 
value of one indicates a perfect calibration.  The PVE and NSME have only been calculated for the 
full period of record since it they are not well-suited for describing data with limited temporal 
variability such as spring/summer baseflow recessions.  To avoid the May through September 
statistics being dominated by a handful of days with storm runoff, we defined an upper threshold 
below which to calculate statistics more representative of the model’s ability to predict flow 
recession and baseflow.  The thresholds were 0.4 cfs, 2 cfs, and 5 cfs at the Monan’s Rill, Rancho 
Mark West, and Michelle Way gauges, respectively. 


Due to the limited period of record it was deemed appropriate to calibrate the model to all of 
the available data rather than divide the simulation into calibration and validation periods as is 
more typically done when long-term gauging data is available.  Figures 30 through 32 show the 
comparison between model-simulated and measured discharges at the three gauging sites for 
the full periods of record, and Figures 33 through 35 show the comparison between model 
simulated and measured discharges at the three sites for just the May through September low 
flow season that is most critical from the perspective of salmonid habitat.   
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The agreement between simulated and measured stream flows was generally good at all three 
of the gauging locations.  The model reproduces the quick flow responses in stream flow during 
runoff events that is characteristic of the watershed and the overall shape of rising and receding 
flows.  Peak flows are captured reasonably well; however, large differences in peak flows do 
occur for certain events particularly in the older portion of the record at the Rancho Mark West 
station.  RMSE values for the full periods of record were 13.6 and 68 cfs and NSME were 0.79 and 
0.90 at the Rancho Mark West and Michelle Way gauges respectively (Table 10).  The total 
percent volume error was -5.2% at Rancho Mark West and 8.4% at Michelle Way (Table 10).  We 
established targets for successful calibration as a NSME value of 0.60 or greater and a PVE of +/- 
10% which are met at both stations.   


During low flow periods most critical for understanding coho habitat, the model performance is 
also generally very good.  The shape of the spring flow recessions is well captured but the timing 
of the flow recession in the upper watershed is delayed in the model by one to two weeks relative 
to the observed data resulting in over-predicted flows during the May/June timeframe.  The flow 
recession timing matches the observed timing more closely in the lower watershed.  Magnitudes 
of summer baseflow are in reasonably good agreement, but there is a tendency to over-predict 
late summer flow, particularly in the lower watershed.  RMSE values for the May through 
September low flow period ranged from 0.10 cfs at the Monan’s Rill gauge to 0.83 cfs at the 
Michelle Way gauge (Table 10).   


The map of observed springs and flowing tributaries was compared to a map of spring locations 
and flowing tributary streams as simulated in the model for August 2018 (Figure 36).  The model 
correctly predicts the August 2018 flow condition in all 14 tributaries in the study area greater 
than 0.3 mi2 as well as in 7 of the 11 smaller tributaries (Figure 36).  The spring location 
comparison also indicates generally good agreement with a high concentration of springs in the 
upper watershed in both the observed and simulated maps.  The model does not show as many 
springs in the central reach of Mark West Creek between Porter and Humbug creeks or on the 
Pepperwood Preserve property as is indicated by the field data.  Concentrations of springs in 
upper Porter, upper Humbug, and lower Mark West Creeks not shown in the observed data likely 
reflect lack of mapping in those areas rather than lack of springs (Figure 36).  Overall, the model 
appears to reproduce the general locations of groundwater discharge and perennial streamflow 
in Mark West Creek with reasonable accuracy. 


Comparison between wet/dry mapping data collected by CA Sea Grant and Sonoma Water in 
August and September of 2015 through 2018 and a model simulated wet/dry classification for 
equivalent dates indicates that both the model and the field data show flow persisting in the 
majority of main-stem Mark West Creek even during dry years such as 2015 (Figure 37 - Figure 
40).  Both the model and the field data show dry/intermittent conditions beginning at about the 
same location in the upper watershed as well as dry/intermittent conditions occurring upstream 
of the Porter Creek confluence in some water years, however the field data indicates the reach 
with dry/intermittent flow conditions extends upstream of Porter considerably farther than was 
captured in the model (Figure 37 - Figure 40).  
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Table 10: Streamflow calibration statistics for the MWC hydrologic model.  


 


 


 


Figure 30: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2010 – 2014 period of record 
at the Mark West Creek at Rancho Mark West gauge. 


Rancho Mark West 4.6 2,202 -0.4 13.6 8.4% 0.79
Michelle Way 35.8 581 -2.6 68.0 -5.2% 0.90


Monan's Rill 0.5 298 0.02 0.10 - -
Rancho Mark West 4.6 1,017 0.15 0.28 - -


Michelle Way 35.8 290 0.32 0.83 - -
May - Sept


Drainage 
Area (mi2)


# of Daily 
Observations


ME (cfs) RMSE (cfs) PVE (%) NSME


Full Record


Period Gauge
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Figure 31: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2018 – 2019 period of record 
at the Mark West Creek at Rancho Mark West gauge. 


 


 


Figure 32: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2018 – 2019 period of record 
at the Mark West Creek at Michelle Way gauge. 
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Figure 33: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2018 – 2019 May through 
September low flow period at the Monan’s Rill gauge. 
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Figure 34: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2010 – 2014 and 2018 – 2019 
May through September low flow period at the Mark West Creek at Rancho Mark West gauge. 
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Figure 35: Comparison between model simulated and observed streamflow for the 2018 – 2019 May through 
September low flow period at the Mark West Creek at Michelle Way gauge. 
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Figure 36: Comparison between known spring locations and locations of perennial springs as simulated in the 
MWC hydrologic model. 
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Figure 37: Comparison between observed and simulated late summer flow condition for 2015.  


 


Figure 38: Comparison between observed and simulated late summer flow condition for 2016.  
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Figure 39: Comparison between observed and simulated late summer flow condition for 2017. 


 


Figure 40: Comparison between observed and simulated late summer flow condition for 2018. 
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Groundwater Calibration 
In order to evaluate the agreement between model simulated groundwater elevations and 
measured groundwater elevations, Mean Error (ME) and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) were 
calculated for the residuals (difference between simulated and observed groundwater 
elevations) at each of the nine monitoring wells.  Due to the limited periods of record at the 
available monitoring locations it was deemed appropriate to calibrate the model to all of the 
available data rather than divide the simulation into calibration and validation periods as is more 
typically done when long-term monitoring data is available.  The composite comparison of 
simulated and measured groundwater elevations is shown in Figure 41.  Figure 42 shows the 
comparison between model-simulated and measured groundwater elevations for each of the 
seven monitoring wells with available data and calibration statistics are presented in Table 11. 


Overall, the observed groundwater elevations are reasonably well-predicted by the model.  MEs 
range from –11.3 to 15.4-ft with an average error of 5.2-ft (Table 11).  RMSEs range from 1.1 to 
18.6-ft with an average of 9.9-ft.  Small seasonal fluctuations occur in all of the wells with 
maximum elevations generally occurring in March or April and minimum elevations occurring in 
October or November presumably in response to seasonal recharge patterns.  Four of the nine 
wells (all in the Sonoma Volcanics) show very steady elevations throughout the monitoring period 
(<3.5-ft annual fluctuation), four show modest fluctuations between 7 and 13-ft, and one shows 
significant fluctuation on the order of 35-ft (Figure 42).  In most cases, the seasonal fluctuations 
predicted by the model are less than what was observed, with seasonal fluctuations in the model 
ranging from 0.2-ft to 13.2-ft.  Excluding one well with anomalously high fluctuation, the mean 
seasonal fluctuation simulated in the model was 3.5-ft compared to 6.3-ft based on monitoring 
observations. 


Although the model was able to reproduce observed groundwater elevations with reasonable 
accuracy, the available monitoring data is very limited both in spatial and temporal extent.  
Calibration of the groundwater component of the model was also complicated by the difficulties 
associated with interpreting the observed data which often represents composite head 
elevations from multiple screened intervals spanning as much as 250-ft.  Additional groundwater 
monitoring from dedicated monitoring wells screened to target specific geologic layers is 
recommended to support further calibration/validation of the model results with respect to 
groundwater.  
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Table 11: Groundwater calibration results for the MWC hydrologic model (see Figure 29 for locations). 


 


 


 


Figure 41:  Composite comparison between simulated and observed groundwater elevations (black line shows a 
1:1 fit). 


Well ID
# 


Observations
Layer # ME RMSE


3 8 2 0.7 3.0
4 11 1 15.0 15.5
5 12 1 -11.3 11.5
7 5 1 -5.7 5.9
8 11 1 15.4 18.6
9 10 1 11.6 12.1
10 11 1 13.9 14.0
11 10 1 7.7 7.8
12 11 1 -0.7 1.1


Mean 5.2 9.9
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Figure 42:  Comparisons between model simulated and observed groundwater elevations (thicker lines indicate 
simulated data used for calibration). 
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Chapter 6 – Model Results 


Water Balance 
A description of the water balance is one of the most fundamental outputs from the model.  
Water balance information can be extracted for the full study area or for any subarea.   A water 
balance may be highly detailed (e.g. decompose ET into interception, evaporation, transpiration 
from the unsaturated zone, and transpiration from groundwater) or more general, and can be 
developed for the watershed as a whole or for a specific component of the hydrologic system 
such as the saturated zone.  A general annual water balance for the whole watershed and a more 
detailed groundwater water balance have been developed for each of the simulated Water Years 
of 2010 - 2019.  A monthly water budget is also presented for selected water budget terms as are 
maps depicting the spatial variations of key water budget components.  


Watershed Water Balance 
The primary inflow to the upper MWC watershed is precipitation, which ranged from 19.5 inches 
in the dry water year of 2014 to 61.2 inches in the wet water year of 2017 (Table 12).  Irrigation 
is a minor additional source of inflow (0.07 in/yr) and it was uniform between water years owing 
to the way irrigation demands were estimated.  Except for the two wettest years of the simulation 
(2017 & 2019) when streamflow exceeded Actual Evapotranspiration (AET), AET was the largest 
outflow from the watershed.  Variations in AET were significantly less than variations in 
precipitation and ranged from 14.1 inches in 2014 to 24.1 inches in 2010 (Table 12).  Stream flow 
was the next largest outflow from the watershed, and it varied substantially and in a similar 
fashion to precipitation ranging from 8.3 inches in 2014 to 32.8 inches in 2017.  Groundwater 
pumping was approximately two orders of magnitude less than AET or stream flow (0.15 in/yr) 
and was relatively uniform owing to the way water demands were estimated.  The watershed 
boundaries were represented as no-flow boundaries in all components of the model, therefore 
there are no external inflow or outflow terms in the water budget.  Increases in storage of up to 
6.9 inches occurred during the wet water year of 2017 and decreases in storage of up to 3.0 
inches occurred during the dry water year of 2014 (Table 12).  


Groundwater Water Balance 
Infiltration recharge represented the largest source of inflow to the groundwater system in the 
MWC watershed and varied widely as a function of precipitation from 0.8 inches in 2014 to 10.1 
inches in 2017 (Table 13).  In contrast, streambed recharge was relatively constant ranging from 
0.5 to 1.0 inches.  In most water years, infiltration recharge is several times larger than streambed 
recharge.  Under drought conditions such as occurred in 2014, streambed recharge becomes a 
more significant fraction of the total recharge accounting for about 38% of total recharge. 
Approximately half of the total recharge leaves the groundwater system quickly as interflow, 
which is the largest source of groundwater outflow varying from approximately 1.1 to 4.3 inches 
(Table 13).  ET from groundwater was the next largest outflow term and was relatively uniform 
ranging from 0.8 to 1.1 inches.   


Springflow and baseflow are also significant outflow terms.  Both represent groundwater 
discharge in the model with the former representing discharge to the land surface or along 
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unsaturated stream banks and the later representing discharge through the bed and wetted 
banks of the stream.  Both of these discharge components were relatively uniform with 
springflow ranging from 0.5 to 1.0 inches and baseflow ranging from 0.5 to 0.9 inches (Table 13).  
Baseflow and streambed recharge are approximately equal in magnitude, thus the net gain in 
groundwater discharge through the bed and wetted banks of streams is near zero when averaged 
across the watershed; this highlights the importance of springflow as the key mechanism for 
sustaining summer streamflows in the watershed.  Groundwater pumping was a relatively small 
component (~3%) of the total outflow at 0.15 inches, and there are no subsurface inflows or 
outflows owing to the no-flow boundary assumption used in the model.  Storage decreases of up 
to 2.2 inches occurred in dry years such as 2014 and storage increases of up to 4.7 inches occurred 
in wet years such as 2017 (Table 13).      
 


Table 12: Annual watershed water budget simulated with the MWC hydrologic model; all units are inches. 


 
 


Table 13: Annual groundwater water budget simulated with the MWC hydrologic model; all units are inches. 


 


Water Year Precipitation Irrigation AET Streamflow
Groundwater 


Pumping
Change in 


Storage


2010 42.51 0.07 24.06 17.14 0.15 1.23
2011 43.97 0.07 23.13 17.92 0.15 2.84
2012 28.07 0.07 20.07 10.67 0.15 -2.76
2013 28.87 0.07 17.58 12.83 0.15 -1.62
2014 19.46 0.07 14.06 8.30 0.15 -2.97
2015 26.57 0.07 14.94 12.74 0.15 -1.19
2016 33.30 0.07 17.30 13.83 0.15 2.09
2017 61.18 0.07 21.47 32.75 0.15 6.88
2018 26.59 0.07 18.93 9.07 0.15 -1.49
2019 49.77 0.07 21.63 23.44 0.15 4.62


Average 36.03 0.07 19.32 15.87 0.15 0.76


Inflows Outflows


Water Year
Infiltration 
Recharge


Streambed 
Recharge Interflow Baseflow Springflow


ET from 
Groundwater


Groundwater 
Pumping


Change in 
Storage


2010 6.05 0.71 4.29 0.76 0.58 0.82 0.15 0.16
2011 7.49 0.70 4.00 0.80 0.62 0.89 0.15 1.73
2012 2.22 0.57 1.72 0.63 0.84 1.08 0.15 -1.63
2013 2.39 0.58 2.19 0.60 0.68 0.98 0.15 -1.62
2014 0.84 0.52 1.09 0.50 0.76 1.06 0.15 -2.19
2015 2.10 0.66 1.53 0.59 0.67 1.02 0.15 -1.20
2016 4.44 0.60 2.55 0.67 0.48 0.75 0.15 0.44
2017 10.12 1.03 3.39 0.86 0.97 1.07 0.15 4.72
2018 2.87 0.53 1.91 0.62 0.72 1.06 0.15 -1.05
2019 8.17 1.03 3.48 0.83 0.99 0.99 0.15 2.76


Average 4.67 0.69 2.61 0.69 0.73 0.97 0.15 0.21


OutflowsInflows
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Spatial and Temporal Variations of Water Budget Components 
The monthly water balance results illustrate the strong seasonality of precipitation and 
streamflow typical of Mediterranean climates (Figure 43).  As a result of the seasonal fluctuations 
in Potential Evapotranspiration and soil moisture availability, AET was generally lowest during 
the late fall and early winter and highest during the spring, progressively decreasing throughout 
the summer months as available soil moisture diminished (Figure 43).  During average and wet 
water years, infiltration recharge occurred in most months between November and April, 
whereas in the drought conditions of 2014, recharge only occurred during the month of February 
(Figure 43).  The number of days with significant (>0.1-in) recharge varied widely between 4 days 
in 2014 and 34 days in 2017.   


Significant variations in infiltration recharge occur across the watershed with much of the 
watershed generating less than 2 in/yr and portions of the upper watershed generating more 
than 20 in/yr (Figure 44).  Numerous factors affect the recharge rates, however the spatial 
variations in recharge appear to be primarily controlled by soil properties, topographic position, 
and the west to east precipitation gradient.  Recharge is concentrated in the upper Mark West 
Creek watershed upstream of and including the Van Buren Creek watershed, as well as in the 
upper Humbug Creek watershed (Figure 44).  Higher recharge rates also occur locally in portions 
of the central Porter Creek watershed, and the upper Leslie Creek and upper Reibli Creek 
watersheds, although recharge rates in these watersheds are generally low.  Small negative 
recharge rates (indicative of net groundwater discharge) occur along valley-bottom areas 
particularly in the lower watershed (Figure 44).  As discussed earlier, recharge only occurred 
during four days during a single month in the drought of 2014, and much of the watershed 
experienced negative or near-zero recharge (Figure 45).   


As discussed earlier, groundwater discharge occurs in the model both as springflow (subaerial 
discharge) and as baseflow (subaqueous discharge).  Across the entire watershed, springflow is 
responsible for generating most of the summer streamflow given that net groundwater discharge 
in the spring and summer months is near zero (e.g. streambed recharge ≈ baseflow discharge).  
Locations of perennial springflow were discussed previously as part of the calibration discussion 
in Chapter 5 (see Figure 36).  The spatial patterns of surface water/groundwater interaction 
indicate that gaining conditions predominate throughout the spring and summer months in much 
the upper watershed upstream of Van Buren Creek, as well as in upper Humbug Creek, portions 
of upper and central Porter Creek, and lower Mark West Creek below Leslie Creek (Figure 46 & 
Figure 47).  During spring, losing conditions occur in Mark West Creek upstream of Porter Creek, 
and in the lowest portions of many of the tributary watersheds, notably Porter Creek and Weeks 
Creek (Figure 46).  By late summer, most of the losing reaches in the tributary streams become 
inactive as streamflows drop to zero (Figure 47).  The area overlying the deepest alluvial body in 
the watershed near and upstream of the confluence of Mark West and Porter Creeks is the most 
active area in terms of surface water/groundwater interaction.  Losing conditions persist 
throughout the summer months in this area, however the effect on streamflow is localized given 
that most of the flow loss returns to the stream as baseflow where the alluvium pinches out 
downstream (Figure 47).  
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AET varies substantially throughout the watershed, and in most locations rates range from about 
10 to 30 in/yr.  AET as high as 50 in/yr occurs locally along certain stream channels where 
transpiration of riparian vegetation is not limited by soil moisture availability due to accessibility 
of shallow groundwater (Figure 48).  Spatial variability of AET is primarily a function of variability 
in available soil moisture and vegetation water requirements, with the two factors being 
inextricably linked.  Climatic water deficit (CWD) is defined as the difference between PET and 
AET and is a useful metric for describing the seasonal moisture stress.  In the 10-yr average 
condition the annual CWD ranged from 15 to 40 in/yr across most of the watershed, except 
locally where rates were near zero due to accessibility of shallow groundwater and associated 
insensitivity to soil moisture availability (Figure 49).  Topographic aspect appears to be a primary 
control on the spatial variability of CWD with north-facing slopes characterized by lower PET 
having significantly lower CWD values relative to south-facing slopes.  During the drought of 
2014, CWD values increased substantially to between 30 and 50 in/yr across most of the 
watershed (Figure 50).  The 10-yr mean CWD across the watershed was 26.0 in/yr compared to 
32.7 in/yr in 2014. 


 


 


Figure 43:  Monthly variation in select water budget components simulated with the MWC hydrologic model. 
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Figure 44: Mean annual infiltration recharge for water years 2010-2019 simulated with the MWC hydrologic 
model. 
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Figure 45:  Infiltration recharge for water year 2014 simulated with the MWC hydrologic model. 
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Figure 46: Extent of gaining and losing reaches for the month of April (2010-2019 mean value) as simulated with 
the MWC hydrologic model.  
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Figure 47: Extent of gaining and losing reaches for the month of August (2010-2019 mean value) as simulated with 
the MWC hydrologic model. 
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Figure 48:  Mean annual Actual Evapotranspiration (AET) for water years 2010-2019 simulated with the MWC 
hydrologic model. 
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Figure 49:  Mean annual Climatic Water Deficit (CWD) for water years 2010-2019 simulated with the MWC 
hydrologic model. 
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Figure 50:  CWD for water year 2014 simulated with the MWC hydrologic model. 


Groundwater Flow 
Two hydrogeologic cross sections were prepared, one in the upper watershed downstream of 
Monan’s Rill and one in the central watershed downstream of Humbug Creek (Figure 51).  These 
sections show the vertical and horizontal variations in Hydraulic Conductivity, as well as the 
simulated equipotential lines, and approximate flow directions (perpendicular to equipotential 
lines) and locations of groundwater discharge predicted by the model.  It is important to note 
that in both cross sections there is a significant downstream (out of the page) component to the 
flow directions not visible in this one-dimensional cross section view.  Equipotentials are based 
on simulation results for 10/1/2010 but are representative of the regional patterns of 
groundwater flow throughout the simulation period which do not show significant variation at 
the regional scale of the cross sections.  
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The northern portion of the upper cross section (A-A’) passes through the area with the thickest 
sequence of primarily tuffaceous volcanic materials that was identified from available Well 
Completion Reports.  A transition to more andesitic-dominated materials occurs throughout the 
cross section with increasing depth, which is typical of our characterization of the volcanics in the 
upper watershed (Figure 52).  Franciscan Complex, which was represented by simple vertical 
contacts owing to lack of data with which to describe contact orientation, occurs in the southern 
portion of the cross section.   A thin deposit of Quaternary Alluvium is present within a relatively 
narrow band along the stream channel.  Flow is primarily vertical downward within the higher 
elevation portions of the cross section (Figure 52).  Mid-way along the hillslopes above Mark 
West Creek, the flow directions transition toward horizontal and a vertical groundwater divide 
occurs beneath the creek with vertical upward flow in the upper ~300-ft (model Layers 1-3) and 
vertical downward flow in the lower ~500-ft (model Layers 4-6).  Springs occur where upward 
vertical groundwater flow intersects the land surface.  This primarily occurs along the lower 
hillslopes and stream banks in the upper watershed and appears to be associated with horizontal 
transitions from more tuffaceous to less tuffaceous materials as well as with steep dissected 
topography (Figure 52). 


The cross section below Humbug Creek (B-B’) passes through the relatively thin Humbug Creek 
Deposits on the northeast side of Mark West Creek which are underlain by primarily andesitic 
rocks of the Sonoma Volcanics. (Figure 53).  A contact between the volcanics and the Franciscan 
Complex associated with the Maacama Fault Zone occurs near the creek in this reach, and a 
second contact occurs ~2,000-ft southwest of the creek with a mixture of tuffaceous and 
andesitic materials occurring in the southwest portion of the cross section.  A thin deposit of 
Quaternary Alluvium is present within a narrow band along the stream channel.  Flow is primarily 
vertical downward within the higher elevation portions of the cross section (Figure 53).  A shallow 
flow path with more horizontal flow occurs mid-way along the hillslope northeast of Mark West 
Creek, and a somewhat deeper horizontal flow path also occurs at a similar topographic position 
on the other side of the creek within the Franciscan Complex.   


A vertical groundwater divide occurs beneath the creek and adjacent hillslopes with vertical 
upward flow in the upper ~300-ft and vertical downward flow in the lower ~500-ft.  A cone of 
depression associated with pumping from the well located in the Franciscan Complex is readily 
apparent and influences the flow directions along the adjacent hillslope (Figure 53).  Large 
persistent cones of depression like this one are relatively uncommon in the model and appear to 
coincide with wells exhibiting both high production rates and low aquifer Hydraulic Conductivity.  
Although there is some intersection of equipotentials with the land surface, rates of groundwater 
movement through these materials are very low and the model does not predict significant 
springflow in the vicinity of this cross section.    


Streamflow & Riffle Depths 
The model simulates streamflows and the depth of surface flow across riffles on the stream bed 
(i.e. riffle depths) throughout the various tributaries in the watershed; however, this discussion 
focuses on the main-stem of Mark West Creek where nearly all of the available suitable salmonid 
habitat is contained.  The reach shown on subsequent maps extends upstream to the limits of 
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anadromy associated with a natural waterfall as identified in the CDFW Fish Passage Barrier 
Database.  


April through June (hereafter referred to as Spring) mean streamflows varied substantially 
between water years with the driest conditions occurring in water year 2014 when flows ranged 
from less than 2 cfs above Van Buren Creek to 6-10 cfs below Porter Creek.  The wettest 
conditions occurred in water year 2010 with flows above Van Buren Creek on the order of 4-8 cfs 
and flows below Porter Creek in excess of 30 cfs (Figure 54).  July through September (hereafter 
referred to as Summer) mean streamflows were significantly lower than during Spring and also 
varied much less between water years.  The driest conditions occurred in 2015 when flows 
ranged from less than 0.3 cfs above Van Buren Creek to 0.6-0.8 cfs below Porter Creek.  The 
wettest summer conditions occurred in 2011 when flows ranged from less than 0.7 cfs above Van 
Buren Creek to more than 1.5 cfs below Porter Creek (Figure 55).  


To assist in relating flow conditions to salmonid habitat requirements, we also compiled 
simulated water depths (hereafter referred to as riffle depths) which were found to be loosely 
equivalent to riffle crest thalweg depth conditions as discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7.  The 
results were post-processed from model output data by extracting the minimum simulated depth 
per 1,000-ft of channel length (10 cross sections) to better represent riffle crest conditions 
observed in the field.  Average Spring riffle depths during the drought of 2014 ranged from less 
than 0.2-ft upstream of Van Buren Creek to 0.2-0.4 ft below Porter Creek.  In the wet water year 
2017, riffle depths in the upper reaches were above 0.2-ft all the way to upstream about one 
river mile beyond Monan’s Rill (Figure 56).  Summer mean riffle depths are significantly lower 
than Spring depths and are relatively consistent between water years.  In typical conditions, 
depths remain above 0.1-ft in most locations downstream of Monan’s Rill, and below Porter 
Creek depths reach 0.2-0.3 ft in many locations (Figure 57).  The simulated spatial distributions 
of riffle depth reflect both reaches where riffle depths are limited by reduced streamflows, most 
notably the reach upstream of Porter Creek which loses flow to the alluvium, as well as where 
depths are limited by geomorphic controls such as the reaches about 1-mile upstream of Riebli 
Creek (Figures 56 & 57). 
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Figure 51: Simplified geologic map and locations of hydrogeologic cross sections A-A’ and B-B’.  
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Figure 52: Hydrogeologic cross section A-A’ showing hydraulic conductivities, equipotentials, and approximate flow directions as simulated with the MWC 
hydrologic model (see Figure 51 for location). 
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Figure 53: Hydrogeologic cross section B-B’ showing hydraulic conductivities, equipotentials, and approximate flow directions as simulated with the MWC 
hydrologic model (see Figure 51 for location).
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Figure 54:  Mean simulated Spring (April – June) streamflows for dry, average, and wet water year conditions.  
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Figure 55:  Mean simulated Summer (July - Sept) streamflows for dry, average, and wet water year conditions.  
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Figure 56:  Mean simulated Spring (April – June) riffle depths for dry, average, and wet water year conditions.  
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Figure 57:  Mean simulated Summer (July - Sept) riffle depths for dry, average, and wet water year conditions.  
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Chapter 7 – Habitat Characterization and Prioritization 


Background 
Inadequate stream flow to support juvenile rearing habitat during the summer months has been 
identified as a primary limiting factor for coho survival in Russian River tributaries (CDFG, 2004; 
NFMS, 2012).  Flows during the spring outmigration period may also be limiting in some cases.  
Numerous methods have been developed to relate stream flow conditions to habitat quality and 
define minimum flow requirements for a specific species and life stage of interest.  These 
methods include applying regional regression equations that have been developed from multiple 
habitat suitability curve studies (e.g. Hatfield & Bruce, 2000), wetted perimeter and critical riffle 
depth methods (e.g. Swift, 1979, R2 Resource Consultants, 2008), and direct habitat mapping 
approaches (e.g. McBain & Trush, 2010).   


Regional regression equations produce discharge estimates for Mark West Creek and other 
Russian River tributaries that are an order of magnitude higher than typical conditions during the 
summer months.  Given that coho persist in these tributaries despite these very low flow 
conditions, application of these regional equations may be of limited value for delineating the 
extent and quality of existing habitat with respect to streamflow.  Direct habitat mapping 
approaches require extensive fieldwork and site-scale characterization which is beyond the scope 
of this reginal planning study; a concurrent CDFW Instream Flow Study utilizing such methods is 
being conducted in upper Mark West Creek.   


A simple approach to utilizing hydrologic model results to delineate habitat availability (and the 
selected approach for this study) is to relate water depths simulated in the model to riffle crest 
thalweg depths (RCTDs) which have been investigated as important indicators of salmonid 
habitat suitability.  This approach assumes that the simulated water depths are representative of 
conditions at riffle crests.  This assumption is consistent with the limitations of the LiDAR 
topographic data which does not penetrate water and therefore would be expected to capture 
riffles and pool water surfaces but not pool geometries.  To validate this assumption, we 
measured riffle crest thalweg depths (RCTDs) at nine riffle crests identified in three reaches of 
Mark West Creek across a range of typical low to moderate flow conditions and compared the 
resulting discharge/RCTD relationships to relationships extracted from the model for equivalent 
locations (Figure 58).   


There was generally good agreement between the measured and simulated discharge/RCTD 
relationships, and the agreement was improved by sampling the cross section within a given 
1,000-ft reach with the lowest simulated depths (i.e. finding the cross section most 
representative of conditions at nearby riffle crests).  At most riffle crests observed in the field, 
maximum depths occur across a relatively narrow width commonly associated with gaps 
between small clusters of individual cobbles.  This level of topographic detail is not captured in 
the model topography, therefore a small residual depth (0.05-ft) was added to the simulated 
values to account for the effects of this microtopography.  The simulated discharges associated 
with a RCTD of 0.2-ft ranged from 0.21 to 0.46 cfs based on interpolation between field 
measurements, and from 0.18 to 0.53 cfs as simulated in the model (Figure 58). 
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Previous research has demonstrated relationships between RCTDs and various indicators of 
salmonid habitat suitability including fish passage, water quality, and abundance of benthic 
macroinvertebrates.  Maintaining suitable riffle depths to allow for fish passage is critically 
important during smolt outmigration (typically mid-February to mid-June) and is also important 
for facilitating pool selection prior to summer rearing.  A minimum passage depth of 0.3 feet has 
been estimated for juvenile coho (R2 Resource Consultants, 2008; CDFW, 2017).  This depth 
criterion and methodology is somewhat conservative by design and fish passage is thought to 
occur in Russian River tributaries at shallower depths, therefore it is useful to define a lower 
criterion below which passage is presumably not possible.  For the purposes of this study, that 
depth was defined as 0.2 feet expressed as a RCTD.  It is important to note that we are applying 
this depth threshold to RCTDs rather than based on CDFW critical riffle methodology.  We 
calculated the flows required to achieve a 0.2-ft depth from our field data following CDFW 
protocols for performing Critical Riffle Analysis (CDFW, 2017).  This resulted in estimates of 
required flows ranging from 2.0 to 3.2 cfs, which are about 5 to 10 times higher than the typical 
summer flows experienced in the watershed.   


Another key factor in summer survival is the suitability of water quality conditions in the pools 
that provide rearing habitat for salmonids.  Maintaining sufficient flow between riffles is key to 
maintaining oxygenation in pool habitats, and monitoring in Green Valley Creek has shown that 
coho survival begins to decline when pools become disconnected with mortality increasing as a 
function of length of disconnection (Obedzinski et al., 2018).  Through extensive field monitoring 
in Green Valley, Dutch Bill, and Mill Creeks, CA Sea Grant found a statistically significant 
relationship between RCTDs and Dissolved Oxygen (DO) concentrations in intervening pools, with 
~80% of the pools with RCTDs greater than 0.2-ft maintaining suitable DO concentrations above 
6 mg/L (CA Sea Grant, 2019).  As discussed below in greater detail, water temperature conditions 
are higher in Mark West Creek relative to the monitored streams nearer the Pacific Ocean in 
Sonoma County, therefore while we still consider RCTDs to be an important indicator of water 
quality in Mark West Creek, temperature considerations must be accounted for in more detail.    


In addition to suitable water quality, another factor critical summer rearing habitat for salmonids 
is the availability of a reliable food supply in the form of benthic macroinvertebrates (BMI) which 
are concentrated in riffle habitats with sufficient flow velocity.  Velocities at riffles between about 
1.0 and 2.5 ft/s have been shown to be optimal for BMI (Giger 1973, Gore et al., 2001).  As part 
of our riffle crest analysis in Mark West Creek we measured velocities and interpolated 
relationships between RCTDs and thalweg velocities (Figure 59).  At lower flows, depths were too 
low to measure velocity at more than a few locations across the riffle, however in most cases 
velocities approaching those at the thalweg only occurred across a relatively small portion of the 
riffle profile.  To ensure that the threshold velocity represents a condition that provides suitable 
habitat for BMI across larger swaths of the riffle we applied a minimum velocity threshold of 1.5 
ft/s and do not consider the upper velocity limit important over the range of summer flows 
experienced in Mark West Creek.  This exercise revealed that 0.2-ft was also a useful threshold 
for describing the approximate minimum RCTD that corresponded to adequate velocity at riffle 
crests for BMI (Figure 59). 
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Figure 58: Comparisons between RCTD/discharge relationships measured in the field (points) and simulated with 
the MWC hydrologic model (lines). 
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Figure 59:  Relationship between RCTD and velocity based on measurements at nine riffles crests in Mark West 
Creek.  


Approach 
We developed two streamflow classifications with respect to salmonid habitat condition, one for 
smolt outmigration and one for juvenile rearing.  Both classifications focus on the 0.2-ft RCTD 
threshold which is intended to represent the minimum flow conditions required to provide 
suitable (not optimal) habitat for salmonids.  It is important to note that the primary goals in 
defining a minimum flow threshold for this study were to 1) assist in distinguishing between 
reaches with varying levels of habitat suitability under existing and plausible future flow 
conditions in the watershed to aid in prioritizing reaches for restoration projects, and 2) to 
distinguish between conditions that are likely suitable versus not suitable rather than attempting 
to distinguish between optimal and suboptimal conditions.  Optimal summer rearing habitat 
conditions for salmonids, particularly coho salmon, are rarely found or non-existent in most lower 
Russian River tributaries. 


We obtained smolt outmigrant trap data collected by Sonoma Water in Mark West Creek for 
2012-2018.  These traps were only deployed during April and May to capture the primary pulse 
of outmigration. CA Sea Grant has collected data from outmigrant traps in other Russian River 
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tributaries over the full outmigration season from late February to late June.  We compared the 
CA Sea Grant data in Mill Creek for 2014-2019 with the Mark West data and found very similar 
outmigration timing with peak outmigration occurring between the first week of April and the 
third week of May in both creeks.  CA Sea Grant’s analysis of the Mill Creek data (which we believe 
is representative of Mark West Creek) indicated 80% of the outmigrants had moved by the week 
of May 21st in a late outmigration year and 99% had moved by the week of June 18th (Nossaman 
Pierce, personal communication).  We developed habitat suitability criteria based on these dates 
and a RCTD threshold of 0.2-ft as follows: 


• Maintain RCTD threshold through week of May 21st in the 10-yr average condition 
• Maintain RCTD threshold through week of June 18th in the 10-yr average condition 
• Maintain RCTD threshold through week of May 21stin drought years 
• Maintain RCTD threshold through week of June 18th in drought years 


We followed a similar approach for the juvenile rearing habitat classification focused on July-
September conditions.  In our previous flow-based habitat classification work in Green 
Valley/Atascadero & Dutch Bill Creeks, we focused on differentiating between reaches where 
pools remain connected, become disconnected for short periods of time, and become 
disconnected for longer periods of time (OEI, 2016).  Disconnected pools are relatively rare in 
Mark West Creek (with the exception of a short reach above Porter Creek), therefore this was 
not a useful metric for distinguishing between various levels of habitat suitability in this 
watershed.  We developed an alternative and likely more stringent set of habitat suitability 
criteria for summer rearing habitat conditions as follows: 


• Maintain RCTDs threshold for portions of the summer in the 10-yr average condition 
(always > 0.1-ft) 


• Maintain RCTD threshold continuously in the 10-yr average condition 
• Maintain RCTD threshold for portions of the summer in drought years (always > 0.1-ft) 
• Maintain RCTD threshold continuously in drought years 


We then assigned each 1,000-ft stream reach in the model with a score of zero through four 
based on the number of these criteria that were met to develop flow-based habitat classification 
maps for smolt outmigration and juvenile rearing. 


Although water temperature analysis was not part of our project scope, preliminary review of 
available temperature data revealed that elevated water temperatures may be an even more 
important limiting factor for juvenile rearing habitat than flow in this watershed, therefore we 
compiled available temperature data from Sonoma RCD, CA Sea Grant, Trout Unlimited, and 
CDFW to facilitate incorporating temperature into the habitat classification.  We calculated the 
Maximum Weekly Maximum Temperature (MWMT) from continuous temperature datasets at 
15 locations in Mark West Creek.  Each location had between one and five years of data between 
2010-2019, however many locations had only one year of data and most years had only a few 
locations, complicating the interpretation of spatial and temporal patterns.  Nevertheless, the 
data was sufficient to perform a preliminary water temperature classification based on the 
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MWMT and various levels of temperature impairment.  Based on previous work, a threshold of 
18.0 °C was used to represent impaired conditions, 21.1 °C to represent severe impairment, and 
23.1 °C to represent conditions that may be lethal for salmonids given prolonged exposure 
(NCRWQCB, 2008).   Each reach was assigned a score from zero to three based on the number of 
the following criteria that were met: 


• Maintain MWMT < 23.1 °C 
• Maintain MWMT < 21.1 °C 
• Maintain MWMT < 18.0 °C 


In addition to sufficient flow to enable passage, maintain water quality, and support benthic 
macroinvertebates, there are many other important factors for maintaining suitable salmonid 
habitat.  These include presence of pools with sufficient depth and cover, suitable spawning 
gravels, and availability of refugia from high velocity winter flows, among others.  To account for 
some of these factors in our classification, we compiled Stream Inventory Report data collected 
by CDFW in 1996 and ranked each of the five reaches described in the report based on the relative 
quality of pool habitat and spawning habitat.  Although we did not collect detailed pool or 
substrate data, we incorporated our general observations of these conditions in our 
interpretations of the resulting rankings.  Our observations suggest that even though the 
inventory data described conditions more than 20 years ago, the relative quality of habitat 
conditions between reaches described by the data appears to be fairly consistent with current 
conditions.  Finally, we compiled summer snorkel survey data collected by CA Sea Grant to 
understand which reaches have been utilized by salmonids in recent years. 


We then produced a generalized multi-factor habitat classification map by combining the flow- 
and temperature-based classifications and making adjustments and interpretations based on the 
pool and spawning habitat rankings as well as our general observations about other factors such 
as off-channel habitat availability and potential for redd scour, and recent patterns of salmonid 
utilization.  The resulting maps are intended to delineate the reaches providing the best overall 
habitat value for salmonids in the watershed as well as the reaches where conditions are likely 
unsuitable due to one or more critical limiting factors.  


Results 
The flow-based habitat classification results indicate that most reaches are impaired with respect 
to flow both in terms of smolt outmigration and summer rearing (Figure 60).  Both the juvenile 
rearing and smolt outmigration classifications show similar patterns overall.  Upstream of Van 
Buren Creek either one or zero of the four flow criteria are met, most reaches between Humbug 
Creek and Porter Creek meet two or three of the criteria, and most reaches below Porter Creek 
meet three or four criteria (Figure 60).  Notable exceptions to this include short reaches upstream 
of Porter Creek and between Leslie and Riebli Creeks which are more flow-limited than adjacent 
upstream and downstream reaches (Figure 60).   


Two of the three temperature criteria are met upstream of Van Buren Creek, one of the criteria 
are met between Van Buren and about 2-miles upstream of Porter Creek, and none of the criteria 
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are met (MWMT > 23.1 °C) in the reach upstream of Porter Creek (Figure 61).  No continuous 
temperature data was available farther downstream.  The available water temperature data 
shows an overall pattern of increasing temperature in the downstream direction with all reaches 
being temperature-impaired at times to varying degrees (Figure 62).  In the upper watershed, 
maximum water temperatures generally occur in mid-July, whereas the reach above Porter Creek 
follows a similar trend in general but superimposed on this is a period of elevated temperatures 
resulting in maximum temperatures about a six weeks earlier in early June; this behavior may 
reflect a contrast in the timing of response to solar radiation inputs (Figure 63).   


We examined the temporal variations in temperatures relative to streamflows observed at the 
stream gauges in the watershed and found no obvious correlations between flow and 
temperature at the most temperature-impaired locations.  In fact, the highest temperatures in 
these reaches generally occur during June and begin to improve by August and September, 
whereas flows are generally declining throughout this period.  In the reach above Porter Creek, 
June/July water temperatures ranged from 14.4 to 23.1 °C when flows were very low (< 0.2 cfs) 
and exhibited a similar range of variability (14.5 to 24.3 °C) when flows were relatively high (> 1 
cfs) (Figure 64).  This suggests that flow is not the primary control on temperature and that even 
significant streamflow enhancement is unlikely to mitigate elevated temperatures.   


We also examined the relationship between pool depth and temperature in six pools monitored 
by CDFW upstream and downstream of Humbug Creek in 2017.  Pools with depths greater than 
3.5-ft maintained significantly lower temperatures than shallower pools less than 2.5-ft deep 
(Figure 65).  Although based on a limited sample size from a single  year, this suggests that deep 
pools likely provide critical refugia for salmonids in Mark West Creek when extreme 
temperatures occur in shallower pool habitats (Figure 65).   


The CDFW inventory data indicates that the best pool habitat occurs in the reach above and 
below Humbug Creek (CDFW Reach 5) and above and below Riebli Creek (CDFW Reach 2) (Figure 
66).  It is important to remember that this is a relative ranking and pool conditions in these 
reaches are likely still impaired.  The CDFW data indicates that these reaches have relatively low 
shelter ratings (mean of 40), shallow pools (2.5-ft mean maximum depth), and very little Large 
Woody Debris (1% occurrence) (Table 14). The best spawning habitat as indicated by the CDFW 
data occurs in the middle and lowest reaches (CDFW Reaches 2 and 4) (Figure 66).  Upstream of 
Van Buren Creek, spawning suitability is limited by high embeddedness and the predominance of 
bedrock and cobble-sized substrate conditions (Table 14).  Not captured in the CDFW data are 
considerations of potential for redd scour which is likely to increase significantly below Porter 
Creek due to increased stream power and sediment mobility.  Therefore, the most suitable 
spawning habitat is likely to occur in the reach of Mark West Creek between Van Buren Creek 
and Porter Creek.  It is important to remember that the inventory data is more than 20 years old 
and as such may not be reflective of current conditions other than in generally describing reach-
to-reach variability. 
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Summer snorkel survey data is available from 2016-2019.  Very few (<10) coho were observed in 
Mark West Creek during 2016 and 2018 and interpreting the data from 2017 is complicated by a 
spring release of juvenile coho in the upper watershed.  Therefore, the 2019 data is the most 
useful for examining which reaches have been utilized by coho in recent years.  Nearly all (98%) 
of the 734 observed coho were found in pools between Humbug Creek and Porter Creek.  Within 
this reach, coho were highly concentrated in a relatively small number of pools, with 72% of the 
coho located in just 11 pools and the remaining 28% distributed between 33 additional pools 
(Figure 67). 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 60:  Flow-based habitat suitability classifications for juvenile rearing and smolt outmigration. 
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Figure 61:  Water temperature-based habitat suitability classification.  


 


 


Figure 62:  Longitudinal and temporal variations in Mean Weekly Maximum Water Temperature (MWMT) derived 
from continuous temperature data at 15 stations between 2010 and 2019, black oval indicates location of deep 
pool cold water refugia; temperature data from CDFW, Sonoma RCD, CA Sea Grant, and TU. 
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Figure 63: 15-minute interval water temperature data at three locations in Mark West Creek for 2018 and solar 
radiation data from the Windsor CIMIS station. 


 


Figure 64:  Comparison between Maximum Daily Water Temperature above Porter Creek during June and July of 
2010-2012 & 2018-2019 and corresponding discharges as measured at the Rancho Mark West gauge. 







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 128 
 


 


 


 


Figure 65:  Relationship between maximum residual pool depth and 2017 MWMT for six pools above and below 
Humbug Creek, data from CDFW. 


 


Figure 66:  Pool and spawning habitat quality ranking based on the 1996 CDFW Stream Inventory Report.  
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Table 14:  Summary of various pool and spawning habitat indicator metrics compiled from the 1996 CDFW Stream 
Inventory Report and used to develop the rankings presented in Figure 66. 


 


 


 


Figure 67:  Snorkel survey data showing the distribution of juvenile coho observed in Mark West Creek during 
June/July of 2019, data from CA Sea Grant and Sonoma Water. 


 


Restoration Prioritization & Recommendations 
The overall salmonid habitat classification identifies a ~four mile reach of Mark West Creek 
between about 0.2 river miles upstream of Alpine Creek (~0.5 miles downstream of Van Buren 
Creek) and about two river miles upstream of Porter Creek as providing the best overall habitat 
for salmonids in the watershed (Figure 68).  This reach (hereafter referred to as the high priority 
reach) is considered most suitable because it represents the best combination of flow and water 
temperature conditions and is also consistent with available data and observations about other 
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6 39% 7% 2.0 5.0 379 47 3.1 4 14 1 5


5 37% 11% 2.5 8.1 751 42 1.0 2 12 33 3


4 32% 8% 2.2 3.9 784 28 2.7 5 32 33 2


3 34% 12% 2.7 5.7 1,412 33 0.2 3 19 19 4


2 49% 11% 2.6 8.9 2,562 38 1.0 1 33 64 1
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indicators of habitat quality such as pool and spawning conditions.  Upstream of this reach, no 
more than one of the four established flow criteria are met, spawning conditions are suboptimal, 
and natural bedrock controls limit deep pool development and pose migration challenges.  The 
two-mile reach upstream of Porter Creek experiences very high temperatures (>23.1 C) which 
may be lethal for salmonids and portions of this reach also experience very low RCTDs and 
periodic pool disconnection making overall conditions problematic for juvenile salmonids.  We 
are aware of anecdotal reports of steelhead trout using the reach upstream of Van Buren Creek, 
despite the evidence of poor habitat.  Less is known regarding temperature conditions farther 
downstream below Porter Creek, however it is unlikely that conditions improve dramatically and 
high stream power in this reach is expected to be problematic for spawning success owing to risk 
of redd scour. 


Although the high priority reach we identified (see Figure 68) has the highest overall habitat 
quality in the watershed, it is still impaired with respect to both flow and temperature, and pool 
habitat is also likely limited by insufficient cover and large wood.  Most of the coho observed in 
the watershed in recent monitoring were in this reach, further supporting the importance of this 
reach.  Although not the focus of this study, field observations suggest there are multiple 
opportunities for enhancing off-channel habitat (SRCD has completed a design for an off-channel 
habitat design project in the reach) and improving pool habitat with LWD projects within this 
critical reach.  We recommend that restoration projects aimed at enhancing both pool and off-
channel habitat be implemented in this high priority reach where they are likely to provide the 
greatest benefits to salmonids. 


Additional data and analyses are required to better understand the controls on stream 
temperatures; nevertheless, our preliminary assessment of available data suggests that daily and 
seasonal fluctuations in temperatures are driven primarily by fluctuations in incoming solar 
radiation rather than by quantity of streamflow.  Preliminary evidence suggests that deeper pools 
maintain significantly lower water temperatures than surrounding habitats.  The degree of 
temperature-impairment in the identified high priority reach is severe enough that salmonid 
survival may only be possible in a relatively small number of deeper pools capable of providing 
cold-water refugia.  Given the importance of water temperature for salmonid survival in Mark 
West Creek, actions to increase shading through riparian vegetation projects and actions to 
maintain and enhance deep pools with good cover are likely to provide the greatest benefits for 
salmonids in Mark West Creek.  Additional water temperature investigation is also warranted to 
better understand the controls on water temperatures and identify the most critical pool habitats 
within the identified ~4-mile high priority reach.
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Figure 68:  Final overall habitat suitability classification for Mark West Creek identifying the high priority reaches with the most suitable overall habitat 
conditions in blue. 
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Chapter 8 – Scenario Analysis 
Overview 
Efforts to sustain and enhance streamflow conditions have become a recent focus of restoration 
practitioners working in tributaries of the lower Russian River.  Some actions have already been 
implemented such as pond and flow release projects in Green Valley, Dutch Bill, and Porter Creek 
(not the Porter Creek in Mark West watershed), and rainwater and diversion storage projects 
aimed at reducing dry season water use in Mark West Creek watershed and other tributaries.  On 
the other hand, the watershed is subject to increasing water use pressure as new vineyard, 
winery, cannabis, and residential development projects are proposed, and local and state 
regulatory agencies are grappling with how best to regulate new groundwater use to avoid 
detrimental effects on streamflows and associated instream habitat.  These challenges are 
further complicated by ongoing global climate change and the uncertainties associated with 
future hydrologic conditions.  There is a clear need to be able to quantitatively evaluate the 
relative benefits of various flow enhancement strategies as well as the cumulative effects of land 
development and water-use on the landscape, and to do so within the context of future climate 
predictions so that more informed and effective management outcomes can be achieved. 


To assist in meeting this need, we developed a series of model scenarios designed to provide an 
understanding of the hydrologic sensitivity of various hypothetical management and restoration 
actions as well as the effects of global climate change.   There are a total of 19 scenarios grouped 
in four primary categories: Water Use, Land/Water Management, Climate Change, and Mitigated 
as described in detail below (Table 15).  Each scenario was implemented by changing one or more 
model inputs and comparing model results to existing hydrologic conditions as simulated with 
the calibrated model described in previous chapters.  


Approach 


Water Use Scenarios 
Three water use scenarios were developed to estimate the cumulative effects of diversions and 
groundwater pumping in the watershed: 1-No Diversions, 2-No Groundwater Pumping, and 3-No 
Water Use.  Implementation of these scenarios was a simple matter of turning off well and 
diversion inputs in the model.  Irrigation associated with wells and diversions was also turned off.  
To examine the factors that influence the degree to which a given well results in streamflow 
depletion, we developed four additional scenarios where we turned off between 125 and 150 
wells (~17% of all wells) based on various criteria (Figure 69).  These scenarios included: 2B-wells 
located within 500-ft of a stream and screened entirely within the upper 200-ft of aquifer 
material, 2C-wells located within 500-ft of a perennial spring (as simulated in the existing 
conditions model) regardless of screen depth, 2D-wells screened in tuffaceous materials in the 
upper 300-ft of aquifer material, and 2E-wells located more than 1,200-ft from a stream or spring, 
not completed in tuffaceous materials, and not screened in the upper 200-ft of aquifer material.  
Minor adjustments were made to the selected well distributions to allow for an approximately 
equal volume of pumping between the four scenarios (Figure 69).
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Table 15:  Overview of the scenarios evaluated with the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


1 No Diversions All surface water diversions turned off
2 No Groundwater Pumping All groundwater pumping turned off


2B No Pumping Near Streams Wells within 500-ft of streams and screened in upper 200-ft turned off
2C No Pumping Near Springs Wells within 500-ft of springs turned off
2D No Pumping From Tuff Wells screened in surficial tuffaceous materials turned off
2E No Distal Pumping Wells distal to streams/springs/tuff and not screened in upper 200-ft turned off
3 No Water Use All surface diversions and groundwater pumping turned off


4 Forest Management Forest treatment on 7,054 acres of oak and Douglas Fir forests
5 Grassland Management Application of organic matter on 2,874 acres of grasslands
6 Runoff Management Manage runoff from 310 acres of developed lands to maximize infiltration
7 Summer Pond Releases Release water from three ponds with a total release of 0.19 cfs from June 15th to Sept 15th


7B Spring Pond Releases Release water from three ponds with a total release of 0.82 cfs from May 7th to May 28th


8 Combined Management Combination of Scenarios 4 through 7


9 CNRM Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the CNRM model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway
10 CCSM4 Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the CCSM4 model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway
11 GFDL Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the GFDL model under the SRES B1 emmisions pathway
12 MIROC esm Climate Change 2070-2099 timeframe future climate as predicted by the MIROC esm model under the rcp8.5 emmisions pathway


13 GFDL & Pond Releases Combination of Scenarios 11 & 7 or 7B
14 GFDL & Combined Management Combination of Scenarios 11 & 7 or 7B


Climate      
Change


 Mitigated


Water Use


Land/Water 
Management


Scenario # Scenario Name Brief Description
Scenario 
Category
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Figure 69:  Distributions of wells excluded in Scenarios 2B-2E.
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Land/Water Management Scenarios 
Six scenarios were developed to evaluate the potential streamflow enhancement resulting from 
large-scale application of landscape management actions including: 4-Forest Management, 5-
Grassland Management, 6-Runoff Management, 7-Summer Pond Releases, 7B-Spring Pond 
Releases, and 8-Combined Management (Table 15).   


Forest Management 
In the aftermath of the 2017 Tubbs Fire which burned through a large swath of the watershed 
and the 2019 Kincade Fire which burned along the north edges of the watershed, there is a very 
high level of awareness and interest in managing forests for reduced fuel loads.  Many of the oak 
woodlands in the watershed are experiencing encroachment by Douglas Fir, and many Douglas 
Fir forests are characterized by high tree densities and abundant ladder fuels.  This scenario is 
designed to represent wide-scale application of forest treatment strategies such as thinning and 
controlled burning (both of which are already occurring in portions of the watershed) and the 
effects of forest treatment on hydrologic conditions and streamflows. 


In consultation with long-time watershed resident and forest manager Rick Kavinoky, we 
performed a forest condition mapping exercise on the Monan’s Rill community property in the 
upper watershed.  We mapped boundaries for nine 0.3-0.7 acre forest stands selected to 
represent a range of species compositions and treatment needs (determined based on 
qualitative assessment of tree densities and health, ladder fuel conditions, and presence of 
encroaching species).  We sampled the Leaf Area Index data discussed in Chapter 4 to determine 
the mean LAI for each of the nine plots.  There was a clear relationship between the stand 
type/treatment need categories and the mean LAI (Table 16).  We used these differences to 
identify forested areas needing treatment throughout the watershed and to adjust the LAI values 
in the model to reflect implementation of treatment work. 


The forest mapping indicated that stands of Black Oak and Oregon Oak not requiring treatment 
had a mean scaled LAI value of 3.1 and that those stands requiring minor or major treatments 
had mean values of 4.8 and 9.2 respectively.  Douglas Fir stands not requiring treatment had a 
mean scaled LAI value of 7.3 and those requiring minor or major treatment had mean values of 
9.5 and 14.8 respectively.  The existing conditions model uses these three forest condition 
categories for oaks and Douglas fir forests along with these threshold LAI values (see Chapter 4), 
and the scenario was implemented by simply changing all minor and major treatment areas to 
no treatment values.  Current forest conditions in areas burned by the Tubbs Fire are not 
captured in the LiDAR-derived LAI data and treatment needs within the burn area are unknown 
but may be expected to be reduced.  We excluded the area of higher severity burn used to 
represent the Tubbs Fire in the calibration model (see Figure 12) from the identified areas 
needing treatment. 


We used the proportional changes in LAI determined for Black/Oregon Oak and Douglas Fir to 
delineate treatment categories and estimate LAI for other species of oaks and for mixed Douglas 
Fir/Tanoak forest which were not included in the mapping at Monan’s Rill.  We also reduced 
rooting depths by 10% in the treated areas to better represent changes in transpiration not  
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Table 16:  Forest plots mapped at Monan’s Rill and associated treatment needs and Leaf Area Index (LAI) values.  


 


 


 


Figure 70:  Areas of oak and Douglas Fir forest included as treated in the forest management scenario (Scenario 
4). 


1 Douglas Fir No 7.3


7 Douglas Fir Minor 9.5


3 Douglas Fir Major 12.9


6 Douglas Fir w/ Tanoak Major 16.5


5 Black Oak No 3.0


8 Oregon Oak No 3.2


4 Black Oak w/ Encroaching Douglas Fir Minor 4.6


9 Oregon Oak w/ Encroaching Douglas Fir Minor 4.9


2 Oregon Oak w/ Encroaching Douglas Fir Major 9.2


Stand Type
Treatment 
Needed?


Plot # Scaled LAI







Mark West Creek - Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 137 
 


 


 


captured by the LAI changes.  The effects of forest treatment on other parameters such as 
overland roughness coefficients and detention storage are more uncertain and were assumed 
not to be affected by treatment for the purposes of this analysis.  There are a total of 7,054 acres 
of treated forest represented in the model scenario which was divided approximately equally 
between various species of oaks (3,428 acres) and Douglas Fir (3,626 acres) (Figure 70). 


Grassland Treatment 
Increasing Soil Organic Carbon (SOC) on grasslands through compost application or strategic 
grazing practices has been identified as an important strategy for sequestering carbon (e.g. Ryals 
& Silver, 2013; Zomer et al., 2017).  In addition to carbon sequestration benefits, increasing SOC 
may result in hydrologic benefits through increases in soil water availability and associated 
effects on seasonal soil water deficits and groundwater recharge.  This scenario is designed to 
examine the potential hydrologic effects of large-scale adoption of grassland management 
practices designed to increase SOC.  We assumed a 3% increase in SOC would be achievable (Flint 
et al., 2018) and related that change in SOC to a change in soil moisture contents at saturation, 
field capacity, and the wilting point based on data from 12 studies compiled by Minasny & 
McBratney (2018).   
 
We implemented the grassland treatments in all grasslands in the model with more than a 2-acre 
contiguous area as identified in the fine-scale vegetation mapping (SCVMLP, 2017) covering a 
total of 2,874 acres (Figure 71).  These grasslands were located in 14 different soil types as 
represented in the model (see Figure 15), and we classified each as fine, medium, or coarse and 
applied the associated mean estimates of the change in moisture contents from a 1% increase in 
SOC from Minasny & McBratney (2018).  We scaled the estimates up to reflect a 3% increase in 
SOC which resulted in increases in soil moisture content at saturation, field capacity, and the 
wilting point of 0.10-0.14, 0.04-0.07, and 0.02-0.03 respectively, and increases in available water 
capacity (AWC) of 0.044-0.068.  These estimates are generally consistent with the changes in 
AWC estimated for a 3% increase in SOC for soils of similar textures by Flint et al., (2018) which 
were based on the work of Saxton & Rawls (2006).  
 
Runoff Management 
Managing runoff from rooftops and impervious areas around residential and other developed 
areas to encourage infiltration has been recognized as an important best management practice 
for new development and is commonly referred to as Low Impact Development (LID).  Most 
developed areas in Mark West Creek watershed were constructed prior to adoption of LID 
techniques.  Traditional runoff management, on the other hand, is more likely to encourage 
runoff to flow quickly away from infrastructure and towards receiving water bodies via 
downspouts, drains, and ditches.  This scenario is designed to examine the potential hydrologic 
benefits of large-scale adoption of LID practices on existing developed lands in the watershed.   
 
We identified areas of contiguous impervious surface in the watershed from the developed 
category in our model land cover data.  This spatial data is based on non-roadway impervious 
areas identified in the fine-scale vegetation map and resampled onto the 0.5-acre model grid.   
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Figure 71:  Treated grasslands included in the grassland management scenario (Scenario 5). 


 


The resampling results in the exclusion of smaller impervious areas and the identification of the 
larger contiguous impervious areas most suitable for runoff management projects with 
potentially significant benefits.  Roads are not represented in the scenario, although large-scale 
management of road runoff could have significant additional hydrologic benefits beyond what 
was simulated here.  Development is most highly concentrated within the Riebli Creek watershed 
which is not considered to have high habitat value and contributes flow to Mark West Creek well 
downstream of the high priority reach.  For these reasons, and to avoid dramatically increasing 
the scale of the scenario for potentially minimal benefit, we excluded Riebli Creek watershed 
from the analysis.   


 
The developed areas represented in the scenario total 310 acres (Figure 72) which is about 76% 
of the total non-roadway impervious area in the watershed outside of the Riebli Creek drainage.  
There are multiple strategies possible for encouraging infiltration of runoff from these lands 
including use of level spreaders, bioswales, or infiltration basins.  The most appropriate strategy  
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Figure 72:  Developed areas included in the runoff management scenario (Scenario 6). 


 


and design for a given location is highly site-specific and implementing the details of these 
stormwater management features is not practical at the 0.5-acre grid scale used in the model.  
Thus, for the purposes of this regional planning-level study we simply assumed that practices 
could be implemented to prevent all runoff generated directly from the identified developed 
lands from leaving the site.  The scenario was implemented in the model by preventing runoff 
from entering or leaving each area through the use of the separated overland flow area option, 
and allowing water to pond, infiltrate, and evapotranspire according to the precipitation patterns 
and soil and evapotranspiration properties present at a given site.   
 
The largest storm event in the 10-yr simulation was approximately a 10-yr event based on 
comparison to NOAA Atlas 14 precipitation frequency estimates.  Thus, for projects to be 
equivalent to the model scenario they would need to be able to handle the peak flows and runoff 
volumes from a 10-yr storm.  The model results indicate that in the upper watershed the 48-hr 
volume from this event over a 0.38 acre average per parcel developed area would be about 0.19 
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to 0.24 ac-ft.  This would require a native soil basin on the order of 2,300 ft2 or a gravel-filled 
basin of about 6,700 ft2.  These basins are large but likely feasible in many cases given the five 
acre average parcel size.  Runoff management projects of a smaller scale are also possible; 
however, the goal of this scenario is consistent with the other scenarios in its focus on estimating 
the maximum potential benefits of runoff management projects. 
 
Pond Releases 
Releasing water from existing ponds has been recognized as a potentially important strategy for 
enhancing streamflows in the lower Russian River and several flow release projects have been 
implemented in recent years in Green Valley and Dutch Bill creeks among other locations.  Most 
of the ponds in the MWC watershed are too small to allow for a viable release project, but we 
identified at least four ponds that appear large enough for such projects, and simulated releases 
for three of them.  Out of respect for the privacy of landowners we are identifying these ponds 
only by their approximate locations.  Available storage volumes for releases are approximate and 
were estimated using the LiDAR-captured water surface elevations as the late-summer residual 
(after water use and infiltration/evaporation losses) storage levels and a simple relationship 
between dam height approximated from the LiDAR and pond storage (USACE, 2018).  
 
The three ponds include one in upper Mark West Creek with approximately 31.9 ac-ft of residual 
storage, one in upper Humbug Creek with approximately 5.2 ac-ft of residual storage, and one in 
upper Mill Creek with approximately 30.9 ac-ft of residual storage (Table 17).  None of these 
ponds have significant consumptive water uses associated with them, therefore releasing water 
to augment streamflow is not expected to require new replacement water sources.  Landowners 
we spoke with expressed concerns about fully depleting ponds because of the desire to maintain 
recreational and aesthetic value and maintain an emergency water source in the event of 
wildfire.  To address these concerns, we have assumed that only half of the available residual 
storage could be released and the other half would be retained in storage for other uses.  We 
also examined the simulated runoff volumes contributing to each pond and found that there is 
ample winter runoff to replenish the relatively small released volumes even during drought 
conditions and under future climate change scenarios. 
 
We developed two flow release scenarios, one focused on enhancing summer juvenile rearing 
habitat (Scenario 7) and one focused on enhancing spring smolt outmigration (Scenario 7b).  The 
summer release covers a 92-day period each year between June 15th and September 15th and 
release rates ranged from 0.014 – 0.088 cfs for a total release rate of ~0.19 cfs.  The spring release 
covers a 21-day period each year between May 7th and May 28th and release rates ranged from 
0.063 to 0.383 cfs for a total release rate of ~0.82 cfs (Table 17).  These periods were selected 
based on review of historical conditions and targeted to increase minimum flow conditions 
during summer and the later portion of the primary outmigration period.  We did not attempt to 
optimize the timing and release rates for this regional planning-level study, however it is likely 
that benefits greater than those simulated in this study could be achieved through adaptively 
managing releases in conjunction with real-time streamflow data which is available at several 
locations from Sonoma Water.    
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Table 17:  Overview of the pond release volumes and rates included in Scenarios 7 and 7b. 


 


 
 


Climate Change Scenarios 
Four model scenarios were developed to evaluate the effects of future climate changes on 
hydrologic and aquatic habitat conditions in the upper Mark West Creek Watershed.  Each of 
these scenarios was based on projections of future climate for the 2070-2099 timeframe derived 
from a Global Circulation Model (GCM) scenario.  The scenarios reflect changes in precipitation 
and temperature as predicted by each GCM, but do not address other aspects of climate change 
that may affect hydrologic and habitat conditions such as long-term changes in vegetation or 
irrigation demands that may occur in response to a modified future climate regime.   


Global Circulation Model Selection 
The selection of the four GCM scenarios (‘futures’) was based largely on the recommendations 
from the Climate Ready North Bay Vulnerability Assessment and the North Coast Resource 
Partnership’s climate planning efforts (Micheli et al., 2016 & 2018).  The vulnerability assessment 
selected a subset of six GCM futures from an ensemble of 18 futures analyzed by the USGS using 
the Basin Characterization Model (BCM) (Flint et al., 2013; Flint & Flint, 2014).  These 18 futures 
were selected from the approximately 100 GCM futures included in the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change’s (IPCC) Fourth and Fifth Assessment Reports (IPCC 2007; 2014) using 
statistical cluster analysis. The North Coast Resource Partnership study selected six of the 
eighteen futures included in the BCM, and our analysis focuses on four of these six (Figure 73 & 
Table 18). 


The selection of these futures was designed to represent the full range of plausible changes to 
precipitation and temperatures, and to include a scenario representative of the mean projections 
(Micheli et al., 2016 & 2018).  Three of the futures represent the “business as usual” emissions 
scenario (rcp 8.5) adopted by the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report (IPPC, 2014).  This pathway 
assumes high population growth and a slow adoption of clean and resource efficient technologies 
with atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations rising to 936 ppm by 2100 (Hayhoe et al., 2017).  
One of the futures represents the “highly mitigated” emissions scenario (sres B1) reflecting a 
future with low population growth and the introduction of clean and resource efficient 
technologies; this pathway is comparable to rcp 4.5 with atmospheric carbon dioxide 
concentrations rising to 650 ppm by 2100 (Hayhoe et al., 2017).  
 


Location
50% of Residual 
Storage (ac-ft)


Sceanrio 7 Summer 
Release Rate (cfs)


Scenario 7b Spring 
Release Rate (cfs)


Upper Mark West Creek 16.0 0.087 0.383


Upper Humbug Creek 2.6 0.014 0.063


Upper Mill Creek 15.5 0.085 0.371


Total 34.0 0.187 0.817
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Table 18: Overview of the four climate change scenarios evaluated with the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


 


 


 


  


 


  
 


Scenario 9 is a “Warm & High Rainfall” scenario based on the CNRM rcp 8.5 future, which projects 
a 37% increase in average annual precipitation and a 6.3°F increase in average maximum 
temperatures by the 2070 - 2099 timeframe relative to 1981 – 2010 (Table 18).  Scenario 10 is a 
“Warm & Moderate Rainfall” scenario based on the CCSM4 rcp 8.5 future, which is close to the 
ensemble mean of the 18 futures selected for use in the BCM model and projects an 8% decrease 
in average annual precipitation and a 5.4°F increase in average maximum temperatures.  Scenario 
11 is a “Warm & Low Rainfall” scenario based on the GFDL sres B1 future which projects a 14% 
decrease in average annual precipitation and a 3.7°F increase in average maximum temperatures 
(Table 18; Figure 73).  Lastly, Scenario 12 is a “Hot & Low Rainfall” scenario based on the MIROC 
esm rcp 8.5 future, which projects a 21% decrease in precipitation and an 11.0°F increase in 
temperature (Table 18).   


Methodology  
For all scenarios, precipitation and minimum and maximum temperature timeseries were derived 
from daily data from the World Climate Research Program’s Coupled Model Intercomparison 
Project Phases 3 & 5 (CMIP3 & CMIP5) (USBR et al., 2013).  The CMIP provides monthly and daily 
outputs from the GCMs included in the IPCC’s Fourth and Fifth Risk Assessments statistically 
downscaled to a uniform 1/8th degree grid using a revised version of the bias corrected 
constructed analog method (BCCA v2).   


Several studies have reported that GCMs are biased towards creating “drizzle” days with trace 
amounts of precipitation (Maurer et al., 2010).  Mauer et al. (2010) claims that the BCCA method 
corrects this issue.  However, when compared to observed precipitation records, downscaled 
precipitation timeseries still contained an un-representatively high number of days with trace 
precipitation.  To address this documented issue, precipitation events with less than 0.02 in/day 
were removed from the precipitation timeseries.  This removed between 50 and 105 trace events 
per year but changed average annual precipitation totals by only 0.6 – 1.2% over the 2070 - 2099 
period.  While this approach may not fully resolve the issue, it removes a  


GCM Emissions Scenario 


Change in  
Annual  


Precipitation  
(%) 


Change in  
Maximum  


Temperature  
( ° F) 


Scenario 9 CNRM rcp 8.5 (business as ususal) 37% 6.3 
Scenario 10 CCSM 4 rcp 8.5 (business as ususal) 8% 5.4 
Scenario 11 GFDL sres B1 (highly mitigated) -14% 3.7 
Scenario 12 MIROC esm rcp 8.5 (business as ususal) -21% 11.0 
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Figure 73: Projected regional changes in average annual precipitation and average maximum summer 
temperatures for the 18 GCMs analyzed using the Basin Characterization Model (BCM), modified from Micheli et 
al., 2016 to show the four scenarios included in this study. 
 


significant number of trace precipitation events which if not filtered out could artificially increase 
simulated canopy interception and evapotranspiration.   


Daily Potential Evapotranspiration (PET) timeseries were calculated from the CMIP minimum and 
maximum daily temperature timeseries using the Hargreaves-Samani Method (Hargreaves & 
Samani, 1982).  These calculations used extraterrestrial solar radiation rates for a flat plane 
located at the model centroid and a KT value of 0.162 calibrated using reported temperature and 
evapotranspiration data from the Windsor CIMIS station.  More details about the PET calculations 
can be found in Chapter 4.   


As in the existing conditions model, precipitation and PET zone-based distributions were 
developed to account for the spatial variations in these parameters across the model domain.  
Precipitation zones are based on 1-inch average annual isohyets derived from the BCM 2070 - 
2099 average annual precipitation dataset for each selected GCM future.  Future PET 
distributions were created using the same methodology as the historic distribution discussed in 
the Chapter 4, in this case using average 2070 - 2099 monthly minimum and maximum 
temperature distributions from the BCM model.  These distributions show similar spatial patterns 
to the historic distribution, although the range of values across each distribution varies 
significantly.  Precipitation and PET timeseries were applied to these distributions using the same 
scaling factor approach as for historic conditions.   


Scenario 11 - “Warm & Low Rainfall” 


Scenario 10 - “Warm & Moderate Rainfall” 


Scenario 9 - “Warm & High Rainfall” 


Scenario 12 - “Hot & Low Rainfall” 
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Scaling factors were calculated as the ratio of the value for each zone and the 2070 - 2099 means 
for the timeseries.  Adjustments were made to the scaling factors applied for precipitation to 
correct for a high precipitation bias in the BCM dataset relative to historical conditions as 
observed at local climate stations (see Chapter 4 for further discussion).  These adjustments were 
calculated such that simulated precipitation means preserve the percentage increases in mean  
annual precipitation between the 1981 – 2010 and 2070 – 2099 normals as estimated by the 
BCM. 


To reduce computational requirements, each climate scenario uses timeseries from a continuous 
representative 10-year subset of the processed CMIP timeseries from the 2070 - 2099 period.  
These subsets were selected such that average annual precipitation was within 2% of the average 
annual precipitation estimated for the 2070 - 2099 normal for each future and such that each 
subset contained at least one extremely dry and one extremely wet year, as well as a multi-year 
drought (if present in the original 30-yr period).  A summary of the annual and daily precipitation 
and PET inputs for the selected periods is shown in Figure 74-Figure 77.  While the results of these 
scenarios will be compared against one another, it is not necessary for these time periods to 
match.  GCMs simulate general climatic conditions, not specific weather events, and one would 
not expect conditions modeled for a given year to be comparable to conditions modeled for the 
same year using a different GCM.   


Inputs Summary 
Besides the changes in average annual precipitation and average maximum temperatures shown 
above in Table 18, the GCMs used as the basis for these scenarios predict several important inter- 
and intra-annual changes in precipitation and PET.  Previous studies of large GCM ensembles 
have indicated that precipitation will become more volatile, that large precipitation events will 
become more frequent, and that the seasonal distribution of precipitation will concentrate in the 
core winter months (e.g. Swain et al., 2018).  To assess the degree to which each of the selected 
GCM futures reflect these projected trends, several statistics were calculated.  These include the 
frequency of historically wet and dry years (defined by the 80th and 20th percentile annual 
precipitation totals), the magnitude of large precipitation events (maximum 24-hr precipitation), 
and the seasonal distribution of precipitation (defined by the ratio of precipitation occurring 
during the core winter months of November - February and the peripheral months of October, 
March, and April).  The baseline for these comparisons is the 2009-2019 simulation period, 
however as discussed in Chapter 4, conditions during this period are broadly representative of 
1981-2010 conditions which is widely used as the baseline period for interpreting future climate 
changes.  


The Scenario 9 (CNRM rcp8.5) future projects a general shift towards wetter conditions.  Both 
the frequency and magnitude of wet years increases, as well as the frequency of higher intensity 
precipitation events (Table 19 & Figures 74-77).  Much of this additional precipitation is projected 
during the core winter months, leading to a marked shift in the seasonal precipitation 
distribution.  However, despite the large increase in average precipitation, the frequency and 
magnitude of dry years is projected to remain similar to historic conditions.  Despite the low 
increase in average annual precipitation, the Scenario 10 (CCSM4 rcp8.5) future projects a large 
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increase in annual and seasonal variability (Table 19 & Figures 74-77).  It projects the single 
highest annual precipitation total (80.2 in), the greatest inter-annual variability, and the strongest 
seasonal shift in precipitation towards the winter months.  It also predicts individual dry years of 
similar frequency and magnitude to historical conditions, but more frequent multi-year droughts. 


The Scenario 11 (GFDL sresB1) future projects a general shift towards drier conditions, with 
increases in both the frequency and intensity of droughts (Table 19 & Figures 74-77).  Although 
the MIROC esm rcp8.5 future projects slightly drier average conditions, the GFDL sres B1 future 
projects the single driest year, with an average of 11.8 inches of precipitation.  This future also 
projects the lowest precipitation intensities, with maximum daily rainfall totals of less than 2.0 in 
for most years.  The Scenario 12 (MIROC esm rcp8.5) future also projects a general shift towards 
drier conditions with both the frequency and intensity of droughts increasing (Table 19 & Figures 
74-77).  Historically dry years are projected to become roughly twice as common and 
precipitation decreases by up to 30% during the driest years.  Although no years with annual 
totals exceeding the historic 80th percentile are projected, moderately wet years with up to 47 
inches of precipitation are still present.  During these wetter years, maximum daily precipitation 
totals are projected to be similar to historic conditions, but much lower during normal and drier 
years. 


Despite the large differences in future projections between the scenarios, all four scenarios share 
some commonalities.  Regardless of the scenario, droughts are predicted to become more 
extreme and precipitation is predicted to have increased seasonality with more precipitation 
focused in the core winter months.  Additionally, all four scenarios predict increases in PET which 
vary between scenarios based on the magnitude of the predicted increases in temperatures and 
represent increases of about 6-14% relative to historic conditions (Table 19 & Figures 74-77).   


Mitigated Scenarios 
To evaluate the scale of the predicted changes in hydrologic conditions under future climate 
relative to potential streamflow enhancement actions, we developed two mitigated scenarios.  
Scenario 13 combines the GFDL future climate simulation (Scenario 11) with the pond release 
scenarios (Scenarios 7 and 7B), and Scenario 14 combines the GFDL future climate with the 
combined management scenario (Scenario 8) (Table 15).  To keep the number of scenarios to a 
reasonable level, we only ran the mitigation scenarios using future climate as predicted by the 
GFDL model.  We selected this model because our results showed that it represented the second 
most extreme predictions of future changes in streamflows which we felt would provide the best 
overall picture of the degree of climate change induced impacts to streamflows that could be 
mitigated with the investigated management actions.  A higher degree of mitigation would likely 
be possible if future climate more closely resembles the CNRM or CCSM4 model predictions and 
less mitigation would be possible if future climate more closely resembles the MIROC esm model 
predictions.   
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Table 19: Summary of key climate statistics for each climate scenario evaluated with the MWC hydrologic model. 


 


Historic
Scenario 9 


CNRM
Scenario 10 


CCSM4
Scenario 11 


GFDL
Scenario 12 
MIROC esm


Average Annual Precipitation (in) 36.0 49.3 38.9 30.9 28.6
Maximum Annual Precipitation (in) 61.2 75.2 80.2 46.9 47.3
Minimum Annual Precipitation (in) 19.5 18.6 17.6 11.8 13.3
Interannual Variability (in) 12.9 16.5 20.2 10.6 9.4


Frequency of 80th Percentile Historic Annual Precipitation - 5 2 0 0
Frequency of 20th Percentile Historic Annual Precipitation - 2 3 5 4
Seasonal Precipitation Distribution (Core:Periphery) 2.0 4.6 5.3 3.4 3.9
Maximum 24-hr Precipitation (in) 4.7 7.3 5.0 4.5 4.8


Average Annual PET (in) 45.4 50.1 49.5 48.0 51.7
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Figure 74:  Spatially averaged annual precipitation within the model domain for each of the four selected climate 
scenarios (dashed black lines indicate the 2070-2099 mean). 
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Figure 75: Spatially averaged annual Potential Evapotranspiration (PET) within the model domain for each of the 
four selected climate scenarios (dashed black lines indicate the 2070-2099 mean). 
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Figure 76: Spatially averaged daily precipitation used in scenarios (a) CNRM rcp8.5, (b) CCSM4 rcp8.5, (c) GFDL 
SRES B1, and (d) MIROC esm rcp8.5. 
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Figure 77: Spatially averaged daily Potential Evapotranspiration (PET) used in scenarios (a) CNRM rcp8.5, (b) 
CCSM4 rcp8.5, (c) GFDL SRES B1, and (d) MIROC esm rcp8.5. 
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Results 


Water Use Scenarios 
The no surface water diversion scenario (Scenario 1) revealed that the sustained cumulative 
effect of diversions in the watershed is relatively small.  With diversions turned off, the average 
summer discharges increased by less than 0.01 cfs in most of the upper and middle reaches of 
Mark West Creek and by up to 0.03 cfs in the lowest reaches (Figure 78).  The effects of diversions 
on mean springtime streamflow was similar but slightly greater than the summertime effects, 
with stream discharge increasing by 0.02-0.04 cfs at most locations downstream of Humbug 
Creek (Figure 81) with all diversions turned off.  We compiled hourly discharge results to evaluate 
potential short-term diversion effects not captured with the mean summer discharge 
comparison.  This revealed that diversions do have more significant short-term impacts on 
streamflow, with short-term increases in discharge under Scenario 1 of about 0.05 cfs upstream 
of Humbug Creek, 0.09 cfs downstream of Humbug Creek, and 0.07 cfs below Porter Creek (Figure 
78). 


The diversion impacts are discernable but minimal downstream of Monan’s Rill and reach a 
maximum just downstream of Humbug Creek which has a high concentration of diversions 
(Figure 79).  The timing of the simulated streamflow reductions is closely related to the model 
input assumptions regarding diversion timing and therefore the greatest changes occur on the 
first of each month when all diversions are active and are near zero during times when few 
diversions are active.  Hence, it is likely that the short-term impacts are exaggerated given that 
the assumptions of coincident timing create a worst-case scenario.  It is interesting to note that 
the fluctuations in flow throughout the summer due to other factors are generally larger than 
the fluctuations caused by diversions, therefore it would be very difficult or impossible to discern 
diversion impacts from examination of streamflow records alone (Figure 79).   


The no groundwater pumping scenario (Scenario 2) revealed that the cumulative effect of 
groundwater pumping in the watershed is larger than that of surface water diversion but of 
modest magnitude.  With groundwater pumping turned off, the average summer discharge 
increased by less than 0.01 cfs in the upper reaches of Mark West Creek and by up to about 0.06 
cfs in the lowest reaches (Figure 80).  Mean springtime discharge increases show a similar pattern 
to the summer increases with slightly larger changes (Figure 81).  Examination of the water 
balance revealed that the aquifer system takes at least several decades to fully adjust to the 
change in pumping regime, and the reported flow increases represent the 10-yr period following 
40-yrs of no pumping.  Over the first 10-yr simulation cycle with no pumping, most of the volume 
that would have been pumped could be accounted for by increased groundwater storage, with 
only about 18% of the volume manifesting as increased groundwater discharge.  During the fifth 
10-yr cycle, the changes in storage were minimal and increased groundwater discharge 
accounted for about 76% of the pumped volume (Figure 82).  Most of the remaining volume can 
be accounted for by increases in AET from the saturated zone and small decreases in recharge 
which serve to partially buffer the effects of pumping on streamflow (Figure 82).   
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We also examined the monthly changes in streamflow and other water balance components and 
found that volumetrically, the largest streamflow depletions occurred during December through 
April (~0.50 cfs at the watershed outlet) and the lowest rates occurred during July through 
September (0.06 cfs).  This may seem counter-intuitive given that pumping rates peak in June 
and are at a minimum in January, however it is necessary to consider all of the effects of pumping 
on the water balance together to gain an understanding of the mechanisms behind the depletion 
seasonality.  The largest month-to-month changes in the water balance occur as changes in 
storage.  With pumping turned off and associated seasonal pumping drawdowns eliminated, not 
as much water enters storage during the recharge season resulting in more water available to 
contribute to groundwater discharge (Figure 83).  Another significant but lesser effect is that 
higher groundwater elevations during the dry season result in more water available to riparian 
vegetation which serves to partially offset summer streamflow depletion through increases in 
AET from the saturated zone (Figure 83).  This analysis suggests that strategies focused on 
deferring dry season pumping in favor of wet season pumping and storage (which may be 
effective in alluvial aquifers with short response time-scales) may not be very effective in bedrock 
aquifer settings like Mark West Creek.  It is also important to note that the seasonal storage and 
AET effects from increasing levels of pumping may be expected to be asymptotic, and that since 
the total pumping volumes in the watershed are relatively low (~3% of annual infiltration 
recharge), the seasonality of streamflow depletion may be expected to become less pronounced 
under higher pumping stresses. 


Results of the selective no pumping scenarios (Scenarios 2B-2E) indicate that the magnitude of 
summer streamflow depletion after 40-50 years of pumping does vary depending on distance 
from streams and springs, and likely also depending on well screen (perforated well casing) depth 
and hydrogeologic properties.  To account for small differences in pumping volume reductions 
between the scenarios, we normalized the streamflow results by the change in pumping volume.  
Mean summer streamflow at the outlet of the watershed increased by 0.026 cfs per 100 ac-ft of 
pumping decrease for wells located within 500-ft of streams and screened within the upper 200-
ft of aquifer material (Scenario 2B) (Table 20).  This rate is approximately 137% of the rate 
determined for all wells from Scenario 2 (0.019 cfs/100 ac-ft of pumping decrease).  The highest 
rate (0.029 cfs per 100 ac-ft of pumping decrease) was for wells located within 500-ft of springs 
(Scenario 2C).  Wells screened within tuffaceous materials (Scenario 2D) showed streamflow 
effects similar to the average for all wells, and wells located more than 1,200-ft from streams and 
springs and not screened in the upper 200-ft of aquifer material (Scenario 2E) showed the 
smallest effects, with a rate of streamflow increase of 0.017 cfs per 100-ac-ft of pumping 
decrease which represents about 89% of the rate determined for all wells (Table 20).   


This analysis suggests that proximity to springs and streams can be useful in determining the 
relative magnitudes of summer streamflow depletion within the 50-yr timeframe.  However, it is 
important to note that all wells (including those distant from streams and screened at depth) 
may still be expected to result in streamflow depletion and the rate of depletion from near 
stream wells screened in the upper 200-ft was only about 1.7 times the rate for distant wells 
screened at depths greater than 200-ft (Table 20).  It is also apparent that the 50-yr simulation 
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timeframe is not long enough for the system to fully adjust to a change in pumping regime, and 
over longer timeframes it may be expected that the differences between proximal and distal well 
impacts would decline.   


Simulation results from the no water use scenario (Scenario 3)  which represents conditions in 
the 10-yr period following 40-yrs without water use indicate that the cumulative effect of all 
surface and groundwater uses in the watershed is equivalent to approximately 8% of summer 
streamflow.  With all water uses turned off, mean summer streamflow increased by 0.01 to 0.02 
cfs upstream of Van Buren Creek, by 0.02 to 0.04 cfs between Van Buren and Porter Creeks, and 
by 0.04 to 0.09 cfs in the reaches downstream of Porter Creek (Figure 80). 


 


 


Figure 78:  Changes to mean and minimum summer streamflow, and maximum hourly changes from cessation of 
all surface water diversions (Scenario 1).  
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Figure 79:  Simulated changes to hourly streamflow in Mark West Creek below Monan’s Rill and below Humbug 
Creek resulting from cessation of all surface water diversions (Scenario 1). 
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Figure 80: Simulated changes to mean summer streamflow for the three water use scenarios (Scenarios 1-3). 
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Figure 81: Simulated changes to mean spring streamflow for the three water use scenarios (Scenarios 1-3). 


 


Monan’s Rill 
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Figure 82:  Changes to annual groundwater water balance components resulting from cessation of all 
groundwater pumping (Scenario 2) for each of the five 10-yr simulation cycles. 
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Figure 83:  Mean monthly changes in the groundwater water balance resulting from cessation of all groundwater 
pumping (Scenario 2) for the fifth 10-yr simulation cycle. 


 


Table 20:  Summer streamflow depletion normalized by pumping volume for the various no pumping scenarios 
over the fifth 10-yr simulation cycle (Scenarios 2 & 2B-2E).  


 


 


Scenario # Scenario Name


Change in Mean 
Summer Discharge 


(cfs/100 ac-ft of 
pumping)


2 No Groundwater Pumping 0.019


2B No Pumping Near Streams 0.026


2C No Pumping Near Springs 0.029


2D No Pumping From Tuff 0.019


2E No Distal Pumping 0.017
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Land/Water Management Scenarios 


Forest, Grassland, and Runoff Management 
The forest management scenario (Scenario 4) resulted in modest increases in mean summer 
discharges of 0.02 – 0.04 cfs throughout most of Mark West Creek upstream of Porter Creek and 
increases of 0.04 – 0.06 cfs below Porter Creek (Figure 84).  These changes are equivalent to a 4-
11% increase in mean summer flow depending on the location, and the average change over the 
full anadromous length of Mark West Creek was ~6%.  The grassland management scenario 
(Scenario 5) resulted in smaller increases in mean summer flows of 0.02 or less throughout Mark 
West Creek (Figure 84).  The runoff management scenario (Scenario 6) resulted in modest 
increases in mean summer discharges of less than 0.02 cfs upstream of Porter Creek.  The 
majority of the area included in the scenario is located within and downstream of the Porter 
Creek watershed, and there is a substantial increase in the flow enhancement benefits below the 
confluence with Mark West Creek with mean summer discharges increasing by 0.06 - 0.12 cfs in 
the downstream reaches (Figure 86). 


Increases in springtime streamflow for the forest management scenario were much larger than 
the changes for summer streamflow with increases of 0.5 - 0.6 cfs below Humbug Creek and 0.7 
- 0.9 below Porter Creek (Figure 85); these changes represent 4 - 6% of the total flow.  The 
changes in springtime streamflow for the forest management scenario are about three to five 
times larger than the changes for the other management scenarios.  Springtime streamflow  
changes for the grassland management scenario were also larger than the summer changes with 
increases of 0.06 - 0.08 cfs below Humbug Creek and 0.10 - 0.18 cfs below Porter Creek (Figure 
85).  The runoff management scenario produced a similar but slightly greater increase in 
springtime streamflow relative to summer streamflow (Figure 87). 


Comparison of the watershed-wide mean annual water balance between existing conditions and 
Scenarios 4 - 6 indicates that all three strategies (forest-, grassland-, and runoff-management) 
result in increases in infiltration recharge on the order of 2 - 4% on an annual basis (Figure 88). 
The mechanisms behind these increases are different for each case.  Forest management results 
in about a 5% decrease in AET on treated lands which equates to a 1.4% decrease watershed-
wide (579 ac-ft/yr) resulting in more water available for both runoff and infiltration recharge 
(Figure 88).  In contrast, grassland management results in only minimal changes in AET and runoff 
and the increases in infiltration recharge are accomplished through increased soil water storage 
capacity which serves to extend the timeframe over which recharge can occur.  Runoff 
management decreases runoff directly, resulting in both increases in infiltration recharge and 
AET (Figure 88).   


The increases in infiltration recharge for all three scenarios represent a substantial volume of 
water (230-420 ac-ft/yr) which manifests in part through increases in groundwater discharge to 
streams as interflow, baseflow, and springflow (Figure 88).  The springflow response is of 
particular interest in that springflow has been identified as the primary process generating 
summer streamflow in the watershed.  The forest management scenario resulted in the largest 
increases in springflow (6.4%), followed by runoff management (3.9%), and grassland 
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management (1.9%).  The relative influence of the management actions on springflow is 
controlled in part by the spatial distribution of treatment areas.  For example, the forest 
management scenario generates the largest increase in springflow despite generating the 
smallest increase in infiltration recharge owing to the concentrations of both springs and 
treatment areas in the upper watershed.   


It is apparent that location on the landscape influences how changes in infiltration recharge are 
expressed, with the forest management scenario resulting in the smallest increases in recharge 
but the largest increases in springflow due to both treated forest areas and springs being 
concentrated in the upper watershed.  It is also important to note that the acreages involved in 
the three scenarios are intended to represent large-scale implementation based on existing 
potential on the landscape, therefore the locations and acreages involved are very different 
between the scenarios.  To compare the relative hydrologic effects of these various management 
actions it is useful to normalize the results by acres of managed area.  This exercise reveals that 
runoff management is by far the most effective strategy with per area increases in summer 
streamflow 36 times greater than forest management and 51 times greater than grassland 
management (Table 21).  The level of effort required to manage stormwater from one acre is, 
however, expected to be significantly greater than the effort involved in management of one acre 
of forest or grassland.  Additional discussion of comparisons between strategies is included below 
under the heading Summary and Comparison of Scenarios. 


Pond Releases 
The summer pond release scenario (Scenario 7) resulted in the largest increases in summer 
streamflow of any of the scenarios discussed thus far.  Between the  pond release in upper Mark 
West Creek  and the confluence with Mill Creek where the lower release enters, mean summer 
discharges increase by 0.06 – 0.07 cfs with the exception of localized increases of up to 0.09 cfs 
just downstream of the confluence of Humbug Creek where the middle release enters.  Below 
the lower release on Mill Creek, discharges increase by 0.14 to 0.16 cfs (Figure 85).  Averaged 
across the full length of anadromy in Mark West Creek, the changes in streamflow represent an 
increase in mean summer streamflow of approximately 13%.   


The predominance of gaining conditions in most reaches of the stream result in only limited flow 
losses downstream of the releases, which makes this strategy particularly well-suited for this 
watershed which is characterized by a lack of thick alluvial deposits.  The increase in summer 
streamflow above the middle release at Humbug Creek is equivalent to about 80% of the upper 
release rate and the increase in streamflow at the watershed outlet is equivalent to about 84% 
of the total release rate from all three releases.  The losing reach below Porter Creek does reduce 
the increase in streamflow locally by about 0.02 cfs, but this effect does not persist downstream 
since much of the water that infiltrates through the streambed in this reach discharges back to 
the stream downstream. 


The spring pond release scenario produced a similar but slightly smaller increase in springtime 
flows (Scenario 7B) than in summer flows (Scenario 7) (Figure 87).  The spring pond release 
scenario was designed to increase flows over a short (3-week) period coinciding with the timing 
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of the end of typical peak smolt outmigration in May.  Examination of discharge and riffle depth 
hydrographs during the 2014 drought shows that the springtime releases substantially increase 
flows in the high priority reach during this critical time period extending the duration of passable 
conditions by approximately two weeks (Figure 89).  The summer pond release scenario increases 
riffle depths significantly over the critical summer low flow period, but these changes are not 
large enough to maintain depths above 0.2-ft (Figure 89). 


Combined Management 
When all the land/water management scenarios are combined (Scenarios 4 - 7), mean summer 
discharge in Mark West Creek increased by 0.05 – 0.10 cfs between Monan’s Rill and Van Buren 
Creek and by 0.10 – 0.15 between Van Buren Creek and Porter Creek.  Downstream of Porter 
Creek streamflow increased by 0.25 – 0.35 cfs (Figure 90).  These changes are similar but slightly 
less than the sum of the changes of the four individual scenarios.  Averaged across the full length 
of anadromy in Mark West Creek, the changes in streamflow represent an increase in mean 
summer streamflow of approximately 23%.   


 


 


Figure 84 Simulated changes to mean summer streamflow for the forest and grassland management scenarios 
(Scenarios 4-5). 
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Figure 85: Simulated changes to mean springtime streamflow for the forest and grassland management scenarios 
(Scenarios 4-5). 


 


Figure 86: Simulated changes to mean springtime streamflow for the runoff management and summer pond 
release scenarios (Scenarios 6 & 7). 
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Figure 87: Simulated changes to mean springtime streamflow for the runoff management and springtime pond 
release scenarios (Scenarios 6 & 7B). 


 
Figure 88:  Percent change in select water balance components for Scenarios 4-6. 
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Figure 89:  Spring and summer 2014 discharge (top) and riffle depth (bottom) in Mark West Creek below Humbug 
Creek for existing conditions and the spring and summer pond release scenarios (Scenarios 7 & 7B).  
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Table 21:  Change in mean summer streamflow for forest, grassland, and runoff management (Scenarios 4-6) 
normalized to a 100-acre treatment area.  


 
 


 


Figure 90:  Simulated changes to the 10-yr average mean summer streamflow for the combined management 
scenario (Scenario 8; note the scale in the legend is different from previous figures for other scenarios). 


 


Climate Change Scenarios 


The four climate change scenarios (Scenarios 9-12) generated a wide range of predictions of 
future (2070-2099 timeframe) changes in discharge in Mark West Creek; nevertheless, there are 
some commonalities in the predictions of future streamflow trajectories.  The average 10-yr 
mean monthly discharge is predicted to increase during late fall and winter in three of the four 
scenarios, with mean January flows in the CNRM scenario more than 2.5 times greater than 
existing conditions (Figure 91).  All four scenarios show large decreases in discharge during spring 
with mean monthly flows during March decreasing by 48-71%.  The predictions for summer flows 
are more variable with two scenarios predicting decreases in the mean monthly August flow on 
the order of 38-51% and one predicting increases of 26% (Figure 91).  The future changes are 
even more extreme during drought conditions where winter flows are predicted to decrease 
dramatically in all four scenarios with high streamflow events becoming essentially non-existent 


Scenario # Scenario Name


Change in Mean 
Summer Discharge 


(cfs/100 acres of 
treatment area)


4 Forest Management 0.0010


5 Grassland Management 0.0007


6 Runoff Management 0.0355
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in the GFDL scenario (Figure 92).  The declines in springtime flows are also extreme with 
decreases in mean monthly discharge in March of 60-97% (Figure 92).  


More careful review of the range of predicted changes in summer flows reveals that mean 
summer discharges increase in the CNRM scenario by about 0.1 - 0.2 cfs throughout Mark West 
Creek, whereas in the MIROC esm scenario, discharges between Van Buren Creek and Porter 
Creek drop from about 0.5 - 0.8 cfs to 0.3 - 0.4 cfs, and below Porter Creek flows drop from about 
1.0 - 1.5 cfs to 0.6 - 0.8 cfs (Figure 93).  In contrast to the variable predictions in mean summer 
discharges, all four models predict large decreases in mean spring discharges.  The CNRM 
scenario produces the smallest decreases with flows in Mark West Creek decreasing from 4-10 
cfs to 0.5 - 1 cfs between Van Buren and Porter Creeks and from 10-20 cfs to 1 - 2 cfs downstream 
of Porter Creek (Figure 94).  The MIROC esm scenario predicts even more dramatic decreases in 
springtime discharges with flow of <0.5 cfs between Van Buren Creek and Porter Creek and <1 
cfs below Porter Creek (Figure 94). 


Examination of the 10-yr mean annual water balance (representative of the 2070-2099 
timeframe) reveals that the four climate scenarios predict very different changes to the mean 
annual water balance.  Precipitation changes range from a 37% increase in the CNRM scenario to 
a 20% decrease in the MIROC esm scenario (Figure 95).  The significantly higher precipitation in 
the CNMR scenario leads to increases in AET of about 13%, whereas the other three scenarios 
result in modest decreases in AET of between 2 and 7%.  Runoff is predicted to increase in the 
CNRM and CCSM4 scenarios by 26-69% and decrease in the GFDL and MIROC esm scenarios by 
25 - 32% (Figure 95).  The CNRM scenario predicts large increases in both infiltration recharge 
(44%) and streambed recharge (33%), the CCSM4 model predicts minimal changes in recharge, 
and the GFDL and MIROC esm scenarios predict significant decreases in infiltration recharge (29 
- 40%) and streambed recharge (17 - 25%).  Increased recharge in the CNRM scenario results in 
increases in groundwater discharge expressed as interflow (32%), baseflow (11%), and springflow 
(36%).  Similarly, groundwater discharge decreases in the scenarios that predict decreases in 
recharge.  The largest decreases are predicted by the MIROC esm scenario where interflow, 
baseflow, and springflow are predicted to decrease by 30, 21, and 46% respectively (Figure 95).  


Comparison of the water balance for the driest of the 10 years in each simulation reveals that 
the trajectories of the changes in the water balance between the four scenarios are more similar 
during drought conditions than for long term average conditions.  AET is predicted to increase in 
all four models while runoff, infiltration recharge, and streambed recharge are predicted to 
decrease (Figure 96).  The GFDL drought predictions are extreme with close to a complete loss of 
both runoff and infiltration recharge.  The groundwater discharge results remain variable 
between the scenarios with the CNRM and CCSM4 scenarios resulting in increased discharge 
during droughts and the GFDL and MIROC esm scenarios resulting in decreased groundwater 
discharge reflecting that groundwater discharge responds more to long-term fluctuations in 
climate rather than individual water year conditions (Figure 96). 


All four scenarios indicate increases in Climatic Water Deficit (CWD).  The mean CWD for the 
watershed over the 10-yr simulation period is predicted to increase from 26.0 in/yr under existing 
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conditions to between 30.3 and 33.9 in/yr under future climate conditions.  Increases in CWD of 
this magnitude (17-30%) may be expected to lead to significant changes in vegetation 
communities and increases in fire risk.  It is important to note that these simulations represent 
the hydrologic effects of changes in climate but do not include secondary effects that may be 
expected under a significantly altered future climate regime such as changes in vegetation cover 
and irrigation water demands. 


 


 


Figure 91:  Comparison of mean monthly streamflow averaged over the 10-yr simulation periods  for existing 
conditions and the four climate change scenarios (Scenarios 9-12). 
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Figure 92:  Comparison of mean monthly streamflow for the driest water year in each 10-yr simulation period  for 
existing conditions and the four climate change scenarios (Scenarios 9-12). 
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Figure 93:  Simulated 10-yr average mean summer streamflow for existing conditions and the CNRM and MIROC 
esm scenarios (Scenarios 9 & 12) which represent the end-member predictions from the four climate change 
scenarios. 


 


Monan’s Rill 
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Figure 94:  Simulated 10-yr average mean springtime streamflow for existing conditions and the CNRM and MIROC 
esm scenarios (Scenarios 9 & 12) which represent the end-member predictions from the four climate change 
scenarios. 


Monan’s Rill 
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Figure 95: Percent change in various components of the water balance averaged over the 10-yr simulation periods  
for the four climate change scenarios relative to existing conditions. 


 


Figure 96: Percent change in various components of the water balance for the driest water year in each 10-yr 
simulation period  for the four climate change scenarios relative to existing conditions.  
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Mitigated Scenarios 
We combined the pond release scenarios (Scenarios 7 & 7B) and the combined management 
scenario (Scenario 8) with the GFDL climate scenario (Scenario 11) to evaluate the degree to 
which the various management actions may be capable of mitigating the changes in streamflow 
associated with future climate.  We selected the GFDL model because it represents the second 
lowest predictions of future spring and summer streamflow of the four climate scenarios which 
provides a good benchmark for evaluating the scale of the management effects.  If future climate 
more closely resembles the CNRM or CCSM4 scenarios the mitigating effects of the management 
actions would likely be larger than what is shown here, whereas if future climate more closely 
resembles the MIROC esm scenario, less mitigation would likely be possible.  


The GFDL scenario predicts decreases in mean summer discharge of about 0.20 − 0.42 cfs at most 
locations in Mark West Creek, and the summer pond releases are large enough to significantly 
reduce these declines down to about 0.15 − 0.25 cfs (Figure 97).  The combined actions of 
summer pond releases and forest, grassland, and recharge management generate increases in 
flow that are large enough to fully offset the predicted effects of the GFDL future climate on 
summer streamflows (Figure 97).  None of the actions are capable of fully mitigating against the 
large decreases in springtime flows predicted by the climate scenarios; nevertheless, springtime 
flow releases may provide a critical management strategy to provide passable flow conditions for 
short critical periods of time during smolt outmigration.   


Examination of riffle depth hydrographs below Humbug Creek during the driest water year in 
each 10-yr simulation cycle shows that under the GFDL future climate, riffle depths only reach 
the 0.2-ft minimum fish passage threshold for brief periods during March through May (Figure 
98).  This represents a dramatic change in the passage conditions experienced by outmigrants. 
Under existing conditions depths remain above 0.3-ft until mid-April and above 0.2-ft until early 
May.  Springtime pond releases appear to be large enough to allow for a more sustained (several 
week) period with riffle depths remaining around 0.2-ft; in this scenario, releases were targeted 
towards the end of the primary outmigration period in May (Figure 98).  Greater riffle depths 
could likely be achieved over shorter periods by increasing release rates and decreasing 
durations.  The combined actions of summer pond releases, forest, grassland, and runoff 
management also had an appreciable effect on summer riffle depths generating depths under 
GFDL future climate that resemble those for existing climate (Figure 98).  These findings suggest 
that aggressive management is capable of offsetting most or all of the summer declines in 
streamflow predicted for the GFDL future climate.     
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Figure 97: Simulated changes to the 10-yr mean summer streamflow for the GFDL future climate, the GFDL & 
spring pond release scenario (Scenario 13), and the GFDL & combined management scenario (Scenario 14). 


Monan’s Rill 
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Figure 98:  Spring and summer riffle depths for the driest year in the 10-yr simulation in Mark West Creek below 
Humbug Creek for existing conditions, GFDL future climate scenario (Scenario 11), the GFDL & springtime pond 
release scenario (Scenario 13), and the GFDL & combined management scenario (Scenario 14).  


 


Summary and Comparison of Scenarios 
Comparison of the changes in summer streamflow between the various scenarios indicates that 
the sustained cumulative effect of surface water and groundwater use are approximately equal 
and that cessation of all water use would eventually increase mean summer streamflow by about 
6% in the ~4-mile high priority reach below Alpine Creek and ~8% at the watershed outlet (Figure 
99).  The pond release scenario generated the largest increases in summer streamflow of the 
stand-alone scenarios, with increases of about 13 - 14%.  In the high priority reach, the next 
largest increases were from the forest management scenario, followed by the recharge 
management scenario (Figure 99).  At the watershed outlet this order was reversed owing to the 
concentration of forest treatment areas in the upper watershed and the concentration of 
developed areas included in the runoff management scenario in the lower watershed.  Runoff 
management generated about a 3% increase in summer streamflow in the high priority reach 
and a 10% increase at the outlet, whereas forest management generated about a 6% increase at 
both locations.  The grassland management scenario generated the smallest increases in summer 
flows on the order of 2% (Figure 99).   


The climate change scenarios generated a wide range of predictions with three of the four 
scenarios indicating decreases in summer streamflow of between 6 and 47% and one scenario 
indicating increases of about 15 - 19% (Figure 99).  The mitigated scenarios indicate that pond 
releases can likely offset a significant portion of the projected decreases in summer streamflow 
predicted by some of the models and if combined with forest, grassland, and runoff 
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management, are likely large enough to completely offset the projected decreases (Figure 99).  If 
future climate more closely resembles the predictions of the CNRM or CCSM4 models, pond 
releases and combined management would be expected to result in flow enhancement above 
existing conditions. 


The various large-scale flow enhancement actions represented by the scenarios and the 
foregoing comparisons are intended to represent implementation of projects of a given type 
based on the maximum potential on the landscape.  The scenarios vary widely in their scale, 
feasibility, and expected cost.  To better understand the relative streamflow benefits of 
implementing a given project, we normalized the simulated increases in streamflow based on 
areas for a ‘typical’ parcel/project in the watershed (Figure 100).  To normalize the surface water 
diversion scenario results, we assumed a new well would be drilled to replace the entire diversion 
volume with groundwater pumping.  We divided the cumulative diversion effects by the total 
number of diversions and then subtracted the cumulative groundwater pumping effects 
normalized by the volume of diversion offset.  In most cases it is not possible or practical to 
completely offset groundwater pumping with rainwater or runoff capture and storage.  
Installation of storage tanks is a common and practical means of offsetting groundwater pumping 
and we assumed 10,000 gallons of tank storage offset to normalize the groundwater pumping 
scenario results.  The average per parcel acreages of forest treatment, grassland treatment, and 
impervious area represented by the scenarios was used to normalize the results for these three 
scenarios; these acreages were 5.6, 4.6, and 0.38 acres respectively.  The pond release scenario 
was normalized by simply dividing the cumulative enhancement benefits by the number of 
release projects (three). 


We also developed a rough cost estimate for each typical project and normalized the results again 
based on a $25,000 project cost.  The six projects and estimated costs include: 


• Groundwater Pumping Offset – installation of a 10,000 gallon rainwater catchment tank 
and associated reduction in groundwater pumping - $38,000 


• Surface Diversion Replacement – replacement of a direct or spring diversion with a new 
groundwater well - $33,000 


• Runoff Management – construction of an infiltration basin sized to capture the 10-yr 48-
hr storm volume from a 3,000 ft2 rooftop or other impervious area - $22,500 


• Grassland Management – compost application on 4.6 acres of grassland (average per 
parcel acreage in the model scenario) - $7,000 


• Forest Management – thinning and/or controlled burning on 5.6 acres of forested lands 
requiring treatment (average per parcel acreage in the model scenario) - $15,000 


• Pond Release – summer flow release of 11.3 ac-ft from an existing on-stream pond 
(average release volume of the three ponds in the model scenario) - $20,000 


This comparison revealed that pond releases are by far the most effective strategy for enhancing 
streamflows (Figure 100).  On a cost basis, the streamflow benefits of one flow release project 
were found to be more than 50 times greater than an average surface water diversion 
replacement project and more than 500 times greater than an average grassland management 
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project (the second and third most effective strategies).  Replacement of direct stream diversions 
or spring diversions of surface water with new wells is the second most effective strategy.  
Grassland and forest management showed a similar level of effectiveness on a cost basis and 
were about 3 - 4 times as effective as runoff management.  Offsetting groundwater pumping with 
storage was the least effective of the six overall strategies considered.   


It is important to recognize that runoff, forest, and grassland management may provide 
significant additional benefits besides streamflow enhancement compared to pond release and 
diversion replacement projects.  These management strategies generate enhanced streamflow 
primarily via increasing groundwater discharge (see Figure 88), which may be expected to 
mitigate high water temperature, whereas flow releases from ponds may need to be carefully 
managed to avoid adverse temperature effects.  These strategies also help reduce seasonal 
vegetation moisture stress which may decreases fire risk somewhat or at least help offset future 
increases in risk associated with climate change.  In particular, the forest management scenario 
reduces actual evapotranspiration by about 5% on treated lands which represents a fairly large 
volume of water (615 ac-ft/yr), and the runoff management scenario results in a substantial 
decrease in the Climatic Water Deficit of about 25% on lands where they are implemented.  These 
various benefits are in addition to the primary non-hydrologic benefits of forest and grassland 
management projects in reducing fuel loads and sequestering carbon respectively. 


All four climate change scenarios representing the 2070-2099 timeframe indicate substantial 
decreases in springtime flows ranging from 35 - 62% (Figure 101).  These changes greatly exceed 
the potential flow improvements associated with the various enhancement scenarios.  Forest 
management generates the largest increases in mean spring discharges (~5 - 6%), and the other 
individual scenarios only increase spring flows by ~1 - 2% (Figure 101).  As discussed above, while 
it may not be possible to significantly increase mean discharges during spring relative to the scale 
of expected decreases resulting from climate change, springtime pond releases lasting several 
days to weeks do provide a means of creating a period of passable flow conditions during critical 
outmigration periods which may be essential given the scale of the projected decreases in 
springtime flows (see Figure 98). 
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Figure 99:  Summary of the simulated changes in mean summer streamflow for Scenarios 1-14 averaged over the 
high-priority habitat reach (top) and at the watershed outlet (bottom). 
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Figure 100:  Summary of the simulated increase in mean summer streamflow for the six primary individual flow 
enhancement actions represented by the model scenarios normalized to a $25,000 project cost.   
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Figure 101:  Summary of the simulated changes in mean springtime streamflow for Scenarios 1-14 averaged over 
the high-priority habitat reach (top) and at the watershed outlet (bottom).  
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Chapter 9 –Recommendations & Priority Restoration/Management 
Actions 
Habitat Enhancement 
Based on simulated riffle depth and observed water temperature data and informed by habitat 
inventory and fisheries monitoring data, the four mile reach extending from 0.2 miles upstream 
of Alpine Creek to 2.0 miles upstream of the Porter Creek confluence has the best overall habitat  
for salmonids (Figure 102).  This analysis was focused on juvenile rearing and smolt outmigration; 
however, the identified reach is also believed to provide better spawning and winter rearing 
habitat conditions than upstream and downstream reaches.  Conditions in the reach are far from 
optimal with impaired temperatures and insufficient summer streamflows. Nevertheless, the 
reach has the least impaired habitat conditions with significantly lower streamflows upstream 
and significantly higher temperatures downstream.  We recommend that habitat enhancement 
projects be focused in this high priority reach where these efforts have the greatest likelihood of 
improving overall habitat conditions for salmonids. 


Based on a limited number of sample sites, water temperatures in the high priority reach appear 
to remain below severely impaired levels in pools with depths above about 3.5-ft whereas 
severely impaired temperatures occur in shallower pools (see Figures Figure 62 & Figure 65).  
More temperature monitoring and pool inventory and analysis is recommended in the reach to 
identify pools providing critical temperature refugia.  A temperature study is also warranted to 
better understand the factors affecting water temperature and to identify possible mitigation 
actions.  Our preliminary findings suggest that streamflow is not the primary control on 
temperature and that encouraging formation of stable deep pools and maximizing shading are 
likely the most important immediate objectives.  In-stream large wood (trees and logs) is very 
limited in Mark West Creek and installation of large wood on a broad scale at sites selected to 
encourage formation and protection of existing deep pools is recommended.  Where needed, 
projects should also include riparian planting to maximize shading of the summer water surface.  
Opportunities for development of off-channel habitat projects to enhance winter rearing habitat 
are also available in the identified reach, and these types of projects are also recommended to 
support improved conditions in the reach for other limiting life cycle stages. 


Flow Protection/Enhancement 
Summer streamflow throughout Mark West Creek is generated primarily by spring discharge 
which most commonly occurs along streambanks with exposures of bedrock of the Sonoma 
Volcanics.  Springflow is concentrated in the upper watershed with the watershed area upstream 
of Van Buren Creek supplying more than 55% of the total summer spring discharge in the 
watershed despite representing less than 17% of the total watershed area.  We recommend that 
the various flow protection and enhancement actions described below be focused in the 
watershed area upstream of the Mill Creek confluence where they are more likely to provide flow 
benefits in the identified high priority reach.  The watershed area upstream of Van Buren Creek 
could be considered even higher priority for flow protection and enhancement given the 
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disproportionate role the area plays in generating summer streamflow supplied to downstream 
reaches (Figure 102).   


Given that groundwater discharge from the Sonoma Volcanics is the primary driver of summer 
streamflow, additional monitoring and analysis of subsurface geologic conditions and 
connectivity of springs and recharge source areas is warranted.  Collection of data from a series 
of dedicated monitoring wells screened in specific geologic units and paired with springflow 
measurements is recommended to allow for an improved understanding of groundwater 
processes in the volcanics.  Significant prior and ongoing effort has been given to collecting stage 
data and summer streamflow records, however limited effort has been dedicated to 
comprehensive rating curve development and generation of continuous streamflow records.  
Such data is critical to establishing baselines and understanding the effects of flow enhancement 
actions and ongoing climate change in the watershed and we recommend that a comprehensive 
long-term streamflow monitoring program be implemented for the watershed. 


Releasing water from existing ponds was found to be by far the most effective individual strategy 
for enhancing streamflow (see Figure 100).  The streamflow benefits of a cost-normalized flow 
release project were found to be more than 50 times greater than surface water diversion 
replacement projects and more than 500 times greater than grassland management projects (the 
second and third most effective strategies).  Except in the reach upstream of Porter Creek, thick 
alluvial deposits are uncommon with many reaches of exposed bedrock and predominately 
gaining conditions persisting throughout the summer.  These conditions are ideal for allowing 
released flows to provide flow benefits that persist in downstream reaches.  Examination of 
existing ponds revealed that there are only three ponds upstream of the high-priority reach with 
sufficient storage to provide meaningful releases and we recommend that flow release projects 
be developed for these ponds if possible.  There are many challenges that must be overcome to 
implement these flow release projects including landowner willingness, uncertainty regarding 
longevity, water quality and invasive species considerations, and permitting and water rights 
requirements.   


There are many existing ponds that could likely be enhanced and new ponds could be built 
specifically to store water for streamflow enhancement.  Given the disproportionate impact that 
pond releases are expected to have as a mitigation strategy for effects of climate change on 
streamflow, this somewhat controversial idea should be seriously considered.  Water 
temperature and other water quality considerations should be an important aspect of planning 
flow release projects since water temperatures are already impaired and it is critical that flow 
releases do not further increase temperatures.  There are various strategies for coping with 
elevated pond temperatures (e.g. bottom releases, surface shading, cooling systems) to the 
extent that this poses an issue during planning and design. 


Our findings suggest that direct stream and spring diversions may have a significant impact on 
summer streamflow conditions at least over short periods when diversions are active; however, 
the cumulative effects of groundwater pumping in the watershed were relatively small.  While 
we did find some relationship between the degree of streamflow depletion and the screen depth 
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and distance of wells from streams/springs, these differences were modest with a rate of 
depletion from near stream wells screened in the upper 200-ft about 1.7 times the rate from 
more distant wells screened at depths greater than 200-ft.  We did not find any direct relationship 
between the timing of pumping and the timing of streamflow depletion with the primary effects 
of summer pumping manifesting largely as changes in water balance dynamics during the 
recharge season (see Figure 83).  These findings suggest that replacing direct stream and spring 
diversions with storage and/or groundwater pumping is a viable approach for enhancing 
streamflow conditions but that offsetting groundwater pumping with storage or shifting the 
timing of pumping from summer to winter is unlikely to lead to appreciable improvements in 
flow conditions.  Of the six general strategies considered, replacement of direct diversions is the 
second most-effective strategy after pond releases, whereas offsetting groundwater pumping 
was found to be the least effective strategy (see Figure 100). 


Requiring new wells to be screened a set distance from a stream or spring or below a certain 
depth may extend the length of time before streamflow depletion occurs, but it will not prevent 
streamflow depletion from occurring.  The long response timescale (decades) suggests that a 
volumetric approach to managing groundwater will likely lead to more successfully managing 
streamflow depletion compared to approaches focused on location or time of use.  It is important 
to note that the total pumping stress in the watershed is relatively small (~3% of mean annual 
infiltration recharge) and that the limited degree of streamflow depletion under existing 
conditions should not be understood to suggest that significant streamflow depletion would not 
occur were the total volume of pumping to increase substantially in the future. 


On a cost-normalized basis, grassland, forest, and runoff management all produced relatively 
small streamflow benefits with grassland and forest management being approximately 3-4 times 
as effective as runoff management (see Figure 100).  These strategies also have important 
secondary hydrologic benefits in addition to enhancing streamflows in that they reduce seasonal 
vegetation moisture stress which may reduce fire risk.  Specifically, forest management reduces 
actual evapotranspiration on treated lands by about 5% and runoff management decrease 
Climatic Water Deficits (CWD) in infiltration areas by about 25%; grassland management only 
resulted in a small decrease in CWD of about 1%.  These benefits are in addition to the primary 
non-hydrologic benefits of these types of projects for reducing fuel loads (forest management) 
and sequestering carbon (grassland management).  There are also potential negative 
consequences of extensive forest management in terms of potential habitat loss for avian and 
terrestrial species which must be considered, and the forest treatments would only be effective 
in the long-term if periodically repeated to maintain the intended reduction in fuel load.  


We recommend that a planning study be conducted for the upper watershed to identify parcels 
most suitable for grassland, forest, and runoff management projects and that these projects be 
implemented where feasible.  Given that the streamflow benefits of these strategies are more 
than an order of magnitude less than those of diversion replacement and more than two orders 
of magnitude less than those of pond releases, the various types of management projects are 
considered a lower priority than pond release or diversion replacement projects.  That said, the 
long-term maintenance of streamflow under future climate conditions may require all of the flow 
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enhancement strategies to be implemented and it is important to gain near-term experience with 
these management strategies and to attempt to monitor their effectiveness.   


The optimal design and effectiveness of runoff management projects is highly site specific and it 
is recommended that projects be focused on parcels with significant impervious area that are 
currently well-connected to surface water features, have relatively high soil infiltration rates, and 
sufficient space and site conditions to allow for larger-scale infiltration features.  Gravel-filled 
infiltration basins may be required in some cases to prevent ponding of stagnant waters for more 
than 72-hrs per Sonoma County vector control requirements.  Native soil basins will likely work 
in some situations, and where space is limited basins can be combined or replaced with bioswales 
and/or features designed to distribute water evenly across the landscape.    


In summary while runoff, forest, and grassland management may not result directly in substantial 
streamflow improvement, these efforts have multiple benefits and are likely important strategies 
for managing fire risk and mitigating climate change impacts as discussed in more detail below. 


Climate Change Adaptation 
Climate change is expected to result in a dramatic decrease in springtime flows particularly during 
drought conditions.  Summer baseflows are also predicted to decrease in some simulations, 
however the future trajectory of summer flows is less certain with some scenarios predicting 
limited changes or modest increases.  The decline in flows during spring is expected to have 
significant effects on salmonids particularly with respect to smolt outmigration with some of the 
climate scenarios predicting that in some years flows will fall below passage thresholds nearly 
continuously from mid-February through October.  The only feasible means to at least partially 
mitigate this dire threat to salmonids appears to be the implementation of springtime pond 
releases.  While it may not be possible to significantly improve conditions throughout the smolt 
outmigration period, relatively high release rates could be achieved for a period of several days 
to weeks to provide a period of passable flow conditions timed to coincide with expected peak 
smolt outmigration (see Figure 98).  We recommend that flow release projects be developed and 
adaptively managed to provide a combination of larger pulses of streamflow during outmigration 
and enhanced streamflow during summer baseflow depending on conditions in a given year.   


The runoff, forest, and grassland management strategies influence the quantity of streamflow 
from springs which in general is relatively cold, therefore these approaches may be expected to 
assist in mitigating elevated water temperatures whereas the more effective strategies (pond 
releases and diversion replacement) would not be expected to provide temperature benefits (see 
Figure 88).  These strategies also help reduce vegetation moisture stress by increasing the 
quantity of water available to plants in the case of runoff and grassland management or 
decreasing water demand from the landscape for the case of forest management.  This reduced 
moisture stress may be an important benefit for wildfire hazard reduction and the increase in 
wildfire hazard expected as a result of climate change.   


In summary, implementation of runoff, forest, and grassland management projects are expected 
to help build resiliency to climate change by providing multiple benefits beyond potential 
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streamflow improvement and spring and summer pond releases provide a means of adaptively 
managing flow conditions for salmonids in the face of a changing climate. 
 


 


Figure 102:  Locations of the identified high priority reaches for habitat enhancement projects and high priority 
watershed areas for flow enhancement projects. 
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Chapter 10 – Conceptual Design Development 
 


The final phase of the project involved development of conceptual designs for two site specific 
streamflow enhancement projects.  The projects focus on the approach of runoff management 
and were selected to take advantage of local site conditions and project opportunities on 
properties managed by our project partners the Pepperwood Foundation and Sonoma County 
Regional Parks.   The projects illustrate two possible approaches to managing runoff for enhanced 
groundwater recharge and we anticipate similar approaches as well as other alternative methods 
could be applied on parcels throughout the watershed.   


Goodman Meadow 
Site 1 is located within the Pepperwood Preserve at the Goodman Meadow near the headwaters 
of Leslie Creek in the northwest corner of the watershed (Figure 103).  The Goodman Meadow 
site consists of a relatively flat, approximately 12-acre natural basin perched on a topographic  


 


Figure 103: Locations of the two streamflow enhancement sites where conceptual designs have been developed.  
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bench and drained by an incised channel cutting through its western margin (see Appendix A, 
profile A to A’).  The design consists of constructing a berm across the narrow valley at the basin 
outlet to retain winter runoff within the meadow and promote enhanced groundwater recharge.  
A channel exits the basin flowing southwest through a relatively narrow valley (approximately 
60-ft wide at the base of adjacent slopes, see Appendix A section B to B’) creating an optimal site 
for a berm or small dam.  Approximately 94 acres of watershed area drain to the proposed berm 
site.  The contributing area consists of mostly oak woodland and is not developed outside of an 
unpaved ranch road which traverses the hillside at the upper end of the meadow.   


The basin outlet elevation will control the volume of water captured and stored within the basin.  
Various types of outlet structures are possible and for this conceptual design we assumed a 50-
ft wide broad-crested weir with Low (1,128.0-ft) and High (1,132.5-ft) outlet elevation options 
(Appendix A).  The Low elevation option would create an impoundment area of approximately 
0.5 acres capable of storing approximately 1.1 ac-ft of water.  Assuming 2-ft of freeboard above 
the outlet elevation, the Low elevation option would require a berm with an average height at 
the outlet of 4 feet above the meadow plain and a height of about 7-ft at the outlet above the 
incised channel bed.  Based on existing LiDAR elevation data collected in 2013 (WSI, 2016), an 
~98-ft long berm would be required.  Assuming a 2H:1V berm side slope and a 4-ft berm top 
width, this would require approximately 274 yd3 of fill (Appendix A).  The High elevation option 
would create an impoundment area of approximately 1.4 acres and approximately 5.3 ac-ft of 
storage.  The required berm would have an average outlet height of 8.5-ft above the meadow 
plain and a height of 11.5-ft at the outlet above the incised channel bed.  Based on existing LiDAR 
elevation data, an ~132-ft long berm would be required. Assuming a 2H:1V berm side slope and 
a 4-ft berm top width, this would require approximately 692 yd3 of fill (Appendix A). 


A flow release structure should also be included near the base of the outlet to allow for drainage 
of retained water for maintenance purposes and/or for seasonal drainage if desired.  An 
appropriate release schedule would be guided by Pepperwood Preserve’s overall management 
strategy for the meadow and include consideration of the effects of the changed hydroperiod on 
grassland communities.  These details would be further investigated and determined during 
subsequent design phases. 


To evaluate the anticipated recharge and streamflow enhancement benefits associated with 
construction of the Goodman Meadow project, we implemented the conceptual design (using 
the higher of the two outlet elevations) as a scenario in the hydrologic model.  The model 
represents the basin using a stage-storage relationship and calculates daily water levels as a 
function of simulated inflows from runoff and groundwater and simulated outflows across a 
broad-crested weir outlet structure and from evaporation and infiltration recharge.   


The storage volume of the basin is relatively small compared to the available runoff and it fills to 
capacity during the first significant rainfall event of each year (typically in November or 
December).  The basin remains near capacity throughout the rainy season with water levels 
typically beginning to decline in May or early June (Figure 104).  Water levels typically reach a 
minimum in October by which point the upper portions of the basin are dry with 4-6-ft of water  
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Figure 104:  Daily fluctuations in storage in the Goodman Meadow recharge basin over the 10-yr hydrologic model 
simulation period.   


 


remaining in the lower portions of the basin.  The seasonal drawdown is dependent primarily on 
the duration of the dry season with minimum storage levels ranging from 1.4 to 3.6 ac-ft (26-68% 
of total capacity) (Figure 104).  


Under existing conditions, mean annual infiltration recharge in the basin footprint was ~3.6 in/yr, 
and under proposed conditions this rate increases to ~18.7 in/yr.  The total volume of additional 
recharge provided by the project is estimated to be about 1.9 ac-ft/yr.  This additional recharge 
generates a modest increase in streamflow downstream in Leslie Creek.  The upper reaches of 
the creek are intermittent and typically dry out sometime between late April and late June.  The 
recharge enhancement serves to extend the length of time that the stream remains flowing each 
spring by between 12 and 21 days and the 10-yr mean streamflow over the April through June 
timeframe increases by about 0.01 cfs, representing about a 7% increase in flow. 


Mark West Regional Park 
Site 2 is located on a terrace on the east bank of Porter Creek just upstream of its confluence 
with Mark West Creek (Figure 103).  The site is slated to be developed as the main entrance and 
parking area for the newly formed Mark West Regional Park operated by Sonoma County 
Regional Parks.  Park facilities have not yet been designed in detail but are expected to be 
contained within approximately 3.1 acres currently occupied by a barn structure and an adjacent 
parking area and gravel road (Appendix B).  The stormwater management design described here 
could become a part of the overall design for the park facilities and consists of collecting runoff 
from the developed portions of the park entrance in a network of diversion ditches and directing 
these flows into a series of two linear, gravel filled infiltration basins designed to maximize 
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groundwater recharge.  These basins are also expected to provide ancillary benefits by reducing 
peak runoff and providing filtration of pollutants from the parking area.   


The basin alignment corresponds to an existing ditch that runs along the base of the slope 
southeast of the barn and parking lot.  The upper basin is approximately 130-ft in length and runs 
adjacent to the existing parking area maintaining the existing slope of 0.6%.  The lower basin runs 
approximately 490-ft behind the existing barn and maintains the existing slope of 0.2%.  The two 
basins are separated by a road crossing where a 2.5-ft diameter, 150-ft long culvert is proposed 
to transport flows (Appendix B).  


In addition to runoff collected from the developed footprint, the basins and associated channel 
will also receive flows from the adjacent hillslope which encompasses approximately 15.4 acres. 
The main intent of this infiltration basin design is to detain runoff from the developed areas 
associated with the new Mark West Regional Park entrance facilities and as such the basin has 
been sized to provide storage for a volume associated with a representative design storm for that 
area.  Typically, infiltration basins are not recommended to receive runoff from drainage areas 
greater than 2 acres of undeveloped area due to concerns of sediment clogging which, over time 
could lead to a reduction in basin storage and groundwater recharge potential.  Preliminary field 
observations suggest that runoff from the hillslope likely occurs primarily as sheetflow rather 
than as concentrated flow which suggests that sediment delivery to the basin may be minimal.  
Nevertheless, subsequent design work should include measures to minimize concentrated flow 
and sediment delivery to the basin from the adjacent undeveloped area such as a vegetation 
buffer with erosion control features along the base of the hillslope parallel to and up-gradient of 
the basin.   


Channel dimensions were based on capacity calculations associated with the 100-yr recurrence 
interval storm runoff from the combined areas of the developed park and the 15.4-acre hillside.  
A simple Rational Runoff model for this area estimated 100-yr peak flows from the 3.1 acres of 
park facility and the adjacent 15.4-acre undeveloped watershed to be approximately 28 cfs.  The 
channel and culvert sizes needed to accommodate this peak discharge were determined using 
standard open-channel and culvert hydraulic calculations and representative cross sections.  The 
design channel is 2-ft deep, has a bottom width of 5-ft, and has side slopes blending into the 
existing topography with maximum slopes of 2:1 (Appendix B).  A 2.5-ft diameter circular culvert 
with a slope of 2% connecting the two basins is required to convey the 100-year event (Appendix 
B). 


This design is preliminary and further work by Sonoma County Regional Parks would be necessary 
to confirm feasibility of this approach.  Topographic surveys, soil analysis, and infiltration testing 
will be necessary to generate construction ready design plans and provide infiltration 
performance estimates.  Typical stormwater retention designs are required to eliminate ponded 
surface water within 72 hours to prevent mosquitos from breeding; however, this is largely 
mitigated by the gravel-filled basin design.  We did not explicitly simulate this design in the 
hydrologic model because the scale of the design features is too small to accurately resolve using 
the 0.5-acre regional model grid.  Nevertheless, results from the Runoff Management scenario 
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described in Chapter 8 provide some context regarding the groundwater recharge enhancement 
and associated streamflow benefits expected from the project.   


The regional scenario indicated that management of runoff from 98 acres in the Porter Creek 
watershed would generate approximately 73.4 ac-ft of additional infiltration recharge.  The 
project design includes a storage volume equivalent to about 1.7% of the storage volume 
assumed in the regional scenario but only about 0.4% of the surface area.  There are many 
additional factors that may increase or decrease the effectiveness of the design relative to the 
assumptions of the regional scenario.  Nevertheless, these proportions serve as a general guide 
for estimating the recharge benefits of the proposed project and yield a range of expected 
additional recharge above background rates of between 0.3 and 1.2-ac-ft/yr.   


The reach of Porter Creek adjacent to and downstream of the project site typically goes dry 
sometime between late May and late July depending on rainfall conditions.  The regional 
modeling indicated that large-scale management of runoff in the Porter Creek watershed could 
extend the duration of streamflow adjacent to the project reach by 5 to 13 days and increase the 
mean April through June streamflow by about 0.05 cfs.  As discussed above, the project would 
likely result in less than 2% of the recharge enhancement represented by the regional scenario 
suggesting that the streamflow benefits of the project by itself would be unlikely to significantly 
improve flow conditions in lower Porter Creek; though the project’s proximity to the intermittent 
reach of Porter Creek suggests that it may provide greater streamflow benefits than projects 
located in upstream areas.       
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EXHIBIT B 







State of California – Natural Resources Agency  GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 


DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE  CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 


Bay Delta Region 
2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100 
Fairfield, CA  94534 
(707) 428-2002 
www.wildlife.ca.gov 


Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870 


March 17, 2021  


Sonoma County Planning Commission 
c/o McCall Miller 
575 Administration Drive, Suite 104A 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
cannabis@sonoma-county.org  


Subject:  Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General Plan 
Amendment, Subsequent Mitigated Negated Declaration,  
SCH No. 2021020259, Sonoma County, California 


Dear McCall Miller:  


The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a draft Subsequent 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) from the County of Sonoma (County) for the 
Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General Plan Amendment 
(Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA 
Guidelines.  


CDFW is submitting comments on the MND to inform the County, as the Lead Agency, 
of our concerns regarding potentially significant impacts to sensitive resources 
associated with the proposed Project. CDFW is providing these comments and 
recommendations regarding those activities involved in the Project that are within 
CDFW’s area of expertise and relevant to its statutory responsibilities (Fish and Game 
Code, § 1802), and/or which are required to be approved by CDFW (CEQA Guidelines, 
§§ 15086, 15096 and 15204). 


REGULATORY ROLES 


CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21000 et seq.) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15386 for commenting on projects 
that could impact fish, plant, and wildlife resources. CDFW is also considered a 
Responsible Agency if a project would require discretionary approval, such as permits 
issued under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Lake and Streambed 
Alteration (LSA) Program, and other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford 
protection to the State’s fish and wildlife trust resources. Likewise, to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take”, as defined by State law, 
of any species protected under CESA (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), or state-
listed rare plant pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish and Game 
Code §1900 et seq.) authorization as provided by the applicable Fish and Game Code 
will be required. 
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California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) regulates cannabis cultivation 
and issues licenses to cultivate. In order to obtain an Annual License to cultivate 
cannabis, applicants must demonstrate compliance with Fish and Game Code 1602. 
Additionally, according to the CDFA Reference Guide for the Applicant Attachments1, 
applicants must demonstrate full compliance with CEQA by conducting project-specific 
review. The County should ensure that the Cannabis MND appropriately evaluates and 
covers ministerial cultivation sites to adequately meet CDFA licensing requirements.  


Sonoma County Cannabis Ordinance Description  


The County proposes to adopt amendments to the County Code, Chapter 26 and new 
Chapter 38, to allow expanded ministerial permitting for commercial cannabis cultivation 
in agricultural and resource zoned areas. The County also proposes a general plan 
amendment to include cannabis within the definition of agriculture. This proposal would 
expand ministerial permitting of commercial cannabis cultivation in agricultural and 
resource zoned areas of the unincorporated county (Land Intensive Agriculture (LIA), 
Land Extensive Agriculture (LEA), Diverse Agriculture (DA), and Resources and Rural 
Development (RRD) Zoning Districts). It would not include the coastal zone. 


Environmental Impacts of Cannabis Cultivation: Introduction  


CDFW supports efforts to regulate cannabis cultivation and to address some of its 
numerous and substantial environmental impacts. CDFW believes that, in concept, 
providing a ministerial pathway for projects that are unlikely to adversely impact public 
trust resources will be beneficial to a) avoid and discourage development in sensitive 
habitats and b) support the legal market. However, Sonoma County has a high density 
of sensitive species and essential habitat areas. Projects with the potential to impact 
those areas should have greater regulatory oversight. There are multiple sources 
available that provide sufficient information for the County to designate areas that 
should not be considered under the ministerial process and should be required to 
conduct additional assessments to address sensitive resources and to minimize the 
environmental impacts of cannabis cultivation. These projects will also likely require 
additional review and oversight that will allow them to confidently move forward with 
licensing under the CDFA and compliance with Fish and Game Code, section 1602. As 
such, CDFW is providing comments on specific species and habitats that should be 
excluded from the ministerial process unless sufficient information is provided to assure 
that all impacts to sensitive resources can be avoided. Otherwise, projects should be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis in coordination with trustee agencies to develop 
project specific avoidance and mitigation measures. 


                                                      
1 https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/calcannabis/documents/ApplicationAttachmentsReferenceGuide.pdf  
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CDFW devotes a considerable amount of staff time and resources documenting, 
assessing, permitting, and addressing the environmental impacts and watershed 
restoration needs resulting from cannabis cultivation (Bauer et al. 2015). CDFW was 
one of the first agencies in the State to draw attention to the near exponential growth 
and substantial adverse impacts of cannabis cultivation on forest lands, including 
impacts from water diversions and stream dewatering, forest clearing and conversion, 
pollution, and sediment discharges. CDFW staff have conducted inspections on 
hundreds of cannabis cultivation sites throughout northern California, including Sonoma 
County, and have published peer-reviewed research on this topic. Therefore, CDFW 
has considerable experience in assessing the environmental impacts of cannabis 
cultivation. 


Impacts of specific concern to CDFW include, but are not limited to: habitat 
fragmentation and loss through land clearing, including direct impacts to riparian areas, 
wetlands, and sensitive natural communities2; grading and burying of streams; diversion 
of surface water for irrigation resulting in reduced stream flows and dewatered streams; 
delivery of sediment, nutrients, petroleum products, and pesticides into streams; 
impacts of night lighting and noise on wildlife; impacts to wildlife from use of plastic 
monofilament netting and similar products; and pollution to the environment from trash 
and other cultivation related waste.  


COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


CDFW offers the below comments and recommendations to assist the County in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, 
direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources, including: 


Comment 1: Land Use Planning  


Issue: The proposed Ordinance update proposes that canopy cover for outdoor 
cannabis cultivation and hoop houses may be up to a maximum of 10 percent of a 
parcel. Currently, sites allow a maximum canopy cover of one-acre cannabis cultivation. 
The proposed changes allow for the potential of substantial cannabis cultivation 
expansion on parcels, especially in rural agricultural areas with large parcel sizes. 
Expanded cultivation areas increases the potential for species and habitat impacts. 
Ministerial review may not adequately account for all impacts and may potentially allow 
projects to proceed without appropriate disclosure and avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation requirements. Therefore, it is critical to evaluate landscape level impact 
potential throughout Sonoma County, taking into consideration current and future 
conservation planning efforts. 


                                                      
2 https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural-Communities/Background  
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Recommendations: The County should limit cultivation on parcels with the potential to 
support special-status species and their habitat. The Ordinance should establish a 
current baseline of permitted cannabis cultivation areas and project where new 
cannabis cultivation expansion may occur on a map. Geo-spatial analysis should be 
used at an individual property parcel scale, to exclude ministerial approval of cannabis 
cultivation within areas with habitat to support special-status species and where special-
status species occurrences are documented within the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). Exclusion area boundaries should be mapped at a parcel scale. In 
addition, species-specific protective buffer distances should be developed as part of the 
Project MND to limit activities that can occur adjacent to mapped exclusion areas.  


CDFW understands the County is currently within the planning phase of a landscape 
level Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) 
planning effort. Landscape conservation planning takes a proactive approach, 
identifying priority mitigation and conservation areas in advance of impacts, with the 
goal of preserving larger areas of higher habitat quality and connectivity (CDFW 2021). 
The ordinance should adequately review, address, and propose mitigation for Project 
areas potentially impacting special status species and their habitat in order to facilitate 
HCP/NCCP planning efforts. 


CDFW recognizes the Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space District (Sonoma 
County AOSD) has completed a considerable conservation analysis and planning effort 
in its 2021 Vital Lands Initiative. The Initiative identifies spatially mapped areas of 
conservation priorities which includes but is not limited to, riparian habitat, wetlands, 
conifer forests, grasslands, shrublands, hardwood forests, and wildlife habitat for 
movement (connectivity). Those areas with highest conservation priority can be 
reasonably expected to have high value of fish and wildlife resources. Cannabis 
cultivation within those areas of highest conservation priority likely have the greatest 
potential for significant effects to the environment and fish and wildlife. CDFW 
encourages the County to incorporate conservation planning efforts by the Sonoma 
County AOSD into its ordinance to the greatest extent feasible. For proposed cannabis 
cultivation within areas of highest conservation priority identified by the Sonoma County 
AOSD, CDFW recommends separate Use Permit and individual CEQA analysis. 
Alternatively, CDFW supports cultivation prohibition in those areas. 


Comment 2: Sec. 38.12.140. Water Use  


Issue: CDFW is concerned about the impact of groundwater diversions and their 
potential to deplete surface water (e.g., rivers and streams) and affect groundwater 
dependent ecosystems. 
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According to the MND, if a well is within 500 feet of a blue line stream, the applicant 
must document one of three things:  


1) Prepare a “net zero water plan”, 2) Document the well is within 500 feet of the 
Russian River or Dry Creek, or 3) Document the well is within the Groundwater 
Availability Zone 1 or 2.  


The third option implies that significant streamflow depletion is unlikely to occur in 
Groundwater Availability Zones 1 or 2. However, streamflow depletion can occur within 
any of the groundwater zones in Sonoma County and is dependent on several 
hydrogeological factors, including but not limited to: well distance from streams; 
pumping rate and duration; and soil texture and structure. Therefore, the proposed 
standards inadequately address the hydrological impacts of groundwater pumping.  


Evidence of Impacts: Many Sonoma County tributaries have historically provided 
sustained perennial flow which supports spring, summer, and fall rearing habitat for 
naturally producing California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica), Central California 
Coast coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), California Coastal Chinook salmon 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and other aquatic 
species. CDFW is concerned available habitat for these species is limited by lack of 
flow, especially during the summer and early fall periods. The grow season for cannabis 
cultivation includes summer months (CDFW 2018) during times when stream flows are 
generally at their lowest (SWRCB 2010). Most Sonoma County fish-bearing tributaries 
are already subject to large numbers of diversions that are cumulatively affecting the 
amount of water available for instream habitat. The exact number, location and extent of 
diversions are unknown. However, in many watersheds, parcels that do not have 
access to municipal water sources often extract water from the stream either; through 
direct diversion from the stream or from near stream wells that intercept subterranean 
stream flow; or from groundwater wells. Groundwater extraction has the potential to 
impact groundwater dependent resources and reduce streamflow, especially during the 
late spring and summer months which is a critical time period for the state federally 
endangered coho salmon and federally threatened steelhead. 


The U.S. Geological Survey, in cooperation with the Sonoma County Water Agency, the 
cities of Cotati, Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa, and Sebastopol, the Town of Windsor, the 
California American Water Company, and the County of Sonoma, undertook 
development of a fully coupled groundwater and surface-water model to better 
understand and to help manage the hydrologic resources in the Santa Rosa Plain 
watershed (Woolfenden and Nishikawa, 2014). According to modeled result from that 
report, “increased pumping lowered groundwater levels, causing increased recharge 
and reduced groundwater evapotranspiration along stream channels, which partially 
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mitigated the loss of groundwater storage, but the lower groundwater levels resulted in 
decreased baseflow, especially during late spring and summer.” 


Recommendations: CDFW recommends the County assess the aquatic carrying 
capacity of watersheds to support cannabis cultivation and propose a limit on density or 
number of cultivation sites. The focus of the assessment should be to determine the 
maximum water use availability from watersheds that maintains adequate water supply 
for fish and wildlife species, considering the cumulative impact of existing and future 
legal and illegal diversions. Prior to issuing permits for new cultivation sites, the County 
should prepare the assessment at a watershed scale describing a) existing water use 
and availability, b) potential for sediment and other pollutant discharge, and c) 
percentage of habitat fragmentation within a given watershed. Hemp should be 
incorporated into this analysis since it requires essentially the same cultivation 
techniques and water use. From CDFW’s perspective, activities causing the same or 
similar environmental impacts should be reviewed and analyzed with the same rigor. 
Identified impacts due to hemp cultivation should be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated. In addition, the analysis should provide detail on the amount of cannabis and 
hemp cultivation the County proposes to permit within each watershed (e.g., HUC 12 or 
smaller watershed area), and what impacts the allowed cultivation would have on each 
of these elements. In order to avoid a concentration of cannabis and hemp cultivation 
sites in a particular watershed, which could result in potential significant effects, CDFW 
recommends that prior to issuing permits for new cultivation, the County defines a 
watershed cap based on an analysis of the impacts to each watershed as described 
above. Without a defined cap on the number of cultivation sites, analysis of 
environmental impacts should assume that all parcels meeting zoning criteria could be 
used for cannabis cultivation. For all cultivation sites, disclosure of the amount of water 
to be used from each water source, and a current, site-specific analysis of water 
availability should be required, and the County should reserve the discretion to modify 
permit conditions. Please note that possession of an active appropriative water right 
does not guarantee that an adequate water supply is available to support fish and 
wildlife resources.  


Surface water diversions (including subterranean stream flow) are subject to notification 
under Fish and Game Code 1602. The Ordinance should require projects with surface 
diversions to comply with 1602 and notify CDFW for all surface diversion activities.  


Additionally, CDFW proposes that all near-stream wells (within 500 feet) be evaluated 
by a qualified professional such as a hydrologist to determine the relationship of surface 
water interaction and potential for subterranean stream diversion or streamflow 
depletion. Wells should be evaluated under the CEQA review process to determine their 
potential for stream water depletion that may adversely affect fish and aquatic life.  
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For consistency with the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
Cannabis Cultivation Policy – Principals and Guidelines for Cannabis Cultivation, the 
Sonoma Ordinance should require a forbearance period from surface diversions and 
wells in subterranean streams. The intent of forbearance and storage is to require for 
water to be diverted during the wintertime when water is more abundant so that this 
stored water can be used in the summertime to meet irrigation demands.  


Issue 2: According to page 95 of the Ordinance, cultivators are required to demonstrate 
adequate water, but the term is not defined.  


Recommendation: CDFW recommends outlining the following requirements in the 
Ordinance for cultivators to demonstrate adequate water supply on their Project site:  


 For surface water and sub-stream flow diversions, sufficient off-stream water 
storage should be demonstrated prior to receiving a County cultivation permit in 
order to allow full compliance with the SWRCB forbearance periods. To 
determine the necessary storage, cultivators should be required to calculate how 
much water is required for each year of cultivation with consideration to 
expansion over time. In addition, CDFW encourages use of metal or wood water 
tanks. 


 For well diversions, demonstrating adequate water should include technical 
analysis prepared by a qualified professional showing diversion from the well is 
limited to ground water only. 


Comment 3: California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense; CTS) Habitat 
Exclusion from Ministerial Process 


Issue: The present range of the Sonoma Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of CTS is 
predominantly located on the Santa Rosa Plain but according to CNDDB, the present 
range also include areas outside of Petaluma, Penngrove and Cotati. The draft MND 
considers cannabis cultivation projects in agricultural zones for the ministerial process 
unless a Biotic Resources Assessment states otherwise. However, based on the 
species life history, the Santa Rosa Plain has an enhanced potential for CTS presence 
and, therefore, should not be considered eligible for the ministerial process.  


Evidence of Impacts: CTS is endemic to Central California, with isolated populations in 
Sonoma and Santa Barbara counties (Bolster 2010, USFWS 2014). CTS relies on 
seasonal wetlands or freshwater ponds for successful reproduction and adjacent or 
accessible terrestrial habitat for migration and aestivation, making the quality of both 
aquatic and terrestrial habitat essential for CTS survival (Bolster 2010). Upland habitats 
must contain underground refugia, such as mammal burrows, that CTS depend upon for 
food, shelter, and protection (Laredo et al. 1996). Threats to CTS include habitat 
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loss/conversion and fragmentation, including dispersal habitat between breeding pools 
and upland refugia. CTS spend the majority of their lifecycle underground (Trenham et 
al. 2000) and are susceptible to being crushed during ground disturbance. CTS is also 
threatened by competition with and predation from invasive species (USFWS 2017). 
Introduced species such as bullfrogs and sunfishes have had a negative effect on CTS 
(Bolster 2010). Larval populations undergo large fluctuations, with most populations 
containing less than 100 breeding pairs (Pechmann et al. 1991, Bolster 2010). 
Fluctuating Ambystoma populations were found to be susceptible to recruitment failure 
during stochastic events (Pechmann et al. 1991). 


Over the past 25 years, land development has increased dramatically within the Santa 
Rosa Plain, including low- and high-density land use and agricultural conversion 
(USFWS 2016). The current core range of Sonoma County CTS encompasses 
approximately 18,000-20,000 acres of fragmented habitat. The species can migrate up 
to 1.3 miles between a breeding pond and upland burrows (Orloff 2011). CTS spend 
approximately 95 percent of their lifetime in underground burrows, emphasizing the 
importance of protecting potential upland habitat in addition to wetland breeding ponds 
(Trenham 2001).  


Pesticides and fertilizers used in cannabis cultivation could decrease fitness or survival 
of, or cause abnormalities in, Ambystoma species, mostly at the larval stage if 
contaminants drift into breeding pools (Egea-Serrano et al. 2012). Ponds and vernal 
pools can quickly accumulate these types of pollutants from run-off, making CTS 
particularly sensitive to pesticide exposure. Concentrated toxins in rodenticide-treated 
grain placed in ground squirrel burrows could come into direct contact with the 
permeable skin of CTS (Bolster 2010). Rodenticides that control small mammal 
populations would also reduce available burrows, making the habitat no longer suitable 
for CTS (Laredo et al. 1996). Lack of underground refugia could cause longer migration 
trips and resulting mortality of CTS as a result of exposure to predators, heat, and other 
elements (Laredo et al. 1996). 


Construction or modification of perennial ponds has been shown to provide breeding 
habitat for invasive bullfrogs that prey on and compete with sensitive amphibians 
(Kiesecker et al. 2001, Bolster et al. 2011, Fuller et al. 2011 Kupferberg and Fury 2015). 
Perennial ponds can also provide suitable habitat for non-native tiger salamander and 
hybrids. 


Grading and filling of habitat can result in crushing CTS, collapsing underground 
burrows and trapping CTS within, and reducing or fragmenting breeding or non-
breeding habitat. 
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Roads can result in amphibian mortality and fragment habitat as well as create barriers 
to movement (Trombulak and Frissell 2000). Off-road vehicles can crush and reduce 
burrow density and alter wetland habitat. 


Artificial lighting can disrupt the production of melatonin in Ambystoma salamanders if 
they are exposed to it, altering metabolic rates and reducing tolerance to high 
temperatures (Perry et al. 2008). Additionally, Ambystoma salamanders could miss the 
cue to migrate if there is artificial light, which could affect breeding. 


Recommendations: Please be advised that actions related to cannabis cultivation 
activities, including but not limited to, site grading, relocation of individuals out of harm’s 
way, and installation of fencing could result in “take” of CTS (or other listed species). A 
CESA Incidental Take Permit (ITP) (pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2080 et 
seq.) is required in advance of such activities in order to lawfully take this species. A 
CESA ITP requires CEQA documentation and the proposed MND does not adequately 
address impacts to CTS or provide for mitigation to reduce the impact to less-than-
significant and therefore, CDFW would be unable to rely on the MND to issue an ITP. 
CDFW recommends excluding any project within the Santa Rosa Plain and within 1.3 
miles of an extant positive occurrence of CTS from the ministerial process. New or 
expanded cannabis cultivation within the Santa Rosa Plain should be thoroughly 
assessed through a separate Use Permit and individual CEQA analysis. Additionally, 
sites outside of the Santa Rosa Plain with the potential for CTS occurrence (e.g., rural 
Southwest Petaluma, and areas east of Penngrove and Cotati) should be delineated 
and excluded from the ministerial process.  


Due to the presence of contiguous suitable habitat features and migration potential 
throughout the Santa Rosa Plain, it is vital to protect this habitat to allow for recovery of 
the species. This should be accomplished by ensuring adequate avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures are required through individual CEQA review 
and document preparation. Site analyses should take into consideration species life 
stage history, proximity to critically designated habitat, and potential habitat availability 
on each Project site. Project activities evaluated to have any risk of CTS occurrence 
should apply for take coverage through the applicable state and federal agencies.  


Comment 4: Sec. 38.12.070 Protection of Biotic Resources 


The following describes the proposed MND language when evaluating Biotic Resource 
impacts: 


“If the cannabis cultivation area and related structures and development are located 
within a designated critical habitat area, then one of the following criteria must be 
met: 
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a. The biotic assessment concludes that “take” of a listed species within the 
meaning of the federal and California Endangered Species Acts is not 
reasonably foreseeable; or 


b. Applicant obtains all appropriate permits from the applicable state and federal 
agencies with jurisdiction over the listed species.” 


Issues: The Ordinance states that projects located within “the limits of existing 
agricultural land, or other previously disturbed areas would be unlikely to affect sensitive 
biological resources.” However, the concept of “previously developed” within an 
agricultural use perspective is not defined. Some agricultural land uses provide species 
habitat and/or allow for species migration.  


Additionally, the proposed process does not incorporate CDFW when reviewing the 
Biotic Resources assessment in determining whether there are potential species 
impacts on a site. CDFW is concerned with not being included in the review process to 
provide feedback and/or comments on the Biotic Resources Assessments prior to 
determining if a project may impact sensitive or special-status species. 


Projects requiring off-site habitat restoration and/or mitigation are ineligible for CEQA 
exemption and must be addressed in an environmental review document. CDFW has 
limited staffing and resources to act as the lead agency in these situations, therefore it 
is important that the County identifies projects potentially requiring off-site mitigation 
and/or restoration and removes these from the ministerial process. 


Evidence of Impacts: Row crops, orchards, and vineyards can provide some level of 
habitat by fish and wildlife resources, including acting as species migratory corridors. As 
an example, CDFW is aware of a least one instance of CTS pit fall traps that collected 
adult CTS at the edge of a vineyard. This suggests that CTS migrate through and may 
use vineyard soil for estivation habitat if suitable burrows are present. Converting 
vineyards, or other agricultural use, may potentially create migration barriers or have 
direct impacts to CTS. CDFW regularly observes fencing, grading and fill to native soils, 
hardscaped and graveled pads, imported soils potentially containing pathogens and 
extensive infrastructure during inspections to cannabis cultivation sites. CDFW has 
significant experience participating in and leading survey efforts for the purpose of 
studying species habitat use. This has enhanced CDFW’s understanding of species 
habitat utilization throughout the state, including landscape throughout Sonoma County.  


Recommendations: The County should clearly outline the definition of “previously 
developed” in the Ordinance. Additionally, the County should thoroughly consider and 
review all potential biological impacts on a site, even if it is fully within previously 
developed agricultural land. Biological Resources Assessments should consider 
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impacts to existing land uses from changes in site conditions when evaluating whether 
there is habitat potential on a site.  


CDFW would like the opportunity to review existing and proposed cultivation sites for 
potential impacts to sensitive natural resources. To assist in ensuring effective, efficient 
and timely review, applicants should initiate the permitting process with the County, and 
the County should refer projects to CDFW, similar to existing procedures for other 
project referrals. By applying to the County first, applicants would be provided with a 
permit tracking number to reference, and contacts with CDFW could be handled more 
efficiently with a complete application. Therefore, the Ordinance should be revised to 
reflect that applications and Biotic Resource Assessments will be referred to CDFW 
after submission to the County. The Biotic Resource Assessment should evaluate all 
species habitat potential, including Species of Special Concern. Sites with potential to 
impact special-status species, including Species of Special Concern, should not qualify 
for ministerial review and should apply for a Use Permit.  


In such cases where take of a special-status species is determined to be likely, early 
consultation with CDFW is encouraged because significant modification to a 
subsequent project activity and mitigation measures, and an additional CEQA 
environmental document, may be required. Additionally, take of species listed under the 
Federal Endangered Species Act would require a separate authorization from the 
USFWS and/or National Marine Fisheries Service. 


Comment 5: Riparian/Wetlands Setbacks  


Issue: The Cannabis Ordinance references following riparian and wetland buffer 
requirements in Sonoma County Code: Section 36-16-120 of Chapter 36, Section11-14-
110 of Chapter 11, and Section 26-65-040. These setbacks are not consistent with state 
requirements (e.g., SWRCB’s Cannabis Cultivation Policy – Principals and Guidelines 
for Cannabis Cultivation3). For instance, Section 26-65-040 has a minimum standard of 
a 25-foot setback to riparian areas. The SWRCB Cannabis Policy has a standard of 50-
foot minimum buffer for ephemeral watercourses.  


Given the unknown variability of site-specific cannabis activities, CDFW is concerned 
that the proposed setbacks may not be enough to conclude no adverse effects on any 
special-status fish. The setbacks may not adequately prevent deleterious materials, 
including wastewater discharge and other pollutants, from entering wetlands and/or 
streams. Undesignated wetlands, as discussed above, are defined as “any wetlands not 
designated in the general plan, local coastal program or zoning code”. Requirements for 
wetland setbacks should be held to the same rigorous standard for all wetlands, 


                                                      
3 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cannabis/docs/policy/final_cannabis_ 
policy_with_attach_a.pdf  
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including vernal pools, regardless of whether they are defined in the general plan, local 
coastal plan, or zoning code.  


Evidence of Impacts: Wastewater discharge and runoff from cannabis activities, 
especially water containing pesticides, disinfectants, and/or fertilizers, may enter and 
alter existing streams or their function and associated riparian habitat on the Project 
site. Wetlands that are hydrologically connected to surface water may transport 
pollutants and waste material associated with cannabis cultivation.  


Riparian buffers help keep pollutants from entering adjacent waters through a 
combination of processes including dilution, sequestration by plants and microbes, 
biodegradation, chemical degradation, volatilization, and entrapment within soil 
particles. As buffer width increases, the effectiveness of removing pollutants from 
surface water runoff increases (Castelle et al. 1992). There is substantial evidence 
showing narrow buffers are considerably less effective in minimizing the effects of 
adjacent development than wider buffers (Castelle et al. 1992, Brosofske et al. 1997, 
Dong et al. 1998, Kiffney et al. 2003, Moore et al. 2005). 


Recommendations: Riparian and wetland setbacks should be as protective as or more 
protective than the SWRCB’s Cannabis Cultivation Policy – Principals and Guidelines 
for Cannabis Cultivation requirements that require the following:  


Common Name 
Watercourse 


Class 
Distance 


Perennial watercourses, waterbodies (e.g., lakes, ponds), 
or springs 


I 150 ft. 


Intermittent watercourses or wetlands II 100 ft. 


Ephemeral watercourses III 50 ft. 


Man-made irrigation canals, water supply reservoirs, or 
hydroelectric canals that support native aquatic species 


IV 
Established 


Riparian 
Vegetation Zone 


All other man-made irrigation canals, water supply 
reservoirs, or hydroelectric canals 


IV N/A 


The County should evaluate each cultivation site individually and reserve the right to 
require greater setbacks in some cases. 


Additionally, all sites should be evaluated for potential wetland features within the 
required Biological Resources Assessment. Sites with signs of wetland features should 


DocuSign Envelope ID: 935D7872-092D-4BEF-80AB-1B32BACD1463







Sonoma County Planning Commission 
c/o McCall Miller 
March 17, 2021 
Page 13 


be delineated by a Qualified Professional to determine the appropriate setback 
distances from constructed areas. The draft requirements do not specifically request a 
delineation be completed for all wetland types.  


Comment 6: Tree Removal and Disturbance  


Issue: The updated Ordinance prohibits the removal of protected trees greater than 
nine inches at diameter breast height (dbh) and any tree greater than 20 inches dbh. 
The Ordinance update also includes the following language regarding tree removal:  


“If the biotic assessment required by the updated cannabis land use Ordinance 
determines that construction may impact protected trees, the project applicant 
shall procure all necessary tree removal permits as required by County Code 
Chapter 26D. A tree protection and replacement plan shall be developed by a 
certified arborist.” 


This language only indicates that protected trees planned for removal will be considered 
for replacement. Based on the above, trees less than 20 inches in diameter that are not 
protected would not require replacement. Both native and non-native trees provide 
nesting habitat for birds, and habitat value for other wildlife. In particular, removal of 
large trees without adequate mitigation should be considered a substantial adverse 
change in the physical conditions within the area affected by the Project. CDFW 
concurs that individual trees should be protected and mitigated; however, CDFW is 
concerned that the measure does not take into full consideration impacts to habitat such 
as loss of oak woodlands or account for understory botanical species Although CDFW 
acknowledges the nature of the MND, without proper disclosure or analysis, the Project 
may result in impacts to native trees that support rare, sensitive, or listed species. 
Additionally, future cannabis site construction and operations, including grading and 
irrigation, may cause direct mortality or affect the function and value of native trees and 
their associated habitat. 


Recommendations: CDFW recommends that the MND add criteria that the County can 
use to determine whether any cultivation project requires site-specific CEQA review and 
does not meet the criteria for a ministerial process, such as impacts to trees. Disclosure 
through the CEQA process will assist the County in identifying significance of impacts 
and appropriate mitigation measures.  


CDFW recommends the Project avoid large diameter tree removal (e.g., 15-inches and 
greater), prohibit loss of oak woodlands and conversion of timberland, and avoid 
special-status botanical resources. On-site tree replacement should be considered as a 
potential impact minimization measure, but not sufficient to completely offset temporal 
impacts from loss of large mature trees. CDFW recommends Project mitigation from 
loss of large trees on-site, and potentially should include off-site preservation of trees in 
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perpetuity. Additionally, any on-site tree protection and replacement plans should 
include specific tree and understory performance criteria, with monitoring and 
management of the replaced trees.  


Comment 7: Nesting Birds  


Issue: The MND acknowledges that trees may be removed for project activities yet 
does not include minimization or avoidance measures addressing impacts to nesting 
birds from Project disturbance or tree removal.  


Evidence of Impacts: The Project may result in population declines or local extirpation 
of special-status birds, disturbance to migratory birds, habitat loss and fragmentation, 
and reduced reproductive capacity. Grading, vegetation removal, and other ground 
disturbances could result in direct mortality, disturbance to breeding behavior, or nest 
abandonment. All migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international 
treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. § 10.13). 
Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and 
their active nests, including raptors and other migratory nongame birds as listed under 
the MBTA. Project implementation allows cannabis activities that may directly impact, or 
indirectly through habitat modifications, native bird species, which would be considered 
significant. 


Recommendations: To evaluate and avoid for potential impacts to nesting bird 
species, CDFW recommends incorporating the following mitigation measures into the 
Project’s MND, and that these measures be made conditions of approval for the Project: 


CDFW recommends that the following protective measures be included in the MND: 


1. Nesting Bird Surveys: If Project-related work is scheduled during the nesting 
season (typically February 15 to August 30 for small bird species such as 
passerines; January 15 to September 15 for owls; and February 15 to September 
15 for other raptors), CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct two 
surveys for active nests of such birds within 14 days prior to the beginning of 
Project construction, with a final survey conducted within 48 hours prior to 
construction. Appropriate minimum survey radii surrounding the work area are 
typically the following: i) 250 feet for passerines; ii) 500 feet for small raptors 
such as accipiters; and iii) 1,000 feet for larger raptors such as buteos. Surveys 
should be conducted at the appropriate times of day and during appropriate 
nesting times.  


2. Active Nest Buffers: If the qualified biologist documents active nests within the 
Project area or in nearby surrounding areas, a species appropriate buffer 
between the nest and active construction should be established. The buffer 
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should be clearly marked and maintained until the young have fledged and are 
foraging independently. Prior to construction, the qualified biologist should 
conduct baseline monitoring of the nest to characterize “normal” bird behavior 
and establish a buffer distance which allows the birds to exhibit normal behavior. 
The qualified biologist should monitor the nesting birds daily during construction 
activities and increase the buffer if the birds show signs of unusual or distressed 
behavior (e.g., defensive flights and vocalizations, standing up from a brooding 
position, and/or flying away from the nest). If buffer establishment is not possible, 
the qualified biologist should have the authority to cease all construction work in 
the area until the young have fledged, and the nest is no longer active. 


Comment 8: Light Pollution  


Issue: The Project would generate sources of light in rural areas, near wildlands, and 
near sensitive natural vegetation communities, including permanent lighting from 
additional buildings or greenhouses, security lighting, and temporary lighting for 
proposed nighttime construction. The draft MND does not discuss the type or color of 
lighting that will be used outdoor, i.e., bright security lighting along the perimeter, white 
light, blue light, etc.  


The MND states that it will revise the nighttime lighting requirement to be used only for 
security reasons. However, the MND does not include measures stating how nighttime 
lighting would be reduced. CDFW acknowledges and agrees with the ordinance 
requirement for shielded, downward facing nighttime lighting to reduce lighting spillover 
onto adjacent properties. In addition to lighting impacts on neighboring areas, artificial 
lighting and light pollution may cause significant impacts to rare, threatened, 
endangered, and nocturnal wildlife and migratory birds. Light pollution impacts can 
disrupt routine behavior of the species life cycle, degrade the quality of the environment 
utilized by said species and can substantially reduce the number of individuals. The 
MND does not fully analyze the biological impacts of lighting on wildlife species. 


Evidence of Impacts: Sensitive species, wildlife, and their habitats may be adversely 
affected by increased and artificial night lighting, even temporarily due to night 
construction activities. Light plays a vital role in ecosystems by functioning as both an 
energy and an information source (Gaston et al. 2012, 2013). The addition of artificial 
light into a landscape disrupts this role, altering the natural circadian, lunar, and 
seasonal cycles under which species have evolved. Artificial lights result in direct 
illumination, altering the natural patterns of light and dark, and sky glow (i.e., scattered 
light in the atmosphere), which can extend the ecological impacts of light far beyond the 
light source (Longcore and Rich 2004). On cloudy nights in urban areas, for example, 
the sky glow effect can be of an equivalent or greater magnitude than high-elevation 
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summer moonlight (Kyba et al. 2013). The addition of artificial light into a landscape can 
impact a broad range of system processes, including: 


 Activity patterns  


 Availability and detectability of food resources 


 Movement, navigation and migration 


 The timing of phenological events 


 Physiological functions 


 Foraging behavior and predator-prey interactions 


 Phototaxis (attraction and movement towards light) 


 Circadian rhythms (both physiological and behavioral) 


 Causing disorientation, entrapment, and temporary blindness 


Recommendations: CDFW recommends the following set of criteria of types of lighting 
that may be used on-site: 


 In addition to facing lights downward, lights should be motion-activated, or turned 
off or dimmed during critical times of the year (e.g., migration) and during times 
of night that have the most significant impact on wildlife (i.e., dawn and dusk) 
(Gaston et al., 2012, 2013).  


 Lights with wildlife-friendly spectral composition (i.e., minimize light 
avoidance/attraction) should be used (Gaston et al. 2012, 2013). LED lights are 
well suited for operating at variable brightness and being switched off or dimmed 
during certain times of the year or during times of low demand, as they operate at 
full efficiency and have no “warm-up” time (Gaston et al., 2012, 2013).  


o Vegetation may also be used to shield sensitive areas against light, and 
light-absorbent surfaces can be used in in place of reflective surfaces 
(Gaston et al., 2012, 2013).  


 All lights should be disposed of properly, as many contain mercury and other 
toxins.  


 Hoop-houses and other grow facilities that use lighting (e.g., light deprivation) 
should be required to be completely covered at night from sunset to sunrise. 
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Comment 9: Fencing Hazards 


Issue: The Project may result in the use of open pipes used as fence posts, property 
line stakes, signs, etc.  


Evidence of Impacts: Raptor's talons can become entrapped within the bolt holes of 
metal fence stakes resulting in mortality. Further information on this subject may be 
found at: https://ca.audubon.org/conservation/protect-birds-danger-open-pipes. 


Recommendations: CDFW recommends that all hollow posts and pipes be capped to 
prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality because these structures mimic the natural 
cavities preferred by various bird species and other wildlife for shelter, nesting, and 
roosting. Metal fence stakes used on the Project site should be plugged with bolts or 
other plugging materials to avoid this hazard.  


Comment 10: Monofilament Plastic Netting Prohibition 


Issue: Monofilament plastic netting is commonly used as trellising on cannabis plants. 
This plastic netting can be harmful as wildlife can become entangled and/or trapped. 
This topic is not considered or evaluated within the MND.  


Evidence of Impacts: Plastic netting used in these products has been found to entangle 
many different species of wildlife, including reptiles, amphibians, birds, and small 
mammals. CDFW has documented wildlife mortality related to monofilament including to 
raptor and mammal species. Snake entrapment is of particular concern, as there have 
been numerous reports of snake injury and mortality due to entanglement in plastic 
netting used in temporary erosion and sediment control products (Rich et al 2020). 
Additionally, plastic materials persist in the environment for years before breaking down 
into smaller fragments. When plastic fragments break down, these smaller fragments or 
microplastics often blow away or wash materials into waterways and habitat areas.  


Recommendations: The Ordinance should prohibit use of monofilament plastic netting 
and identify comparable materials that may be allowed that are less harmful to fish and 
wildlife. Allowable alternatives may include bio-degradable material, such as jute and 
coir (coconut husk fibers) in both erosion control measures and trellising materials.  


Comment 11: Sec. 38.16.030. – Authority for Enforcement 


CDFW views this Ordinance/MND update as an opportunity to provide gratitude and 
support for the ongoing enforcement County Code Enforcement has taken to suppress 
illicit cannabis cultivation while supporting the legal market. CDFW staff has first-hand 
experience working with county enforcement staff and commends them on their work. 
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As always, there is more work to be done in this area and we encourage the ongoing 
and continued work.  


CDFW enforcement staff have partnered with the County on enforcement cases. As an 
example, we have documented instances in the Santa Rosa Plain where past and 
current cultivation has occurred, usually by impacting upland grassland habitat, thereby 
impacting CTS. We would like to see our ongoing partnership evolve to restore, 
remediate, and mitigate impacts that have already occurred to special-status species 
habitat as a result of illegal cannabis cultivation, such as to CTS in the Santa Rosa Plain. 


The Ordinance update indicates that the Agricultural Commissioner is responsible for 
conducting enforcement inspections and to determine any subsequent enforcement 
actions due to activities violating the provisions of the Ordinance. To maintain an active 
site monitoring and compliance effort for permitted cultivation operations, CDFW 
recommends that the County ensure adequate funding and personnel are available to 
assist with conducting inspections as needed.  


ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 


CEQA requires that information developed in draft environmental impact reports and 
negative declarations be incorporated into a data base which may be used to make 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. [Pub. Resources Code, § 
21003, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys to the CNDDB. The CNNDB field survey 
form, online field survey form, and contact information for CNDDB staff can be found at 
the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/data/CNDDB/submitting-data. The types of 
information reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals. 


FILING FEES 


The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment 
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination 
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by 
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying Project approval to be 
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish and Game Code, § 
711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089). 


CONCLUSION 


CDFW supports efforts to regulate cannabis cultivation and to address the numerous 
and substantial environmental impacts. We believe that greater regulatory oversight and 
enforcement by local Lead Agencies can help minimize the environmental impacts of 
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cannabis cultivation. CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the MND to 
assist the County in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. If 
you have any questions, please contact Ms. Mia Bianchi, Environmental Scientist, at 
Mia.Bianchi@wildlife.ca.gov; or Mr. Wes Stokes, Senior Environmental Scientist 
(Supervisory), at Wesley.Stokes@wildlife.ca.gov. 


Sincerely, 


 


Gregg Erickson 
Regional Manager 
Bay Delta Region 


cc: California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Craig J. Weightman, Craig.Weightman@wildlife.ca.gov  
Greg Martinelli, Greg.Martinelli@wildlife.ca.gov  
Corinne Gray, Corinne.Gray@wildlife.ca.gov  
Tim Dodson, Timothy.Dodson@wildlife.ca.gov  
Stephanie Holstege, Stephanie.Holstege@wildlife.ca.gov  
Melanie Day, Melanie.Day@wildlife.ca.gov  
Stacy Martinelli, Stacy.Martinelli@wildlife.ca.gov  
Mary Olswang, Mary.Olswang@wildlife.ca.gov  
Lt. Douglas Willson, Douglas.Willson@wildlife.ca.gov  
Jennifer Nguyen, Jennifer.Nguyen@wildlife.ca.gov  
Ryan Mathis, Ryan.Mathis@wildlife.ca.gov  
James Rosauer, James.Rosauer@wildlife.ca.gov  


State Water Resources Control Board 
Taro Murano, taro.murano@Waterboards.ca.gov  
Stormer Feiler, stormer.feiler@waterboards.ca.gov  
Jonathan Pham, Jonathan.Pham@Waterboards.ca.gov  
Zackary Zwalen, Zachary.Zwahlen@Waterboards.ca.gov  
Samuel Warner, Samuel.Warner@Waterboards.ca.gov  


North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
David Kuszmar, David.Kuszmar@waterboards.ca.gov  
Kason Grady, Kason.grady@waterboards.ca.gov  


California Department of Food and Agriculture  
Michael Vella, michael.vella@cdfa.ca.gov 
Lindsay Rains, lindsay.rains@cdfa.ca.gov  
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Kim Sone, Kim.Sone@fire.ca.gov  


NOAA Fisheries  
Rick Rogers, rick.rogers@noaa.gov  


Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
Scott Orr, scott.orr@sonoma-county.org  
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JOSEPH D. PETTA 

Attorney 

Petta@smwlaw.com 

May 17, 2021 

Via E-Mail 

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 

575 Administration Drive 

Room 100 A 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

E-Mail: bos@sonoma-county.org

Re: Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and Draft 

Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

This firm represents the Friends of Mark West Watershed (“FMWW”) in 

connection with the Sonoma County Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Update and General 

Plan Amendment (“Project”). This firm concurrently represents Save Our Sonoma 

Neighborhoods and Neighbors of Liberty Valley, LLC, and we will submit separate 

comments on their behalf.  

The purpose of this letter is to inform Sonoma County that the Subsequent 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (“SMND”) for the Project, even with the revisions 

proposed by the Planning Commission, fails to comply with the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et 

seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. 

(“Guidelines”). As detailed below, numerous inadequacies and omissions in the SMND 

render it insufficient as an environmental review document. In addition, while FMWW 

supports the Planning Commission’s ordinance revision prohibiting use of groundwater 

wells for cannabis production in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4, the proposed 

revisions alone fail to address the inadequacy of the SMND and fail to ensure minimizing 

of identified impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

mailto:bos@sonoma-county.org
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I. The County must reduce the Ordinance’s impacts on sensitive waterways.

A. The Ordinance would have a significant impact on the County’s water

resources, and the changes recommended by the Planning Commission

do not reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.

As explained in our letter to the Planning Commission dated March 18, 2021 

(“FMWW March 18 Comments,” attached as Exhibit A1), the SMND fails to disclose, 

analyze, and propose adequate mitigation for significant environmental impacts related to 

hydrology and water quality, groundwater supply, and loss of habitat for endangered fish 

species, among others. These impacts are exacerbated by the prolonged drought the State 

is currently experiencing. See, https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/sonoma-

county-supervisors-declare-drought-emergency/ and 

https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/2021-04-Drought-map-California-Bay-Area-red-

16138839.php. What analysis the SMND does present on these topics is fraught with 

errors. See, Exhibit A at 16-20. As a result, the SMND fails to describe measures that 

could avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s numerous significant impacts. The 

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires the preparation of an 

environmental impact report (“EIR”) to thoroughly investigate these and myriad other 

impacts before the County may approve the Project.  

Specifically, the SMND’s analysis of the Project’s impact on groundwater supply 

is cursory and incomplete so that the document’s conclusions that impacts to groundwater 

supplies and recharge would be less than significant are unsupported.  Exhibit A at 17. 

Likewise, the SMND fails to analyze the impacts to water quality resulting from all the 

potential ministerial permits countywide allowed by the Project. For example, the SMND 

foregoes analysis of impacts from increased sedimentation resulting from ground 

disturbance and from vegetation clearing. Nor does the SMND adequately analyze the 

impacts of groundwater pumping on creeks, streams, and rivers.  Exhibit A at 18. In 

addition, the SMND also fails to provide any meaningful analysis of allowing events at 

cannabis cultivation sites. Such events are likely to result in increased use of groundwater 

that would effect groundwater supply and water quality and would result in increased 

traffic in remote areas, which would lead to increased traffic congestion on substandard 

roads and increased wildfire risk.  

1 For convenience, Attachments 1 and 2 to the FMWW March 18 Comments are included 

herein. The complete set of attachments was submitted on March 18 and is in the 

administrative record. 

https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/sonoma-county-supervisors-declare-drought-emergency/
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/sonoma-county-supervisors-declare-drought-emergency/
https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/2021-04-Drought-map-California-Bay-Area-red-16138839.php
https://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/2021-04-Drought-map-California-Bay-Area-red-16138839.php
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Similarly, the SMND fails to adequately evaluate the effects of ordinance 

implementation on sensitive aquatic biological resources, including federally- and state-

listed endangered salmon. As we explained in our prior comments, erosion resulting from 

activities allowed by the proposed Project—both from the change in use and from 

associated construction of cannabis production facilities—is likely to lead to increased 

sedimentation of Mark West Creek and its tributaries, impairing the Mark West 

Watershed critical habitat area. Exhibit A at 19 and Attachment 1 to Exhibit A, Kamman 

Report at 5 and 6. The delivery of fine sediment from erosion and runoff has been 

documented to have negative effects on water and habitat quality, specifically degrading 

spawning gravel habitat, juvenile rearing pool habitats, and juvenile salmonid survival 

and growth. Id. Therefore, an increase in high-intensity uses, such as those associated 

with cannabis cultivation are likely to result in sediment deposits to Mark West Creek 

and to increase negative impacts on aquatic habitat. 

The Planning Commission’s revisions to the ordinance fail to adequately address 

the aforementioned impacts. The proposed Ordinance amendments would result in 

allowing cannabis production countywide in much of the undeveloped areas of the 

County, including the Mark West Watershed. Without further environmental review, the 

County would be making this broad approval with far-reaching effects without having 

answers to critical questions about the cumulative impacts that would result from 

implementation of this Project.  

 

B. The Board of Supervisors should make explicit the Planning 

Commission’s recommendation to prohibit ministerial and 

discretionary approval of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in 

Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4. 

Based on the staff memo dated April 15, 2021, staff indicates that “[T]he Planning 

Commission directed staff to remove any allowance for use of groundwater wells in 

Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4”, and to remove any allowance for trucked 

water. Staff Memo at 2; emphasis added. However, as discussed below, the revised 

ordinance as currently drafted in response to the Planning Commission’s concerns, does 

not explicitly prohibit ministerial approval of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation 

in Zones 3 or 4.  

 

The relevant revised section of the ordinance at section 38.12.140 (A) states:  

 

“The onsite water supply shall be considered adequate with documentation of any 

one (1) or more of the following sources: 
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4. Groundwater well.

a. Groundwater Availability Zones 1 and 2. Documentation that the well

serving the cannabis cultivation site is located in Groundwater Availability Zone 1 or 2, 

and not within a Priority Groundwater Basin. 

b. Priority Groundwater Basin. If the groundwater well is within a Priority

Groundwater Basin, then provide one of the following: 

1) Documentation of a net zero water plan…concluding that the proposed use

would not result in a net increase in onsite groundwater use; or 

2) A hydrogeologic report…demonstrating and concluding that the

commercial cannabis use will not result in or exacerbate any of the following 

conditions of a basin or aquifer, consistent with the California Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): 

i. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels;

ii. Reduction of groundwater levels;

iii. Seawater intrusion;

iv. Degraded water quality;

v. Land subsidence;

vi. Depletions of interconnected surface water.

Draft Chapter 38 Sonoma County Commercial Cannabis Cultivation section 

38.12.140(A) as revised per the Planning Commission, April 15, 2021. It is important to 

note that the term “Priority Groundwater Basin” is not synonymous with “Groundwater 

Availability Zones 3 and 4.” The “Priority Groundwater Basin” designation refers to the 

State’s designation of basins under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act where 

basins with a “critical”, “high” and “medium” priority, as determined by the State, need 

to be preparing and submitting Groundwater Sustainability Plans. Groundwater 

Availability Zones refer to the County's own designation of water scarce areas. Thus, the 

revised ordinance does not directly address an applicant’s ability to rely on groundwater 

with a ministerial permit if their property is within Zones 3 or 4. As written, the 

ordinance is confusing and raises unanswered questions as to the requirements for 

groundwater wells in zones 3 and 4.  

Moreover, the proposed revisions to Chapter 26 of the Ordinance are in direct 

conflict with the Planning Commission’s direction.  Here, rather than remove any 

allowance for use of groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 and 4, not 

only does the ordinance allow use of groundwater wells in these zones, but it allows more 

expanded use than was allowed previously. Specifically, the revised ordinance in Chapter 

26 allows discretionary cannabis on up to 10 percent of a parcel and removes the current 
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1-acre limit on outdoor cultivation. For large parcels, this means that cultivators seeking

discretionary permits may seek larger cultivation areas than they previously would have

been allowed. It stands to reason that, if groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability

Zones 3 and 4 are too environmentally damaging for ministerial permitting, they are also

too environmentally damaging for discretionary permitting, especially given the proposed

expanded use for such facilities.

Allowing approvals of groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater 

Availability Zones 3 and 4 would result in significant environmental impacts. See, 

Exhibit A at 16-19. In our view, the Planning Commission intended to prohibit 

groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Zones 3 and 4 because those clearly would 

result in significant impacts. The Planning Commission clearly intended to enact that 

prohibition (see Planning Commission staff memo dated April 15, 2021 at 2) and the 

ordinance language should be revised to make the ordinance more clear and to enact that 

prohibition effectively. 

C. The Board of Supervisors should exclude ministerial approval of

cannabis cultivation permits from the Mark West Watershed and

other similar watersheds.

As explained in our comments to the Planning Commission, the state of California 

has determined that the Mark West Watershed is impaired and the cannabis operations 

authorized by the Project would exacerbate the already fragile nature of this important 

ecosystem. See, Exhibit A at 9-10 and 16. In addition, as discussed above, the watershed 

is an area with sensitive biotic resources or significant environmental sensitivity. In fact, 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”) has expressed significant 

concern about the Project’s environmental impacts on water resources, sensitive habitat, 

and sensitive species. See, Exhibit B, Letter from Gregg Erickson, Regional Manager Bay 

Delta Region of CDFW to Sonoma County Planning Commission dated March 17, 2021 

(“CDFW Comment Letter”). In the comment letter, the agency expressed concern that 

given Sonoma County’s “high density of sensitive species and essential habitat areas” the 

County should designate areas that would not be considered for cannabis cultivation 

under the ministerial process. Id. at 3 and 4. The agency recommends that  

“the Ordinance should establish a current baseline of permitted cannabis 

cultivation areas and project where new cannabis cultivation expansion may 

occur on a map. Geo-spatial analysis should be used at an individual 

property parcel scale, to exclude ministerial approval of cannabis 

cultivation within areas with habitat to support special-status species and 
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where special-status species occurrences are documented within the 

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Exclusion area 

boundaries should be mapped at a parcel scale.” 

Id. at 4.  The recommended analysis should be conducted as part of an EIR for this 

Project.   

There is also a documented trend in decreased groundwater availability in the 

watershed over the long term. Attachment 1 to Exhibit A, Kamman Report at 5 and 7; 

Attachment 2 to Exhibit A at 3 and 11. This trend, and an acknowledged strong linkage 

between groundwater and creek summer base flow, indicate that the Mark West 

Watershed is susceptible to groundwater overdraft conditions. Id. CDFW expressed 

concern about this impact stating that “[G]roundwater extraction has the potential to 

impact groundwater dependent resources and reduce streamflow, especially during the 

late spring and summer months which is a critical time period for the state federally 

endangered coho salmon and federally threatened steelhead.” CDFW Comment Letter at 

5-7. 

Significantly, the setbacks from riparian corridors incorporated in the Project do 

not eliminate impacts to the Mark West Watershed and other similarly impaired 

watersheds or the linked groundwater basins. A streamflow analysis of the Mark West 

Watershed determined that, while wells at increased distance from streams depleted 

streamflows at slower rates, “all wells generated depletion given enough time.” 

Attachment 2 to Exhibit A, Kobor et al., at p. 11. “Requiring new wells to be drilled at a 

specified minimum distance from a stream or spring . . . may extend the length of time 

before streamflow depletion occurs; however, it will not prevent streamflow depletion 

from occurring.” Id. at 21 (emphasis added). Thus, the measures currently included in the 

Project are insufficient to address potential significant impacts. Moreover, the Planning 

Commission’s revision requiring cannabis cultivation activities to conform to agricultural 

setbacks will also not prevent streamflow depletion. Draft Chapter 38 Sonoma County 

Commercial Cannabis Cultivation section 38.12.070(B) as revised per the Planning 

Commission, April 15, 2021. Excluding the Mark West Watershed and other similarly 

impaired watersheds from the Project entirely, however, would prevent new commercial 

cannabis activities from drawing groundwater, thus preventing decreases in streamflow 

and avoiding significant environmental impacts to sensitive watersheds. 

In addition, if the County were to allow cannabis cultivation in the Mark West 

Watershed and other similar watersheds, it would conflict with the intent of the state 

regulations to protect sensitive environments from cannabis-related impairments. Though 

the State Water Resources Control Board and the Department of Fish and Wildlife have 
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not yet determined that cannabis activities have significantly impacted the Mark West 

Watershed, it seems foolish to wait for this eventuality—and the associated degradation 

of a sensitive habitat—to occur. Excluding cannabis cultivation from the Mark West 

Watershed avoids incompatibility with state regulations and avoids degradation of a 

valuable environmental resource. 

Finally, the SMND does not contain any analysis of the Planning Commission’s 

changes or whether they would reduce the significant impacts identified in our previous 

letter. However, because the revised ordinance does not exclude the Mark West 

Watershed and any other similarly impaired watersheds from the Cannabis Ordinance, 

and because cannabis grows are not explicitly excluded from Groundwater Availability 

Zones 3 and 4, the Planning Commission’s revisions fail to adequately address the 

Project’s impacts to watershed resources. See, ORD20-005 Planning Commission 

Resolution and Redlined Ordinance 04-15-21 at pps. 20 and 21. Therefore, based on the 

Mark West Watershed’s status and on the Project’s significant impacts on water 

resources and biotic resources, the County must exclude the Mark West Watershed and 

other similarly impaired watersheds from areas where cannabis operations would be 

permitted in the County. 

D. The Board of Supervisors should impose a moratorium on

groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater

Availability Zones 3 and 4.

As discussed above and in our prior comments, the science does not support 

ministerial permitting for groundwater wells in Groundwater Availability Zones 3 or 4. 

Neither does science support discretionary approval of groundwater wells in any areas in 

the County designated as Groundwater Availability Zones 3 or 4. As the SMND 

acknowledges, areas designated as Zones 3 or 4 are areas where groundwater supplies are 

limited and uncertain. Under these circumstances, FMWW requests that the County 

impose a moratorium on new groundwater wells for cannabis cultivation in Groundwater 

Availability Zones 3 and 4 until a full EIR that thoroughly analyzes the impacts of 

implementing the proposed Project is completed. 

II. The Ordinance would have significant adverse impacts related to wildfire

risk, and the changes recommended by the Planning Commission do not

decrease wildfire-related impacts.

Implementation of the Cannabis Ordinance as proposed will increase development 

and introduce industrial processes in remote rural areas, which in turn exacerbates 

wildfire risk. With the state still recovering from the disastrous fires of 2020, and  facing 
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a protracted drought that is likely to result in another challenging fire season in 2021, 

decisionmakers must consider the role that increased development plays in the 

proliferation of wildfires, especially when that development encroaches into heavily 

forested areas with steep hills. The Mark West Watershed is characterized by steeply 

sloped areas and encompasses areas identified as moderate, high, and very high wildland 

fire hazard zones. Sonoma County General Plan 2020, Public Safety Element, Figure PS-

1G. CEQA requires environmental documents to analyze the risk of wildfire and the 

contribution of new projects to the risk of wildfire and fire-related erosion’s impacts on 

waterways. The SMND fails to do so.  

 

First, the SMND ignores how changes to the climate will impact wildfires in the 

future. It is common knowledge that climate change will increase the risk and frequency 

of wildfire as well as the severity of wildfire events. In California, we are experiencing 

higher average temperatures, an increase in the intensity and number of days with Diablo 

winds, lower amounts of precipitation, all of which contribute to longer wildfire seasons 

with an increase in large wildfire events.    

 

Second, the SMND provides a legally inadequate analysis of the direct, indirect, 

and cumulative wildfire hazard impacts associated with easing permit requirements for 

allowing cannabis cultivation and production in rural undeveloped areas. For instance, 

unlike the existing ordinance, the proposed ordinance revisions would allow the use of 

volatile organic compounds, ethanol, and high-pressure CO2 extraction and distillation, 

all of which increase wildfire risk. Id. at 37. Construction of new infrastructure, such as 

roads and power and gas lines will also exacerbate fire risk. The SMND itself 

acknowledges that commercial cannabis operations “are associated with high fire risk and 

have been responsible for structure fires in both urban and rural areas.” SMND at 67. The 

SMND also acknowledges that RRD-zoned areas “are known to be high fire hazard areas 

due to steep slopes, dense vegetation, and insufficient emergency services due to a lack of 

safe emergency vehicle access.” SMND at 67. Easing permit requirements and allowing 

cannabis grows with only ministerial approval is likely to encourage an influx of permit 

applications. Intensified land uses like these in remote areas, such as lands designated 

RRD in the eastern part of the County, increase ignition risk and vastly increase the cost 

of fighting wildland fires.  

 

While the SMND admits that the ordinance facilitates a substantial expansion of 

cannabis cultivation in very high fire severity zones and admits that this development 

would increase wildfire risks, the SMND foregoes meaningful analysis of potential 

impacts to public safety and property loss during a wildfire event. SMND at 99 and 100. 

It fails to include an analysis of potential cannabis facilities locating in remote areas with 
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limited access, or locating in close proximity to rural residential development, and how 

potential fire in different scenarios might spread under different weather, fuel, wind and 

ignition point scenarios. Last, but not least, the SMND fails to evaluate the impacts of 

increased erosion and water quality impacts resulting from fires in forested areas. As 

explained in our prior letters, forest burns increase erosion, which increases 

sedimentation in area waterways, which in turn results in significant impacts to 

endangered fish inhabiting the streams. The SMND fails to conduct this analysis. 

 

The SMND fails to adequately analyze impacts of the Project related to emergency 

response and evacuation. This omission is particularly troubling given that a 2015-staff-

prepared discussion paper on “Cannabis Cultivation Within Resources and Rural 

Development (RRD) Lands (“Discussion Paper”), addressed the inadequacy of rural 

roads in RRD areas. The Discussion Paper indicates that the County has data about rural 

roadways that should have been incorporated into this environmental documentation, yet 

the SMND is silent regarding safety issues resulting from substandard roadways in 

remote areas. Many roads in RRD areas fail to meet the State’s Fire Safe Regulations. 

Thus, because the Project would exacerbate wildfire risk in remote areas and because the 

County has documented the inadequacy of rural roads for evacuation purposes, the 

Project would result in significant impacts related to wildfire risk. The County has an 

obligation to evaluate the impacts of implementing the proposed Project and to identify 

mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts related to public safety. 

 

Having failed to adequately analyze the Project’s wildfire risks, the SMND also 

fails to provide effective mitigation. Instead, the SMND relies on token mitigation 

measures that do little to reduce the Project’s admittedly significant fire hazard impacts, 

especially in RRD-zoned parcels. SMND, p. 67. An EIR for the proposed ordinance 

revisions must include a legally adequate analysis of this important issue. 

 

III. The permit approval process contemplated by the Ordinance requires the 

exercise of discretion by County officials and would, if adopted, represent an 

abuse of ministerial permitting processes. 

The SMND incorrectly describes a central feature of the Project as the conversion 

of commercial cannabis permitting in agricultural and resource zones from a 

discretionary to a ministerial process. SMND at 5, 8. The SMND further asserts that 

various proposed provisions in Article 12 of Chapter 38 set forth standards that do not 

require the exercise of discretion. SMND at 8-13. As FMWW explained in their previous 

comments on the proposed Ordinance, this is wrong. 
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As pointed out by Commissioner Carr at the April 15, 2021 hearing, under the 

proposed Ordinance, the Agriculture Commissioner must use their judgment to decide 

whether to issue permits, and will thus be subject to CEQA. The Ordinance in many 

instances requires plans or surveys by qualified professionals to assess impacts, but does 

not provide standards governing how these surveys/plans will be evaluated or deemed 

sufficient. “A project is discretionary when an agency is required to exercise judgment or 

deliberation in deciding whether to approve an activity. It is distinguished from a 

ministerial project, for which the agency merely determines whether applicable statutes, 

ordinances, regulations, or other fixed standards have been satisfied.” Protecting Our 

Water & Env’t Res. v. County. of Stanislaus (2020) 10 Cal.5th 479, 489 (“POWER”). 

Thus, this is different from the situation in Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (2017) 11 

Cal.App.5th 11, where the court held that the permit in question did not involve the 

Commissioner’s judgment, even though the County’s ordinance might allow for 

discretion in other instances. Therefore, POWER, and not Sierra Club, applies here.  

Changes to the ordinance made by the Planning Commission do not make the 

proposed permitting regime ministerial. Applicants still must submit assessments 

“demonstrating” certain findings to the Commissioner’s satisfaction. For instance, each 

permit application must include a wastewater management plan that, among other things, 

“demonstrates” to the Commissioner’s satisfaction that the project would have adequate 

capacity to handle domestic wastewater discharge from employees. Proposed 

§ 38.12.130(A)(5). Each application must also include a storm water management plan 

and an erosion and sediment control plan that “ensure,” again to the Commissioner’s 

satisfaction, that runoff containing sediment or other waste or byproducts does not drain 

to the storm drain system, waterways or adjacent lands. Proposed § 38.12.130(B). 

Obviously, whether an applicant’s plans sufficiently “demonstrate” the necessary 

wastewater capacity, or “ensure” that runoff would not drain to waterways, would require 

the Commissioner’s individual judgment. Proposed sections 38.12.130(A)(5) and 

38.12.130(B) would apply to all applications regardless of size or proposed location. 

Other provisions that require the exercise of discretion to approve or deny a permit 

include, but are not limited to, proposed sections 38.12.050(B) (historic resource 

survey), 38.12.050(C) (cultural resource survey), 38.12.130 (wastewater management 

plan), and 38.12.140 (documentation of water supply). 

CEQA, and not the personal judgment of County staff, governs the discretionary 

review of projects, including mitigation of impacts. Here, however, the Commissioner 

and/or staff would have the authority to deny a proposed project which in their judgment 

would not avoid certain environmental impacts. Id. at 23 (if agency can deny, or modify, 

project proposal in ways that would mitigate environmental problems that CEQA 
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compliance might conceivably have identified, then the process is discretionary). Thus, 

the proposed Ordinance contemplates a discretionary, and not ministerial, approval 

process. 

IV. The County may not approve the Project without preparing an 

environmental impact report under CEQA. 

A. Substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the Project will 

have significant adverse impacts. 

CEQA is designed to ensure that “the long-term protection of the environment 

shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions.” Friends of College of San Mateo 

Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 596, 

604 [hereinafter “San Mateo Gardens II”] (quoting No Oil, Inc. v. Los Angeles (1974) 13 

Cal.3d 68, 74). Thus, the statute requires an agency evaluating a project to develop an 

EIR whenever “substantial evidence supports a fair argument that a proposed project 

‘may have a significant effect on the environment.’” Committee for Re-Evaluation of T-

Line Loop v. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 

1237, 1245-46 (quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 

California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123). The fair argument standard establishes a “low 

threshold” for requiring a lead agency to prepare an EIR. Pocket Protectors v. City of 

Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928. Courts “owe no deference to the lead 

agency’s determination,” and judicial review must show “a preference for resolving 

doubts in favor of environmental review.” Id. (italics in original).  

Ample evidence supports a fair argument that the Project may result in significant 

environmental impacts that were not studied in the 2016 Negative Declaration.2 These 

impacts would include, but not be limited to: groundwater supply (FMWW March 18, 

2021 Comments, Part IV.A), hydrology and water quality (id., Part IV.B), and loss of 

sensitive aquatic habitat (id., Part IV.C), among others. Because the Project has the 

potential to result in significant impacts, the County is required to prepare an EIR before 

it may approve the Project. 

 
2 The relevant analysis under CEQA’s subsequent review provisions concerns the 

changes since the original Medical Cannabis Land Use Ordinance was adopted in 2016, 

and not only the changes since the 2018 amendments to allow adult use cannabis. See 

FMWW March 18, 2021 Comments at 3, fn. 1. 
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B. The County is improperly conducting review of its cannabis program 

in piecemeal fashion and must develop an EIR to study the program, 

including the proposed Ordinance, as a whole. 

As described in the staff report for consideration of the proposed Ordinance at the 

Planning Commission’s March 18, 2021 meeting, the County has been developing its 

current cannabis regulatory regime since at least 2016. The proposed Ordinance is the 

latest step in the development of this overall program, but it is not the last. At the April 

15, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission recommended that the Board 

of Supervisors “immediately direct staff to investigate a more comprehensive update of 

commercial cannabis permitting, also including cannabis uses in the commercial and 

industrial zoning districts, as the next phase of the County’s Cannabis Program in 

conjunction with preparation of an environmental impact report.” 

The County is developing its cannabis regulatory framework backward. In 2016, 

the County approved the first phase of the cannabis permitting regime under a negative 

declaration, then made further changes to this framework in 2018 under a categorical 

exemption. Now, the County is proposing to further modify the cannabis framework—by 

purporting to make discretionary permitting “ministerial” in Agricultural and Resource 

Zones—under a subsequent mitigated negative declaration. Only now is the County 

contemplating preparing an EIR to analyze the significant environmental impacts of its 

“comprehensive” commercial cannabis permitting framework.  

The problem with this backward approach is that neither the County nor the public 

will have the complete picture of this comprehensive framework’s environmental impacts 

in the context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future permitting (including in 

commercial and industrial zones) until after the proposed Ordinance has been approved 

and new “ministerial” commercial grows are effectively entitled. At that point, if the 

comprehensive review of the overall program shows that existing regulations would 

result in significant cumulative impacts, it will be too late to undo these permitted 

projects. The more prudent approach would be to wait to approve the proposed Ordinance 

until it can be reviewed as part of the recommended “comprehensive” program. The 

County has not demonstrated a need to rush this Project through now, while at the same 

time, the Planning Commission is recommending that the County “immediately” 

undertake a more comprehensive environmental review of its overall commercial 

cannabis program. 

Not only is the County developing its permitting program backward and contrary 

to commonsense planning principles, but it is also improperly “segmenting” the overall 

program into multiple, individual approvals. CEQA prohibits “segmentation” of a 
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project—the “chopping up [of] proposed projects into bite-size pieces which, when taken 

individually, may have no significant adverse effect on the environment.” Tuolumne 

County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 

1214, 1223-24 (“Tuolumne”) (quoting Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. City Council of Arcadia 

(1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726); see also Tuolumne, 155 Cal.App.4th at 1229 (“when 

one activity is an integral part of another activity, the combined activities are within the 

scope of the same CEQA project” and must be analyzed together). CEQA instructs that 

“[w]here an individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project . . . 

an EIR must address itself to the scope of the larger project.” Guidelines § 15165.   

The proposed Project and associated SMND violate CEQA because they fail to 

acknowledge that the Project is part of the County’s overall commercial cannabis 

permitting regime, and therefore fail to disclose the environmental impacts of the “whole 

of [the] action.” See CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a). The Planning Commission’s April 15, 

2021 Resolution recommending that the County “immediately” undertake a “more 

comprehensive” review of the commercial cannabis permitting program clearly illustrates 

that the proposed Ordinance and the overall program are “part of a single, coordinated 

endeavor.” Assn. for a Cleaner Environment v. Yosemite Community College Dist. (2004) 

116 Cal.App.4th 629, 639. 

V. Conclusion 

FMWW feels strongly that the County’s decision regarding amendments to this 

ordinance must be science-based to ensure protection of the sensitive resources found in 

the area. The best available science currently supports a Board decision to impose a 

moratorium on new cannabis grow applications until an EIR that analyzes the impacts of 

the proposed Project is completed. In addition, FMWW requests that, at a minimum, the 

Board entirely exclude the Mark West Watershed from any additional cannabis 

cultivation and processing activities.   

 

 Very truly yours, 

 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 

 

 
 

Joseph “Seph” Petta 
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Carmen J. Borg, AICP, 

Urban Planner 

Exhibits 

Exhibit A FMWW Comments to the Planning Commission dated March 18, 2021. 

Attachment 1: Letter from Greg Kamman, Senior Ecohydrologist with 

CBEC Ecoengineering, dated March 16, 2021  

Attachment 2: Jeremy Kobor, et al., Integrated Surface and Groundwater 

Modeling and Flow Availability Analysis for Restoration Prioritization 

Planning, Upper Mark West Creek Watershed, Sonoma County, CA  

(Dec. 2020) 

Exhibit B Letter from Gregg Erickson, Regional Manager Bay Delta Region of the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife to Sonoma County Planning 

Commission dated March 17, 2021. 

cc: Scott Orr, scott.orr@sonoma-county.org 

Jennifer Klein, Jennifer.Klein@sonoma-county.org  

Susan Gorin, Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org 

David Rabbitt, David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org 

Chris Coursey Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org  

James Gore District4@sonoma-county.org 

Lynda Hopkins Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org 

Andrew Smith, Andrew.smith@sonoma-county.org 

Tennis Wick, Tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org 
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