Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board Meeting Minutes
Date: January 28, 2021 | 1:00 p.m.
Location: Zoom Meeting
www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair Hopkins called the meeting to order at 1.00 p.m. Directors Coursey, Dutton, Jacobs, Harvey,
Hopkins, Nagle, Salmon, Schwedhelm, Slayter and Stafford were present. Also, in attendance at the
meeting, were Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta, Technical
staff; Ann DuBay, Outreach staff; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach staff; Bob Anderson; Rue Furch; Peter
Martin; Mary-Grace Pawson (arrived 1:23pm) – all SRP Advisory Committee members; Elizabeth Cargay,
Town of Windsor; Mike Martini; Michael Burns, both Members of Public; and Simone Peters,
Administrative Aide (recording meeting minutes).

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter
jurisdiction of the Board

Mike Martini, representing 20 growers and wine producers in partnership with Sonoma County Farm
Bureau and the Sonoma Wine Grape Commission, wished everyone a happy new year and said he
hoped 2021 would be a better year. Together we work with over 2000 local farmers, ranchers, and
grape growers. We are working together to create a farm plan that incorporates best practices in water
management and conservation. We are asking for time on future GSA meeting agendas to present
progress on the farm plan which upon completion and approval by the Board, can be incorporated into
each subbasin’s GSP. This will help us collectively meet compliance with sustainable groundwater
management. Thank you for your service and your time.
Director Hopkins – We will follow up and schedule something in the future.
Director Harvey – I would be interested to hear more about this. We need to do more education
around the Ag Department and uses. I think there are a lot of assumptions. I am glad you are working
together and working on something that may help.

3. Consent Calendar

a. Approve Minutes of December 10, 2020 Board Meeting

No public comment.
Director Harvey moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, Director Stafford seconded.
Motion passed 8-0-2 (Directors Salmon and Coursey abstained).
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Vote Roll Call
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – aye Director Salmon – abstain, Director
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey - abstain

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
None.

5. Advisory Committee Report

Advisory Committee Chairman, Bob Anderson confirmed that the Advisory Committee met on January
11. Seventeen of 18 members participated in the meeting. They reviewed the calendar noting there is
less than a year to finish their work and it will be a very busy period ahead. Anderson also said the
Chair/Vice-chair met in January to discuss the requirement of meeting materials being available at least
one week prior to meetings to allow for review time. He also mentioned that Section 1 of the GSP is
now available for comment. Anderson said the Advisory Committee would be looking at the 50-year
Water Budget at their special February meeting.
Questions/Comments
Director Hopkins – I appreciate your and all Advisory Committee members dedicated service and work
you do. Thank you very much.
No public comment.

6. Information items

a. 2021 GSP Update, Completion Process & Schedule

The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) is due January 31, 2022. As part of the GSP, Sustainable
Management Criteria (SMC) must be developed for six sustainability indicators as defined by the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.
Jay Jasperse gave an update on the key GSP activities to be completed this year and provided the
schedule for 2021. He noted it will be a very busy period especially from January through July. GSP
updates will be made around the schedule and four major elements will be taken into consideration to
build into the schedule:





Complete 50-year water budget
Use model to evaluate SMC as defined by draft SMCs
Evaluate projects and management actions as needed to ensure sustainability per SMCs
Develop GSP implementation plan

Questions/Comments
Director Harvey – You said DWR has their own process to review and allow people to submit responses.
How is that handled? How, will the feedback be addressed?
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Jasperse – They will post the draft Plan once we submit it to them. They will have a 75-day window
to receive comments. They will collate questions/comments and work with the GSA for us to
consider the comments and reply. This doesn’t require a specific response like a CEQA document.
Director Schwedhelm – Does DWR have to approve it and what if we disagree with their
recommendations?
Jasperse – At the end, they will make a determination. I would say there is an opportunity to meet
with them and provide additional information with the aim to coming to an agreement on the
status of our report.
Director Schwedhelm – They have final say, they give us the green light?
Jasperse – Yes. Moving forward this year, at each of the Board meetings when we give a GSP
update, we will shift so that we focus the updates around the calendar, and we can see how we are
tracking.
Marcus Trotta gave an informational session on Projects and Management Actions. He reviewed GSP
requirements and provided existing study examples and example conceptual Projects and Management
Actions.
Questions/Comments
Director Nagle – You talked about the simulated concept projects using a baseline simulated Water
Budget. When you have the model built, how will you be able to provide different rain projections over
time to demonstrate how the projects will work?
Trotta – Given the amount of time and resources it takes to run the model and develop different
climate scenarios we have moved forward using the RCP 8.5 climate future for the initial GSP based
on Board direction provided in October 2020. At this stage we envision we would build additional
climate future analyses into our implementation program and further test the sensitivity and
ranking in the early stages of the GSP implementation program.
Director Nagle – When we went into the voluntary program set up before we got to the SGMA
regulations, the answer was the same: the model is too difficult to change the rainfall. We need a
model where we can adjust the rainfall inputs. Relying on the 8.5 is not going to give an example of
the variable rainfall pattern which we may have. Is it a matter of resources or time? What are the
barriers to looking at variable rainfalls in this model?
Trotta – It is a bit of both. The model can take a few days to run each scenario. The other factor is
when looking at pros/cons of different types of Projects and Management Actions, the fewer
variables or tweaks to the baseline we are comparing to will make the process more straight
forward.
Director Nagle – I agree with you using the baseline, I am concerned about using the modelling
without looking at the variable patterns of rainfall in the future.
Jasperse – One of my complaints about SGMA is that we need to pick one single 50-year forecast
and judge against that. It is not what we do in water management. We can change it when we
move through the Plan, it is also a constraint with how SGMA is written.
Director Nagle – I can see how we are restricted with one scenario for DWR. I am talking about the
ability of this Board to evaluate different scenarios and for the Board to decide which one we give
to DWR.
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Director Coursey – I would like some clarity on projects in the Sustainability Plan needing to have
proponents. It could be the agency or someone else. If it is included in the Plan, it seems like that would
imply the agency is a proponent. Why the requirement for the different proponent instead of just the
agency?
Trotta – It could be better framed as and/or. The GSA would need to be a proponent for any project
it is proposing to implement. There could be other programs that agencies are proposing, such as a
recycled water program that one, member agency is pursuing.
Director Coursey – Is it a requirement to have an additional proponent besides the agency?
Trotta – No, it could be just the agency.
Director Slayter – About funding and financing (page 25 of the packet). It says a funding finance
approach for the project is identified. Do you have any idea of the magnitude of grants available or
competition for grants?
Trotta – We have a sense. One program is from DWR through the SGMA program, they have a pot
of money set aside. I believe they already issued a solicitation period for the critically over-drafted
basins. There is some guidance from the state on types of programs and what can be funded
through the grant.
Director Slayter – Often times the little guys get forgotten. When you talk about competitive
grants, it is hard to do any planning when things are so competitive.
Jasperse – In the long run, the availability will develop on bond initiatives.
Director Slayter – Where the dollar hits the road, there is the most interest.
Director Jacobs – I want to comment on demand reduction. I was reviewing some data from Marcus
Trotta on my company’s water system. We cut over 100 acre-feet annually of pumping over the last 15
years through demand management conservation and efficiency measures. The IWS group met last
week and we had a long discussion about this. We haven’t applied all the demand management
resources to either small independent mutual water companies, or individual rural residential
customers. I appreciate the rebate programs rolled out by Sonoma Water last year for groundwater
customers. I think going forward it will be important to continue such programs as a Management
Action program.
Jasperse – I agree, I am excited about extending conservation programs to the rural residential
sector, there is lots of opportunity.
No public comment.
b. Rural Residential Outreach Update
The project is being conducted jointly with the other two Sonoma County GSAs. Major contract tasks
include research (survey and focus groups); development and implementation of an engagement
campaign; and funding analysis.
Andrea Rodriguez confirmed the Rural Residential Outreach surveys were mailed to 5,711 on December
1-2 and had a 16 % return rate that satisfies SCI (outreach campaign Consultant to the GSA). She
presented the survey mailer and snapshots of issues in Santa Rosa Plain. This survey is a look and feel
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survey to assess baseline attitudes toward groundwater she said, there is no detail about fees. It is
available in English and Spanish, online and in paper format. Next steps include survey analysis followed
by an opportunity to join in focus groups; there is interest from some survey recipients to participate. A
campaign engagement program will be developed in March/April and the program should be kicked off
in May/June.
Director Harvey – We had a meeting in early January with the Consultant. We received good written
feedback, the Santa Rosa Plain received the most comments back which show people are engaged.
Questions/Comments
Director Hopkins – I am grateful for the work being done. Thank you.
No public comment.
c. Groundwater User Registration Program Update
Andy Rodgers briefly reviewed the 2020/2021 development and launch schedule.
He said the new suggested acronym (thank you Bob Anderson, Advisory Committee Chair) for the
program is GUIDE “Groundwater User Information Data Exchange”. Advisory Committee members
were supportive of the name change. He said the mailer, webpage, and survey have been updated as
per suggestions and showed the updated draft mailer and webpage. Rodgers mentioned a press release
would be sent out soon, then provided the next steps for the program. He anticipates sending
notification mailers to parcel owners in the Santa Rosa Plain week ending February 12.
Questions/Comments
Director Jacobs – I would like to get an update on the feedback you are getting a few weeks following
the launch.
Rodgers – We will be updating everyone as we can, it will be a standing topic at upcoming Advisory
Committee and Board meetings. I encourage agencies who are likely to get phone calls about this,
to make sure your public information folks know to direct questions to the Groundwater
Registration site, and we can help respond.
Director Hopkins – I agree with Director Jacobs, it would be good to get an update on call volume
and such as you move forward.
No public comment.

7. Action Items
a.

2021 Calendar: Adopt 2021 Meeting Calendar

The Board annually adopts a meeting calendar for the year. The proposed 2021 meeting calendar
will focus on completion of Sustainable Management Criteria, review and adoption of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan, possible adoption of a groundwater registration program, and initiation of a fee
study. Staff recommends the Board approve the 2021 meeting calendar.
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Andy Rodgers said it would make more sense to have the next meeting on March 11 rather than
February 11. He polled the group, Director Dutton has plans to be out of town on March 11, but the
other Board members are available. As such, the meeting will be moved from February 11 to March 11.
Rodgers ask the Board members to keep the second Thursday of odd months penciled in their calendar
for possible additional meetings.
No public comment.
Director Harvey moved to approve the Consent Calendar with the move of the February 11 meeting to
March 11, Director Stafford seconded.
Motion passed 10-0-0.
Vote Roll Call
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – aye Director Salmon – aye Director
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey - aye

8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report

No reports from the Administrator or Legal Counsel but Andy Rodgers mentioned the next six months
will be exceptionally busy with lots of work for staff, the Advisory Committee, and the Board, especially
with the additional meetings added to the calendar.
Jay Jasperse mentioned the Salt and Nutrient Management Planning by the North Coast Regional
Board. A regional Board staff report was issued December 31 and the Board will be considering it at the
April 15-16 meeting. They are accepting written comments until February 1. In general, this focuses on
the salt/nutrient program, not SGMA. Regional Board staff followed the general approach DWR used a
couple years ago prioritizing basins with certain criteria. They modified it to fit their needs and ended
up with a ranking of the 62 basins. Out of the 62 basins, only one basin, this basin, was found to be
“critical” based on the point system. Other basins such as Alexander Valley and Russian River were
rated as “high”. The Regional Board staff is looking to accept the prioritization of the basins and direct
their staff to develop a policy statement. It would look at a process that contains four parts:
•
•
•
•

Loading priority
Within basin, identify priority zones in basin
Expand groundwater monitoring
Re-evaluate on certain frequency model

Staff are looking at preparing a response; also looking at it from SGMA perspective. We feel nothing will
change in our approach to the SMC, but we have a couple comments: 1) We feel the staff report from
the Regional Board should acknowledge the coordination between the GSA and the Board. Our SMC
specifies a formal coordination process with the Regional Board. 2) One specific technical comment –
one of the factors used to prioritize basins (that adds points to the basin) is if imported water is used.
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Santa Rosa Plain got the most points in that category. Our argument is that the Russian River water (our
imported water) is much higher quality than our local groundwater. We don’t think there should be
extra points because the imported water is much higher quality. We are planning to submit a letter to
comment on the staff report from the Regional Board.
No Public Comment.

9. Adjournment

Director Hopkins thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 2:41 pm.
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