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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Monday, March 14, 2022 | Meeting Summary 

Contact: Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: arodgers@westyost.com I Phone: 707.508.3661 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program, opened the 
meeting at 3:00 p.m. and welcomed the group. Bob Anderson, Chair also welcomed the members and said 
staff continues to work hard to get the agenda and packet to the Advisory Committee at least one week in 
advance of meetings.  

Rue Furch, Vice-Chair mentioned that many eyes are currently on the fee study. She said that the county is 
working on data collection and putting it into GIS relative to groundwater. I hope we will have 
presentations from Rob Pennington at Permit Sonoma. 

Trotta (chat) – Rob Pennington with Permit Sonoma gave an update on work they are doing under 
GSA's Prop 68 grant to the Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee last week. I believe we are working 
to schedule Mr. Pennington to give a similar update to the Santa Rosa Plain at your next meeting. 
You can see the slides that were presented to the Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee here: 
https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/00-03.08.20-SV-AC-Mtg-
Presentations_ada.pdf. The Permit Sonoma slides start on page 22 of the presentation handout. 
Furch (chat) – As I understand it, work will be completed (or close to it) by the end of the summer, 
so I hope we’ll fit in an updated presentation at that time. 
Trotta (chat) - Yes, Rob Pennington is tentatively scheduled for the May meeting. 
Furch (chat) – That will be an introduction, projects won’t be finished until late in the summer. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary, and 2022 Meeting Schedule 
Review 
Sam Magill reviewed the day’s agenda and covered meeting protocol. 

No corrections to the January 10 Meeting Summary were received. If there are any corrections, please send 
them to Andy Rodgers by the end of this week so the summary can be finalized and posted. 

No public comment. 

mailto:arodgers@westyost.com
https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/00-03.08.20-SV-AC-Mtg-Presentations_ada.pdf
https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/00-03.08.20-SV-AC-Mtg-Presentations_ada.pdf
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Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Receive AC input on Rate and Fee Study options and discuss public engagement events. 

Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting gave an update on the Rate and Fee Study progress. He provided an 
overview of the background, well data sources, funding sources, budget, and timing. Bradshaw was looking 
for input from the Advisory Committee in preparation for the Community workshops.  Andy Rodgers gave a 
quick review of Board comments received so far. 

Considerations/Questions to the Advisory Committee 

Basis of Costs 
Budget for grant revenue (approx., 33% of costs) to keep rates down? 

Fee Structure 
Only groundwater users? 
All water consumers? 

Timing and Pace 
Implement in July 2022 and/or re—visit revenue structure in Year 2 or Year 3? 

Questions/Comments 
Peter Martin – I struggle with the question about grants and how much to budget for that. I know there will 
be a second round of funding, but I am not sure what is available to us. Has anyone been tracking it? Will it 
be competitive? What is the expectation? 

Trotta – There is no guarantee with any grant opportunity. We are quite focused on two SGMA 
implementation grants. Round 1 for the critically over drafted basins was non-competitive. Round 2 
for non-critically over drafted basins is competitive. There are about $200 million available 
statewide, minimum awards are $1 million and maximum awards are $10 million. There is no 
requirement to match grant funding, but you get extra points if you match 5%. The implementation 
grants aren’t just focused on shovel ready projects, they are to do any activities identified in 
implementation plans. 

Peter Martin – Be careful how we refer to ‘all’ water users. A lot of water users that aren’t on wells, may be 
paying fees and state programs that manage surface water rights, surface water supplies and other 
regulatory programs. It is potential for double dipping. I am concerned about charging all water users and 
not focusing on those using the groundwater resources. 

John Rosenblum – Who is using groundwater, who is using surface water? I was hoping to see something 
more specific in this presentation/analysis to our members here. It isn’t an exact science. This initial 
evaluation inevitably will lead to questions about the increasing reliance on groundwater from people who 
haven’t been using groundwater. The CPUC has decades of experience with the commodity charges (acre-
foot per year) and divine charges (increased summer use). Somehow preparing the groundwork would be 
useful; when this hits the General public in their pocketbooks, there will be a lot of comments. Outreach 
will be very important. There needs to be a degree of specificity for our basin. Relying on other people’s 
money through grants is potentially disastrous. 
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David Noren – The money part of the equation is the biggest question that I get. I have a well and know 
that my water use is 0.18 acre-feet per year at our house. I would think there could be a way to incentivize 
using less water. Use a fee schedule to incentivize, not punish. Conservation should be part of groundwater 
management. My other question is regarding proportionality. Most people think that vineyards are sucking 
us dry. We need to think hard about a fairness balance, risk/reward, and incentives. Don’t default me to 
one acre-foot a year if I can show I use less. 

Bradshaw – There could easily be a process in place for people can show that their usage is less 
than we are estimating. 
Noren – If we are asking folks to spend any money, we need to show the cost benefit. We are trying 
to modify consumptive behavior. I think this offers us the opportunity to set up an incentive reward 
process. 

O'Connor (chat) – I agree with David Noren's perspective that there should be an allowance for metered 
use to adjust their actual metered use 

Deborah Curtis (chat) – How does David Noren know how many acre-feet he and his family use? Does he 
have a meter on his well? 

Rosenblum (chat) – David Noren also has level data, which is just as important as volume. My mutual 
company has 12 years of level and volume data (part of our controls). 

Colin Close – I am concerned about working out proportionality for all parcels that benefit from 
groundwater including those that purchase water for a large provider like the City of Santa Rosa. About 95% 
of our water is from the Russian River. If we charge for groundwater, we would be double charging 55,000 
parcels already paying fees. John Rosenblum made a good point of including new users in rates and fees. If 
the City brings wells online, we meter the wells and report them. City water suppliers paid fees the first few 
years to fund the GSA completely, we did not get money from the county. I think conservation incentives 
are terrific, I know they work. We were able to reduce city water use by 44% in terms of gallons per capita 
per day over 30 years, we know the programs work. Keep separate from the rates because we want water 
conservation that is sustainable. If we are going to use an all users pay model, we need to be careful not to 
double dip, city water users are already paying. 

Bradshaw – If we went to all water users, the water purveyors would fall out of that equation, and 
we would go directly to users. 

Mary Grace – It is important to confirm if our existing rate expires. I think a plain reading of Ordinance 1902 
suggests it doesn’t. If it doesn’t expire, we owe ourselves to operate within the existing budget, it would 
help with assuming grant funding, and help the Board to not be in such a rush. I know running a Brown Act 
agency is expensive. I would like the Advisory Committee to have the opportunity to give feedback in more 
than a poll format. And I agree with Colin Close, we want to avoid our rate payers paying double. 

Rodgers – The Ordinance doesn’t seem to have an expiration date, but I will verify with Legal 
Counsel.  
Pawson – The Santa Rosa Plain Board may not be in the same rush as the other two basins. 

Matt O’Connor – The groundwater use fees are not significant, politically it will be painful, but it is fair and 
reasonable to expect groundwater users to pay these fees. Spreading out costs to wider area/users isn’t 
fair.  
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Arthur Deicke – When I look at the budget and see an operations budget, I am not sure what we operate. It 
is administration – billing, accounting, grants, etc. Administration should be minimized to the maximum 
possible. If there are fees to be charged, they should be charged to the municipality and the municipality 
should figure out how to charge the consumer.  

Pawson (chat) – On the well head fee option, is it calculated for each well site or for each parcel in the City? 
(Clearly that is a BIG difference). 

Furch (chat) – In addition to fees, would there be expenses required like installing a meter? 
Bradshaw – An open question, I haven’t seen that level of intervention by the state. 
Trotta (chat) – I think it's possible that the SWRCB could charge non-de minimis pumpers for meters 
but haven't seen it spelled out in any of their materials. 
Furch (chat) – Would our fee structure need to require that additional cost? Or might meters be 
used to prove a lesser use than has been assigned to them? 

Rosenblum (chat) – Will there be a fee for seasonal/drought capacity ($/Million Gallons Day)? 
Bradshaw – What we have done here – the bulk for the pumping are modelled on water demand 
per crop. If you alter your pumping, it wouldn’t be taken into account here. This is expecting a 
moderate use of watering of crops. It is the best we have without metering in place. 

Furch (chat) – What percentage of budgets have we historically received? 
Trotta – We received two million from the state so far, almost two thirds for Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan development. 

Anderson (chat) – What did the community survey suggest regarding fees? 
Bradshaw – It was not a popular item in the survey, we didn’t get specific about rates. 

Anderson (chat) – The Basin received 25% of the State's drought relief fund. Will any of that $6.9 million be 
considered a grant? 

Trotta (chat) – The $6.9M awarded to Sonoma Water's drought relief project is considered a grant 
which will fund both rehabilitation and/or replacement of Sonoma Water's production wells in the 
Santa Rosa Plain and retrofitting of the wells for ASR operations. This is an example of a grant 
program opportunity leveraged by a GSA member agency to advance a project recommended in 
the GSP. Other grant opportunities include SWRCB Stormwater Resources grants, North Coast 
IRWMP grants, and DWR's Technical Support Services program among others. 

David Long (chat) – Why is repayment of member agency contributions being kept out of the budget at this 
juncture? What are potential grant sources besides the DWR/SGMA programs? 

Long (chat) – Budget assumptions include projects PLANNING but not projects themselves. At what point 
do actual project costs get included in the budget? 

Trotta– The majority of the costs in this five-year budget is for assessing the feasibility and scoping 
of projects. There are also projects that other agencies are pursuing in line with or helping projects 
included in the GSP. I provided one example in the chat which is funding that Sonoma Water got for 
retrofitting wells, so that they can be used for aqua storage and recovery. That was funding we got 
from the state through the Drought Relief Program. 
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Furch (chat) – I seem to recall that there is a methodology for protesting / proving water use if a well owner 
believes they are being over charged based on estimates. No? 

Trotta (chat) – The current fee study framework does not currently, as the groundwater use is 
being estimated using the assumptions that Jerry Bradshaw presented. 

Trotta (chat) – There is an appeal process that I believe was adopted by the GSA Board during the 
last fee study, which would allow users to correct any assumptions.  
Pawson (chat) – Ordinance 19-02 does appear to have an appeal process built in that would allow 
folks with data to appeal their rates.  
Joe Gaffney (chat) – Ever since the Committee started talking about per acre-feet fees, there was 
always the opportunity for an owner to refute the estimated usage with actual metering. 

Pawson (chat) – Can staff please confirm that the current "rate" expires? I have ordinance 19-02, which set 
the rate, open and I am not seeing that it has an expiration or sunset built into it. 

Rodgers (chat) – I will check with our counsel on the technicality, but when the ordinance was 
adopted in 2019, the staff report read: "The proposed fees would be levied for three years, after 
which time the Board could end, extend, or replace the fees." ...and Section 4 of the ordinance: 
"The Board of Directors may increase or decrease the Fee as necessary or appropriate in 
compliance with the California Constitution." 

Furch (chat) – Will changes in municipal and/or jurisdictional wells (potentially due to cuts in surface water 
supply) be adjusted proportionately? 

Noren (chat) – The City of Sebastopol is an exception for municipalities with regards to cost and double 
dipping as it is the only city in the Santa Rosa Plain that is completely reliant on groundwater wells. Other 
municipalities have used a significant amount of groundwater in the past and can do so in the future. Fees 
are tricky to balance. 

Colin Close (chat) – Municipal water users have been paying all along. 

Deicke (chat) – I’m wondering what Operations majority of the budget is broken down to. I’m unsure how 
much operations we do, it seems more like administration. That said, the more complex and equitable a fee 
structure is the more cost to administer billing and accounting. Regarding the double dipping, the water 
contractor is already set up to bill and accounting. This agency should not create a separate billing structure 
for the water contractor consumers. 

Public Comment 
Deborah Curtis (chat) – Are the acre-feet fees annual? 

Bradshaw – Yes, annual. 
Curtis (chat) – How are Acre-feet calculated? 

Poll Questions and Comments  (Detailed Results Below) 

Does the assumption that 40% of funding will come from grants seem reasonable? 
67% said NO. 



SRP AC Mtg Summary 03.14.22 6 

Do you recommend we assume a higher or lower percentage? 
Anderson – Could you explain the difference of the pumping estimates shown to the Board, and what was 
shown to the Advisory Committee. 

Bradshaw – We have been adjusting some of the numbers, but the current range is still within the 
same range, so the net bottom line isn’t much changed. 
Anderson – How do you combine the GSP rural residential numbers 2900 and today’s estimate of 
4900? 
Bradshaw – I would have to look back and see what the actual basis was for the earlier estimate. 
Anderson – Will we get a written report or only have a PowerPoint presentation before the public 
community meetings? 
Bradshaw – We will be producing that for the public meeting. Essentially, it is the same level of 
detail for next week’s meeting. We can share it with the Advisory Committee as we move along. 

Colin Close (chat) – If work that can be deferred is shown as grant funding, fine. If work that can't be 
deferred is shown as grant funding, that's troubling. It should be the amount that would pay for work that 
can be deferred if grant funding is not received. 

Rodgers (chat) – The GSA approved a preliminary budget for FY22/23 in February. which offers a more 
detailed glimpse of operational line items (legal, technical, administration, facilitation, audit, reporting, 
expenses etc.). The preliminary budget is likely to be adjusted before finalizing to support modifications to 
operations plans for next fiscal year. 

Deicke (chat) – I think grants should be for specific projects, e.g., perhaps to provide meters to users. 

Pawson (chat) – I also think it is important to understand if we are proposing to use grants to augment the 
existing established rate or if we are proposing to do all the work to set a new rate and then under-
estimating it because we counted on grants. 

Should fees be levied directly on groundwater users only or on all water consumers? 
Colin Close (chat) – It's already levied on all users. Water suppliers pay based on their metered use. 

Joe Gaffney (chat) – Urban water users already pay. Every month. 

Rosenblum (chat) – My concern is that as surface water dwindles, suppliers will use more groundwater. 

Deicke(chat) – Even though benefit assessment must be voter approved, they work extremely well for the 
Marin Sonoma Mosquito Vector Control District. Easy to oversee, cost very low to users. Currently we pay 
$12/parcel per year for restoration of the San Francisco Bay. 

Pawson (chat) – If we can legally keep the current rate, we need to be clear about that. 

Other Comments 
Rosenblum (chat) – I do not like that Slido accesses my profile... 

Magill (chat) – Good to know. Did it access a social media profile? I will look at that ASAP. 

No public comment. 
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User Name

Does the 
assumption 
that 40% of 
funding will 
come from 
grants seem 
generally 
reasonable? 

Do you 
recommend 
that we assume 
a higher or 
lower 
percentage of 
grant funding ?

Should the 
fee be 
levied 
directly on 
groundwat
er users 
ONLY? 

Should a 
fee/tax be 
levied on 
all water 
consumer
s? 

Based on the 
high cost of 
placing it on the 
ballot and 2/3 
vote 
requirement, 
should the parcel 
tax be 
eliminated from 
the options 
under 
consideration? 

Should the GSA 
fully implement 
the fee in FY 
2022-23 or 
delay 
implementation 
until Year 2 or 
3?

Do you have any recommendations for messaging 
and the approach for community meetings? 

Colin Close No Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

All users pay - directly or indirectly - including urban 
folks receiving water from suppliers. 
Proportional use is the fairest approach - per af is 
the fairest. 
CA is one of last states to regulate groundwater. It's 
time to protect our shared resource.

Elizabeth Cargay No Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Answer all the questions brought up at the meetings 
at the meeting.  I hear so many times that questions 
are asked and not answered.

Peter Martin Yes No change Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Highlight the benefit of GSA activities to all 
groundwater users, protection of long-term water 
supply, this is an alternative to meters on all wells 
and state intervention.

Wayne Haydon Yes Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Find some examples of where groundwater became 
unavailble and the ASSOCIATED COSTS TO USERS.

Joe Gaffney Yes Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Outreach to smaller groups. The public meetings 
(e.g., Finley Center) have been a disaster.

Arthur Deicke No Lower Yes Yes
No (maintain the 
option)

Delay until year 
2 or 3

Yes, there should be a clear quantified distinction 
between whatever option is chosen and the State 
mandated total fee - if it came to that. 

Also, the benefits of managing the entire basin 
should be clearing communicated. Hopefully, 
overtime, water wells do not go dry and there is 
sufficient water for everyone.

David Noren No Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Use all types of social and print media to clearly 
explain the process and how rural well owners 
benefit from groundwater management.  Use the 
drought conditions as an example of why this is 
important.  Keep it simple and straightforward

Rue Furch No Lower
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Delay until year 
2 or 3

Full disclosure on all aspects, including benefits and 
impacts if we don't comply with State mandates.  
Take a lot of feedback on fees for types of uses so 
people are heard.  Lots of outreach and education.  
Be sure to be transparent in the process and 
benefits.
; well owners are painfully aware of drought.  
Benefits of management should be emphasized.  Do 
you think people have greater resistance to paying 
these fairly low fees, fear of the fees increasing 
&/or having anyone know the water levels in their 
wells?

Ryan Crawford Yes Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23
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Matthew O'Connor No Lower Yes No
No (maintain the 
option)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

The fundamental equity of the user paying and the 
low cost of the program relative to the value; the 
program will help to keep access to groundwater for 
groundwater users by raising awareness of the 
shared resource.

David Long No Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Keep it transparent and as simple as possible. Do 
not over promise and under deliver.

Deborah L Curtis No Yes
No (maintain the 
option)

I heard about the meeting on Nextdoor, I don't use 
it that much but glad I saw it. Maybe FB would be a 
good network; I'd like to add that water is not free 
to well users, as some non well users may think. The 
systems we use require maintenance, cleaning and 
part replacement, and electricity to run. I agree 
with another comment, that well users are painfully 
aware of drought, and conservation is a primary 
concern; David Noren mentioned he knows how 
many acre feet he and his family use. How does he 
get this information? I would like to know how 
much we use. Does he have a meter on his well?
Wanted to add to my "well water is not free" 
comment, that I don't think anyone should be 
double charged. But I do support all water users in a 
basin be charged any proposed fees and that every 
household and or business share in the 
groundwater sustainability project costs. All water 
captured in reservoirs has the potential to become 
groundwater, and therefore impacts the 
groundwater levels, therefore all water users in the 
basin should share in the costs of this project. 

John Rosenblum No Lower

Need to communicate how Russian River conditions 
influence groundwater usage. Also impact of 
climate change on management of gw.

Craig Scott No Lower Yes No
Yes (eliminate 
from options)

Implement in FY 
2022/23

Anonymous Higher No Yes
No (maintain the 
option)

Delay until year 
2 or 3

Explain the benefits - forget the current approach 
that highlights finding the funds.
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GSP Annual Report 
Objective: Provide overview of GSP Annual Report and receive AC feedback 

Marcus Trotta gave an overview of the 2021 Water Year Annual report. Today, we are sharing key figures 
and findings. The full draft will be sent to you tomorrow. You will have a 2-week review period for 
commenting (due March 28). In addition to the overview, Trotta outlined the implementation progress and 
planned water year 2002 activities including ongoing projects through the Prop 68 grant funds. 

Questions/Comments 
Rosenblum (chat) – Lots of great work, thank you. What I am concerned about and the people I represent 
(mutual water companies on the west side of Sebastopol), are concerned about, are the recharge areas. 
There is no accounting for the context of sustainability for us. We are not getting lots of water because of 
the drought and the vineyards are pumping more water. The whole Plan is blind to that. You have a 
monitoring network, and access to CASGEM. Can I persuade you to use the CASGEM data in our recharge 
area? I brought this up many times before. 

Trotta – Thank you. I will point out that we included a boundary monitoring network so that does 
pull in available data collected by David Noren and data reported to CASGEM in the Wilson Grove 
Formation and other neighboring basins. The role of Sebastopol fault is one of primary data gaps in 
the geologic conceptual model. I don’t think the GSP is blind to the information you referenced. 
There are plans to improve information on the quantity and location of groundwater extractions, 
that is one of our higher priority data gaps. Any additional data from municipals would be good, it 
might help fill some of our data gaps. 

Joe Gaffney (chat) – What does footnote ‘b’ on the well level table refer to? 
Trotta – Warning level threshold. 

Furch (chat) – Are the green areas in the northeast near the Geysers or where? 
Rodgers (chat) – It looks like the green areas are east of Windsor in the Mark West area. 

Furch (chat) – What is the distance from the wells to the surface water? 
Trotta – They range from 50 to a couple hundred feet. I believe they are in Section 5 of the GSP. 

Colin Close (chat) – Terrific work. Thank you [Marcus Trotta] and team. 

Furch (chat) – Ditto Colin Close’s gratitude and cheers. I am in touch with water advocates throughout the 
State - and we are VERY fortunate to have the expertise and experience locally. 

O'Connor (chat) – I am looking forward to reviewing the full annual report. I cannot take credit for 
participating, nor was I clear originally on my status as a volunteer for this. My heart is in it, but I have no 
available surplus time. 

No public comment. 

Outreach and Engagement Plan 
Objective: Introduce Outreach and Engagement Plan and receive AC feedback  



SRP AC Mtg Summary 03.14.22 10 

Andrea Rodriguez – The Outreach Working Group met to discuss the next Community Engagement Plan on 
February 8 with participants from all basins. The main themes of the engagement plan are: 

• Use the new Portrait of Sonoma County in identifying disadvantaged communities
• Rate and Fee: Need to have a clear understanding of why and the benefit
• Education message: We all need to conserve water/longevity of the aquifer for future generations

Next steps include drafting a community engagement plan and meeting with the work group on revisions to 
bring back to the Advisory Committee for feedback. Our first community meeting will take place on 
Tuesday, March 22, 5:30-7:30 p.m. (virtual). We anticipate having a good number of public attendees given 
the subject of fees. As it is challenging to get feedback in virtual settings, we will include breakout sessions. 
Let Ann DuBay know if you can attend the meeting and are willing to serve as a facilitator for a breakout 
session. A postcard will be mailed to all groundwater users next week regarding the ongoing rate and fee 
study, there will be a press release, as well as an announcement in our monthly mailing. Additionally, we 
will have information for you to share with your stakeholder groups. Please monitor your Nextdoor activity. 
A second community meeting (most likely in person) is scheduled on Wednesday, April 27 from 5:30-7:30 
p.m.

Questions/Comments 
Deicke – A question about the data we are going to present about the rural residential well owners. I want 
to have the numbers and to make sure we are very accurate. 

Martin – The City of Santa Rosa has lifted Covid restrictions. Is there any thought for having in-person 
Advisory Committee meetings? 

Rodgers – We are waiting to see what the Santa Rosa Plain Board decides at their April Board 
meeting. 

Martin (chat) – [To Andrea Rodriguez] Can you send a copy of the announcement to us this week so we can 
get it out in our city newsletter? 

Ann DuBay (chat) – Absolutely! 

Joe Gaffney (chat) – Which Nextdoor page? 
Rodriguez – All Nextdoor pages are different. 
DuBay – Everyone's Nextdoor is neighborhood based, so reply in whichever Nextdoor group you are 
in. 

No public comment. 

Closing 
The next Advisory Committee meeting is on Monday, May 9, 2022 from 3:00-5:30 p.m. and the next Board 
meeting is Thursday, April 14, 2022 1:00-3:30 p.m. 

Deborah Curtis (chat) – Can all meetings be via Zoom, some people cannot attend in person? 

Andy Rodgers thanked everyone for attending and their input. Rue Furch said she is impressed with the 
commitment and knowledge of this group. She is involved in many committees statewide, this basin is very 
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lucky, very knowledgeable. I hope everyone will send out information for the community meetings to the 
communities they represent. Bob Anderson said he looks forward to receiving the full draft Annual Report 
tomorrow. Sam Magill closed the meeting at 5:25 p.m. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Agricultural representative, Bob Anderson 
Agricultural representative, David Long 
Business representative, Arthur Deicke 
City of Cotati appointee, Craig Scott 
City of Santa Rosa appointee, Peter Martin  
City of Rohnert Park appointee, Mary Grace Pawson 
City of Sebastopol, Ryan Crawford 
Environmental representative, Beth Lamb  
Environmental representative, Rue Furch 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria representative, Maureen Geary 
Gold Ridge RCD appointee, Matt O’Connor 
Independent Water Systems appointee, John Rosenblum (joined later) 
Rural Residential representative, Marlene Soiland 
Rural Residential representative, David Noren (joined later) 
Sonoma RCD appointee, Wayne Haydon 

Advisory Committee Members (absent and/or excused) 
County of Sonoma appointee, Mark Grismer (excused) 
Sonoma County Water Agency appointee, Carolyn Dixon 
Town of Windsor appointee, Elizabeth Cargay 

Staff/Presenters 
Andy Rodgers, SRP GSA Administrator 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Jay Jasperse, Sonoma Water, Plan Manager (joined later) 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recording meeting summary) 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 

Facilitator 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

Other Attendees 
Maryse Suppiger, Member of Public 
Deborah Curtis, Member of Public 
Colin Close, Member of Public 
Joe Gaffney, Member of Public 
Karen Donovan – Member of Public 
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