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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting 

Regular Meeting Minutes
 Date: August 13, 2020 

Time: 1:00 p.m. 
Location: Zoom Meeting 

www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chairwoman Lynda Hopkins called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m. Directors Evans,
Fudge, Harvey, Hopkins, Jacobs, Nagle, Schwedhelm, Stafford and Zane were present.
Director Hinton (alternate to Director Carnacchi) joined at 1:15 p.m. Director Dutton was
absent. Also, in attendance at the meeting, were Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse,
Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff; Andy Rich, Technical Staff; Ann DuBay,
Outreach Staff; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff; and Simone Peters, GSA Administrative
Aide (recorder of meeting minutes). Public attendees included Peter Martin, City of Santa
Rosa; Mary Grace Pawson, City of Rohnert Park; Craig Scott, City of Cotati; Jennifer Burke,
City of Santa Rosa; Bob Anderson, Advisory Committee Chairman; Rue Furch; Advisory
Committee Vice Chair; Elizabeth Cargay, Town of Windsor; John Rosenblum, Advisory
Committee member; Brittany Jensen, Gold Ridge RCD; Colin Close, City of Santa Rosa; John
Bliss, SCI; Arcelia Hererra, SCI; Christopher Watt, Regional Water Quality Control Board
staff.

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

None. 

3. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of June 11, 2020 Board Meeting
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to approve the minutes of June 2020 and the year-to-date financial 
report as presented, Director Stafford seconded. Motion passed 8-0-2 (Directors Carnacchi 
and Dutton absent). 
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Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye Director Stafford –aye Director Carnacchi – absent, Director Dutton 
– absent, Director Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – aye, Director
Fudge – aye, Director Schwedhelm – aye, Director Zane - aye

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach, reported that 40 people attended the Santa Rosa Plain
Community Meeting on July 29. Presentations are online and the video will follow within a
week. The small breakout groups allowed people to provide feedback on the Sustainable
Management Criteria. Good presentations by Jay Jasperse and Marcus Trotta. Overall, a
successful Community meeting.

No public comment. 

5. Advisory Committee Report
Bob Anderson reported there have been two Advisory Committee meetings since the Board
last met. Very good attendance. There will be an extra meeting in October to cover the
large amount of materials. During the July meeting they reviewed the model and rural
domestic use. They also covered land subsidence.

Rue Furch, Advisory Committee Vice-Chair [from chat] said the Advisory Committee had 
lively discussions of criteria, choices, modeling and monitoring, estimated rates of uses, and 
of impacts of changes to Russian River flow. Lots of expertise and many opinions. A 
knowledgeable and thoughtful group. Our newest members have a lot to add which is also 
helpful. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – Mr. Anderson, you said there was a change. Of the factors, what were the 
changed variables that modified the rate of use for agriculture? 

Anderson – My understanding is that the calculation in the rate study for vineyards is 
0.6 acre-feet, and in the model, it is 0.75 acre-feet. There was a big variance in the 
pastureland use between the model and the rate study as well. 
Director Nagle – Has Sonoma Water been directed to re-run the model with the 
appropriate variables? 
Anderson – Inaudible response on recording. 

6. Information items
a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan and Sustainable Management Criteria

Updates
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Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, provided a status report of Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
activities including the development of monitoring networks and Sustainable Management 
Criteria: 

• Chronic Decline of Groundwater Levels (in progress – pending outcome of 50-
year forecast)

• Land Subsidence (in progress)
• Water Quality (in progress)
• Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water (initial planning)
• Reduction of Groundwater Storage (initial planning – additional work pending

completion of water budget)

Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff, gave an introduction and overview to the water model 
budget. Andy Rich, Technical Staff, then gave a detailed presentation with graphs of the 
groundwater model for Santa Rosa Plain. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – There is a lot of information there. You talked about the crop co-efficient. 
Who are in the ag workgroups? And the comment Bob Anderson made earlier about 
pastureland not being irrigated, how will they be changed in the model in the future? 

Rich – There is a difference between the agricultural model and numbers used in the 
rate study. You asked why we can’t use the rate study numbers in the model. There are 
many factors that go into calculating the agricultural groundwater demands. The rate 
study values used for vineyards were based on simulated scenarios, not measured 
values. With regards to pastures, we looked at the best available data and a lot of the 
data indicated the pastures use recycled water but also use groundwater. For those 
pasture areas there is still an unmet irrigation demand and recycled water delivered to 
them would not satisfy irrigation demands. 
Jasperse – The Ag Water Projections workgroup includes Andy Casarez, Sonoma County 
Ag Commissioner; Rhonda Smith, UC Coop Extension; Keith Abeles, Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District; Tawny Tesconi, Sonoma County Farm Bureau, Nick Frey, Balletto 
Vineyards; and Brittany Heck Jensen, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District 
representing non-vineyard agriculture. One of the things they are working on is a survey 
to send out to the farm community to get a broader outlook on 50-year trends. 
Director Nagle – One map you had broken up into an entire plain, does that pixilation 
also account for movement between each of those or is each one considered a separate 
cell and not integrated into other pixels? 
Rich – Each cell are calculations of movement of water between each cell and its 
neighboring cell, they are seven layers, all properties in a cell are homogenous for a 
given layer. 
Director Nagle – It sounds like the pixels are used for multiple things but there are 
multiple layers where there is flow between the pixels? 
Rich – They are layered on top of each other, groundwater flows both side to side and 
vertically between cells. 
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Rich – There are two processes going on to estimate that. I highlighted the Petaluma 
Valley boundary condition, Wilson Grove subbasin boundary condition and Healdsburg 
subbasin boundary condition. As a model we don’t tell it what the flow is between the 
model area and neighboring areas, we let the model calculate. We use observed data 
from along the boundary areas. If we wanted to extend the model in a larger geographic 
extent, it would take too long; we do a good job estimating. 

Director Fudge – How are you going to estimate the climate impact when worldwide we 
continue to underestimate? How will you account for a worst-case scenario and make sure we 
aren’t assuming we will have more water than we will? 

Rich – There are different carbon emission models that models use to forecast what the 
future will look like. Our plan is to bring the Advisory Committee the discussion of the 
best carbon emission scenario to use that will drive the future scenarios. 
Director Fudge – Would there be a sliding scale? 
Rich – At this point we are going to move forward with one future scenario based on 
one climate scenario but that is the purpose of the 5-year input process. 
Director Fudge – I am worried about underestimating. 

Public Comment 
John Rosenblum – I appreciate the sophistication of the model, but I don’t feel we finished 
discussing this at the Advisory Committee. My main request is that staff engage with us rather 
than messaging us. The CA Dept of Fish and Wildlife has a model for the Wilson Grove 
formation area that could be used for input and the historical data could be used. The issue is 
that just like the model, Sebastopol area well owners will know there is impact at the same 
time as the model will tell us. To wrap up, there are people interested in detail, I would want 
staff to engage us in dialogue about the model. 

b. Groundwater User Registration Program

Andy Rodgers presented a quick update on the Groundwater User Registration Program. He 
mentioned key elements of implementation. A beta test including Advisory Committee 
participants from all three basins is coming soon. We hope to have a good discussion with 
Advisory Committee members at the September meetings, then discuss it at the October Board 
meetings before launching. 

Questions/Comments 
None. 
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7. Action Items
a. Approve Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget Adjustments Adjust the budget to reflect

the grant revenues and grant-related project spending from California’s
Proposition 68 the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection,
and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018.

In February 2020, the Board approved the Fiscal Year 2020-21 budget. The budget included 
$743,113 in revenues and $758,000 in expenditures. More than half the revenues 
($380,000) are from Proposition 1 grant funds, to be used for Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan development, including technical work, Advisory Committee facilitation and general 
outreach. 

In April 2020, the GSA entered into an agreement with the California Department of Water 
Resources for an additional $1 million in grant funding from Proposition 68. In FY 2020-21, 
Proposition 68 grant funding and expenditures will total $533,000. 

To properly account for the increased spending and income, staff recommends the Board 
adopt Santa Rosa Plain GSA Resolution No. 2020-002 approving the Fiscal Year 2020-21 
budget adjustment as described and authorize the Administrator to sign the budgetary 
adjustment form. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Jacobs – It looks like the largest chunk is going to Consulting services. Is the 
monitoring going to the wells? 

Trotta – Yes. 
Director Nagle – Great, I would have concerns if we were spending $350,000 only on 
Facilitation at this point. 

Director Hopkins – I hope some of the funding can address John Rosenblums’s concern of 
additional engagement and involving the community. How do we take existing data sets 
that we have been using for decades into the modeling work we are doing as we invest 
more dollars in community engagement? 

Rodgers – I am not aware of engagement not happening but there might be 
conversations going on that I am not aware of. I certainly want to be available as much 
as possible to engage as much as possible as this is complicated and requires as many 
perspectives to be incorporated as possible. 
Jasperse – I would echo that we make sure it is a priority. 

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to approve as presented, Director Stafford seconded. Motion 
passed 9-0-1 (Director Dutton absent). 
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Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Schwedhelm – aye, Director Hinton 
aye–, Director Zane – aye, Director Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – 
aye, Director Fudge – aye, Director Dutton – absent. 

b. Rural Community Engagement Outreach Contract: Authorize the Administrator
to negotiate a contract with SCI Consulting to provide outreach services.
Through a competitive process, a consulting team led by SCI, Inc., was
recommended by a selection panel to conduct the project.

The Proposition 68 grant provides funding for a rural community engagement program, 
with the goal of educating and engaging rural residents on issues related to SGMA, the GSP, 
groundwater concerns and potential funding sources. 

Ann DuBay provided an overview of the history of this project proposal which includes three 
components: 

• Research: Focus groups and a mailed survey to all potential well owners in basin
• Funding options analysis
• Development and execution of an engagement plan

Non-direct costs would be shared equally among basins; direct costs would be basin 
specific. 

Staff recommends the Board authorize the Administrator to negotiate a contract for 
community engagement services with SCI Consulting Services for an amount not-to-exceed 
$47,000. 

Questions/Comments 
John Bliss, Principal of SCI introduced himself to the group. Mr. Bliss appreciates the 
opportunity to work on this project. He looks forward to meeting with you and getting 
started. 

John Rosenblum – Is there room in the budget to include engagement between rural 
community and staff? Will staff be attending the focus groups? 

DuBay – Yes, staff will be attending the focus groups. Not sure yet what the focus 
groups will look like, they are not technical meetings but rather aimed at finding out the 
principal issues and concerns. 
Rosenblum – I appreciate your response. How will technical staff engage with the public 
and interested parties? 
DuBay – I think technical staff is readily available to discuss with the public who reach 
out to them. The point of this project is to make sure people know how to reach us. 
Director Hopkins to Rosenblum – We will make sure your engagement needs are met. 
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Director Harvey moved to approve the recommendation as presented, Director Stafford 
seconded. Motion passed 9-0-1 (Director Dutton absent). 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Schwedhelm – aye, Director Hinton 
– aye, Director Zane – aye, Director Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle –
aye, Director Fudge – aye, Director Dutton – absent

8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
Andy Rodgers thanked Ann DuBay and Andrea Rodriguez for their work with the
Community Meetings. The presentations are already posted, and the video will be available
by next week. Also, in order to cover all materials/topics, we are including an extra Advisory
Committee meeting in October.

Jay Jasperse confirmed staff is very busy on all fronts and is continuously trying to learn and 
better the efficiency of working with the Advisory Committee and community. 

9. Adjournment
Chair Hopkins adjourned the meeting at 2:55 p.m.

SRP GSA Board Meeting, 08.13.20 – Meeting Minutes 
Page 9

https://08.13.20

	001 10-08-20_SRP GSA Board Agenda_________FINAL_sb_ars
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the board
	3. Consent Calendar
	a) Approve Minutes of August 13, 2020 Board Meeting
	b) Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report

	4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
	5. Advisory Committee Report
	6. Information Items
	a) GSP and SMC updates
	b) Practitioners’ Working Group report
	c) Grants Prop 1 and Prop 68 updates
	d) Groundwater User Registration Program

	7. Action Items
	a) SMC Land Subsidence Staff recommends the Board consider approval of the recommended SMC for Land Subsidence, with the understanding that all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final adoption and to determine the geographic extent of subsi...
	b) Rural Community Engagement Program. Receive update on program and consider appointment of a Board liaison.
	c) GSA Board appointed interest-based seats. Seven of the 18 Advisory Committee members are appointed by the Board. All seat terms are expiring (Environmental (2),  Agriculture (2), Rural Residential (2), Business (1)). Ad hoc recommends applicants be...

	8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
	9. Adjournment

	000.10.08.20_SRP Board Meeting Packet.ada
	001 10-08-20_SRP GSA Board Agenda_________FINAL_sb_ars
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the board
	3. Consent Calendar
	a) Approve Minutes of August 13, 2020 Board Meeting
	b) Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report

	4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
	5. Advisory Committee Report
	6. Information Items
	a) GSP and SMC updates
	b) Practitioners’ Working Group report
	c) Grants Prop 1 and Prop 68 updates
	d) Groundwater User Registration Program

	7. Action Items
	a) SMC Land Subsidence (Staff Report forthcoming)
	b) Rural Community Engagement Program. Receive update on program and consider appointment of a Board liaison.
	c) GSA Board appointed interest-based seats. Seven of the 18 Advisory Committee members are appointed by the Board. All seat terms are expiring (Environmental (2),  Agriculture (2), Rural Residential (2), Business (1)). Ad hoc recommends applicants be...

	8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
	9. Adjournment

	002 08.13.2020_SRP Board Meeting Minutes__copy____FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Board Meeting
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board
	3. Consent Calendar
	4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
	5. Advisory Committee Report
	Questions/Comments

	6. Information items
	Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, provided a status report of Groundwater Sustainability Plan activities including the development of monitoring networks and Sustainable Management Criteria:
	Questions/Comments
	Questions/Comments

	7. Action Items
	a. Approve Fiscal Year 2020-21 Budget Adjustments Adjust the budget to reflect the grant revenues and grant-related project spending from California’s Proposition 68 the California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access...
	Questions/Comments
	b. Rural Community Engagement Outreach Contract: Authorize the Administrator to negotiate a contract with SCI Consulting to provide outreach services. Through a competitive process, a consulting team led by SCI, Inc., was recommended by a selection pa...
	Questions/Comments

	8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
	9. Adjournment


	003 STAFF REPORT RCD financial report________FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Consent Item
	Background
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	004 Attachment 1 SRP GSA Budget________FINAL_sb_asr
	FY 2021

	005 6B_STAFF REPORT_Practiworking groups________FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Information Item
	Background
	Rural Residential Land Use
	Agricultural Water Demand Projections
	Mapping of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
	SMC for the Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water

	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Vote Required
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	006 6D STAFF REPORT Groundwater User Registration Program _________FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Information Item
	Background
	Beta Testing
	Roll-out schedule

	Staff Recommendation
	Provide feedback to staff regarding the schedule, beta test, and any aspect of the Groundwater User Registration Program.
	Fiscal Information
	Vote Required
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	008 7B__STAFF REPORT Rural Residential Outreach_______FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Action Item
	Background
	Project Timeline
	Possible Issues

	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Vote Required
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	009 7C STAFF REPORT Board Appointment interest based seats __________FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Action Item
	Background
	Staff Recommendation
	Fiscal Information
	Vote Required
	List of Attachments
	Contact




	007 7A_STAFF REPORT SRP_SMC_SUBSIDENCE__________FINAL_sb_asr
	Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
	Action Item
	Background
	Sustainable Management Criteria – General Overview
	Process for SMC Development for Land Subsidence
	Key Considerations

	Proposed Draft SMC for Land Subsidence
	Preliminary Assessment of SMC Impacts
	Advisory Committee Recommendation
	Requested Board Action Regarding Land Subsidence
	Vote Required
	List of Attachments
	Contact



	07.5 SMC Definition Cheat Sheet



