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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting

Regular Meeting Minutes
 Date: October 8, 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 1:00 p.m. Directors Carnacchi, Fudge,
Hopkins, Dutton, Harvey, Jacobs, Nagle, Schwedhelm, Stafford, and Zane (departed 3:00 pm) were
present. Also, in attendance at the meeting, were Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan
Manager; Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff; Ann DuBay, Outreach; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach; and
Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording meeting minutes). Public attendees included Bob
Anderson; Rue Furch; Craig Scott; Peter Martin; John Rosenblum, and Mary Grace Pawson, all
Advisory Committee members; Brittany Jensen, Gold Ridge RCD; Pete Parkinson, Consultant; Robert
Pennington, Permit Sonoma; Sabrina Marson, GSA staff; Holly Roberson, Kronick; Colin Close, City of
Santa Rosa; Elizabeth Cargay, Town of Windsor.

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 August 13, 2020 Board Meeting
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to approve the consent calendar as presented, Director Stafford seconded. 
Motion passed 10-0-0. 

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

http://www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org/


4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
No subcommittee meetings to report. 
No public comment. 

5. Advisory Committee Report
Bob Anderson – Gave an update on the recent Advisory Committee meeting (inaudible). 
No public comment. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – Were there any decisions made concerning subsidence measurements? 

Bob Anderson – We didn’t get to an agreement on the size but we did get to an agreement on 
the recommendation for the Undesirable Results and Minimum Thresholds. 
Director Nagle – What was the block for not coming to a decision on that? No consensus, not 
enough data or not enough time? 
Anderson – Not enough time. 

No public comment. 

6. Information items
a. GSP and SMC updates

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager gave an update of work in progress over the last few months on major 
activities including the Groundwater Flow Model and Water Budgets, development of Monitoring 
Networks and Sustainable Management Criteria. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – Regarding 50-year projections for groundwater use – have you run into your 
modeling of the Potter Valley project – maintaining status quo versus an unfortunate situation 
should licensing not be able to proceed? Another question, I know Noah’s National Integrated 
Drought Information System – are you incorporating information from that into your 50-year 
modelling? 

Jasperse – We will be using one of the global climate models. This model does show significant 
drought, and very significant drought mid-century. The higher emission rate shows severe 
drought mid-century, the status quo emission shows drought in next 20 years but lessening mid-
century. There are different definitions of a mega drought but, the one scenario on the higher 
emissions could be considered by some as a mega drought. Re Potter Valley question, the work 
groups aren’t tying anything to the Potter Valley. We are not directly related to the upper river. 
Also, it is speculative to what might happen there, I don’t see a direct link. Again, we will be re-
evaluating this in five years. 

b. Practitioners’ Working group report
Marcus Trotta, Technical staff, reported that four practitioner work groups have been created to 
provide technical expertise for the Advisory Committee to review and ultimately for the Board to 
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consider. Trotta provided a verbal update of the status and next steps for each of the groups and 
mentioned the staff report is in the packet. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – Your Rural study group, will you be doing any ground truthing of water use in rural 
residential areas to support your modeling processes? 

Trotta – The mission of the group is to project future changes in rural residential densities and 
growth is likely to occur and at what rate. We envision any advice on water use estimates would 
come through the Groundwater User Registration Program to refine estimates for that aspect. 
Director Nagle – OK that clears it up. Thank you. 

Director Carnacchi – Regarding the predictions of the expansion of certain agriculture industry in 
Sonoma County – who is making those projections and is it based on past expansion data, e.g. hops 
is fairly new and we don’t have lots of data? My understanding is that for CBD oil that could be quite 
expansive. Is it those within the industry making the predictions or someone outside? 

Trotta – The work group includes a combination of Farm Bureau and on-the-ground 
practitioners. We sent a survey out; hemp and cannabis were mentioned as likely to expand. We 
are also looking at historical trends in crop reports from the Ag Commissioner. We will 
reconvene with the work group to develop a proposal to develop the forecasts. For the initial 
GSP, there will be lots of guess work. SGMA provides opportunities to make updates at 5-year 
intervals. For hemp there isn’t a lot of data or information on water use, so we probably 
wouldn’t include it initially in our 50-year projection. 
Director Carnacchhi – I feel that hemp could make a significant growth in the 50-year period, I 
think it will grow fast, won’t it skew our 50-year data/model? 
Trotta – It is something to consider, we will have the opportunities to adjust as we go forward. 
We have the possibility to include the data in 5-year increments once we start seeing new data. 

Director Carnacchi – With regard to groundwater dependent eco systems – does that include eco 
systems in the Wilson Grove Highland Formation, particularly the Atascascadero watershed? Or 
because they are outside our jurisdiction, are they not part of our study? 

Trotta – Our focus is on the groundwater mapping dependent eco systems within the 
groundwater basin. 
Director Carnacchi – That watershed is very important to Sebastopol. It is only a few miles 
outside the border of our city. We joined the GSA thinking we would get some protection. So, 
why am I here – other than for saving money? 

Director Zane – I am wondering why we aren’t doing more research on the impacts of wildfire on 
groundwater. We have lost so much acreage to wildfire. Then we have rain and erosion impacts. It 
should be in the plan, what are we doing? 

Jasperse – After the 2017 Tubbs/Nuns fire we teamed with US Geological Survey and did a 2.5-
year study looking at the infiltration rates to groundwater in the burned watershed areas 
relative to the unburned areas. We looked at change in soil properties, mapped it over time to 
see the initial disturbance from the fire where the root systems/zones were destroyed. It 
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showed that the Pepperwood, Adobe Canyon, and Annadel areas – the watershed conditions 
restored to pre fire conditions in approximately two years. I agree we need to do more studies 
and there is more work to be done. 
Director Zane – I feel there is impact on impact – drought, fire, another fire. I think it is an 
urgent matter if we are going to look at how to restore our groundwater, Sonoma County is a 
case study given how many acres we have lost to fires the last few years. We need to continue 
along that vein and use the best science we have acquired over the years. 

Director Harvey – Regarding the 5-year updates, is there a point that happens when the plan you 
thought you had – there are so many changes, you can’t use it and need to redo it? 

Trotta – I think the updates can be more than small tweaks. We need to file annual reports as 
well on how we are achieving our SMCs. The 5-year updates allow us to incorporate new 
information developed from studies, track how you are doing against Measurable Objectives. 
Director Harvey – So an example of a crop that goes “gang busters” and impacts the 5-year 
plan, we can adjust for that? Same thing with fires, we might need to make significant changes 
at times. 

Director Hopkins – Very appreciative of all the staff work but this is an international scale challenge. 
It seems there is a huge possible margin of error. Is that correct? 

Jasperse – We share some of your concerns. The best approach is to take it incrementally and 
stay on top of it as we move along so we don’t get into dead ends. We aren’t the only ones 
dealing with this, the whole State is; many areas have more significant issues with groundwater 
than we have here. 

Public Questions/Comments 
Mary Grace Pawson, City of Rohnert Park – Following up on Director Nagle’s question that the rural 
land use projections are coming from ABAG. There are some real concerns of projected growth in 
the unincorporated areas, particularly in Sonoma County. The projections are unrealistically high. I 
hope we can temper how we use some of the projections and don’t put ourselves in a situation of 
where we are projecting land use changes and water use demands in the rural areas that become 
unrealistic.  

Peter Parkinson – Excellent point. Good thing about using figures that come through the SCTA is 
that they temper the numbers from ABAG. I would say that the numbers ABAG is using for 2040 
as it relates to the unincorporated areas is more realistic than the new Bay area numbers. I 
don’t think the new numbers will be ready and vetted enough. Unless the cities change their 
approach to land use in Sonoma County, I believe the growth of the rural areas will be relatively 
low impact. 

Director Jacobs – I think this is where our Sustainable Management Criteria become so important; 
there are so many things we can’t control in the projections, but what we can control in the initial 
process is setting the management criteria and giving ourselves some boundaries. This is a good 
discussion about our projections. Thank you for the staff presentations. 



Public Questions/Comments 
Rue Furch (chat) – Thanks to Pete Parkinson for a great presentation at the CAFF Pitchforks & Policy 
meeting this week. The land use/Ag/water intersection is critical for everyone to understand.  Small 
farms are very interested and were grateful for his insights and knowledge. 

c. Grants Prop 1 and Prop 68 updates
Marcus Trotta reported that grant funded programs are currently on plan and on budget. 

Questions/Comments 
None. 

No public comment. 

d. Groundwater User Registration Program
Andy Rodgers – The program is alive as a beta test, it launched September 27.  We have received 
comments from all three GSAs (total of about 10 comments). General feedback is that it is complex, 
and we should improve clarity and experience for groundwater users who will be utilizing the 
webpage, interactive map, and survey. We will use the feedback to improve the program. A further 
update will be available at the October 29 Board meeting. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Schwedhelm – How many people are participating in the beta test? 

Rodgers – Eighteen Advisory Committee members in SRP and about nine each in Petaluma 
Valley and Sonoma Valley. We also sent it to member agency staff and encouraged Advisory 
Committee members to recruit others including a neighbor, so well over 40 in the beta test. 
Director Schwedhelm – Will the Board be able to see the raw data / feedback? It would be 
helpful to see what the feedback is. 
Rodgers – Right now I have about 1.5 pages of feedback, I am hoping to add to it. We will be 
sharing all the feedback we receive after the data has been sorted. 
Director Schwedhelm – If there is anything the Board can do to encourage people to give 
feedback, I would be more than happy to do whatever to encourage that. 
Rodgers – I would like to work with the work group on some of the things / make 
improvements. When we get to the next round, it would be good to have “some more eyes”, 
including this Board. 

No public comment. 

7. Action Items (discussed out of order)
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). Staff recommends applicants be appointed.

Andy Rodgers provided a background of the Board-appointed seats and confirmed all Advisory 
Committee members currently serving have submitted applications for consideration of 
reappointment by the Board. Staff recommends the Board re-appoint the following applicants to the 
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GSA Advisory Committee, for a new two-year term beginning January 1, 2021 and ending December 
31, 2022: 

• Rural Residential: David Noren and Marlene Soiland
• Agriculture: Bob Anderson and David Long
• Environmental: Rue Furch and Beth Lamb
• Business: Joe Gaffney

Questions/Comments 
Director Stafford thanked all the Advisory Committee members for staying on the committee, it is 
very important and helpful with continuity. 

Director Zane – I also would like to thank them; this is a real commitment, and these are busy 
people. 

Director Hopkins echoed the previous comments, this is such a tremendous service to the 
community, the folks on the committee are passionate and dedicated and bring a wealth of 
experience and intellect to their positions. I am grateful they are willing to continue in their role. 

Director Harvey – My thanks to the Advisory Committee members for re-applying. 

Director Jacobs – Hearty thanks to everyone on the Advisory Committee, keep up the good work. 

No public comment. 

Director Zane moved to approve the appointments as recommended, Director Stafford seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously 10-0-0. 

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

b. 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
subsidence for the Undesirable Result.

Jay Jasperse gave an overview of the Land Subsidence SMC development to-date and key points and 
considerations. Marcus Trotta followed with more detailed information. Jay Jasperse then provided 
the Board with the Advisory Committee recommendation on proposed thresholds, methodologies 
and geographic area. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Schwedhelm – Other than tectonic shift what could cause elevation changes? 

Trotta – Something we see in Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley is consolidation of peat soils 
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as the areas were de-watered and farmed and the land has oxidized. I am not aware of this in 
Santa Rosa Plain. Also, possibly some farming practices such as tilling of the land could cause 
subsidence. It is why we have the groundwater level correlation methodology in case we see 
something that doesn’t seem associated with groundwater pumping. 
Director Schwedhelm – In the report on InSAR data, will the data be free into the future or will 
they start charging the basins? 
Trotta – DWR plans to keep it free for the GSAs. There would be costs associated with staff 
analyzing data, but it would be much lower than if we had to collect the data ourselves. 
Director Schwedhelm – What would other methodologies/options be if the costs become 
unaffordable? 
Trotta – Measure subsidence with leveling surveys, also specific devices like monitoring wells 
that are typically hundreds of feet deep. 

Director Stafford – I would like to address the size we would determine. 50 acres is more 
manageable with what we are trying to do and is my preference. We need to give ourselves leeway 
and it is appropriate for what we are trying to do. 

Director Harvey – On the size, is there any kind of best practice? Has anyone come up with one? 
Jasperse – No. 
Director Harvey – Re land subsidence, are there any size things we can garner from that based 
upon areas that have suffered land subsidence that would lead us into a direction? If we were to 
pick a size, at the 5-yr review, could we modify the size? 
Jasperse – It can be modified at the 5-year review. In terms of what you see in Central Valley, 
the extent/size of pumping and geologic materials is different in scope and magnitude from 
what we have here, including conditions and land use. It isn’t an obvious choice; we don’t face 
the same conditions. 

Director Nagle – Concerning the size and geographic extent of subsidence, I support 25 acres with 
the understanding that false positives are triggered, and we can change it in five years. 

Director Schwedhelm – My preference would be for 50 acres, but I could live with 25 acres. 

Director Jacobs – Either 25 or 50 acres are reasonable, I support either. 

Director Hopkins – I feel similarly, either way. 

Director Harvey – My preference would be to start at 25, but I could live with 50 acres. 

Director Carnacchi – Initially I thought 2.5 acres, but I think 25 is fine. 

Director Fudge – I am OK with starting at 25 acres. 

Director Zane – I am looking to staff for advice on this. I am OK to support 25 acres. 



Jasperse – There isn’t a right or wrong answer. Staff feels comfortable starting at 25. From a 
technical basis, 8 to 5 Advisory Committee members leaned towards 25 acres. It can be 
corrected five years from now. 

Director Dutton – I am fine with 25 acres. 

Andy Rodgers summarized the vote split as follows: 
Directors Nagle, Harvey, Carnacchi, Fudge, Zane, Dutton – 25 acres 
Director Jacobs, Chair Hopkins – either 25 or 50 acres 
Director Schwedhelm, Stafford – 50 acres 
No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to approve the recommended SMC for Land Subsidence based on a 
minimum 25-acre area, with the understanding that all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to 
final adoption, Director Fudge seconded. Motion passed unanimously 10-0-0. 

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

a. Rural Community Engagement Program. Receive update on program and consider
appointment of a Board liaison.

Andy Rodgers provided a background of the Rural Community Engagement Program along with a 
timeline. The Proposition 68 grant-funded Rural Community Engagement project is underway. 
Because the GSA Boards meeting every other month, and decisions on timing, schedule and survey 
questions will need to be made relatively rapidly, staff and the consultant recommend the Board 
appoint a liaison to provide guidance and feedback.  

Director Harvey offered to be the Board liaison. 

No public comment. 

Director Fudge moved to approve the appointment of Director Harvey as the Board liaison from this 
Board, Director Stafford seconded. Motion passed 9-0-1 (Director Zane absent) 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Carnacchi – aye, Director Dutton – aye, 
Director Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – aye, Director Fudge – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm – aye, Director Zane - absent 
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8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
Andy Rodgers mentioned there is a grant application led by the Sonoma Ecology Center for Rural 
Residential outreach in the upper watershed areas, and we’ll most likely prepare a letter of support 
in the next few days. If funded, we will request report-outs at upcoming Board meetings. 

Jay Jasperse thanked the Board for the approval of the land subsidence SMC. It feels good to have 
one of them done at this point! 

Holly Roberson, Kronick covered a new well permitting law and recent Supreme Court decision 
important to the county and the GSA. The full presentation is in the packet. 

Questions/Comments 
None. 

No public comment. 

9. Adjournment
Director Hopkins thanked all the staff for their work. The meeting adjourned at 3:28 p.m.
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