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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/time: Monday, October 19, 2020; 3:00 – 5:30 p.m. 
Meeting Location: https://csus.zoom.us/j/86708695846 
Contact: Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: arodgers@westyost.com I Phone: 707.508.3661 

Next meeting: November 9, 2020, 3:00 – 5:30 p.m. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program, opened the 
meeting, welcomed the group, covered meeting protocol, and conducted roll call. He then ran through 
the day’s agenda. 

Bob Anderson, Santa Rosa Plain Advisory Committee Chairman, welcomed the group. He mentioned 
appreciation for Charlie Cook, who would have been 89 today. Anderson was looking forward to the 
advice from the Advisory Committee on reviewing the methodology and approaches for the future 
modeling work. He also mentioned that the Board re-appointed the interest-based Advisory Committee 
members at their October 8 meeting. Rue Furch, Vice-Chair mentioned appreciation for the work by the 
Board, the staff, and for the re-appointed members. 

Andy Rodgers welcomed the group and echoed appreciation for the re-appointments of the interest-
based seats. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda and 2020 Meeting Schedule Reviews 
Sam Magill walked through the day’s agenda. He noted the busy upcoming Advisory Committee and 
Board meeting schedule for the remainder of 2020. 

Review Action Items and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
Sam Magill asked if any corrections to the previous meeting summary are required. No responses were 
received at the meeting, the summary will be posted as drafted. 

Sustainable Management Criteria Proposals 
Objective: Review and discuss Water Quality SMC proposals and next steps 

https://csus.zoom.us/j/86708695846
mailto:arodgers@westyost.com


Marcus Trotta covered the Groundwater Sustainability Plan work schedule and explained where Water 
Quality fits into it. Lisa Porta, Montgomery & Associates reviewed the Sustainability Goal based on 
comments and feedback received at the last meeting, focused on locally defined Significant and 
Unreasonable conditions specific to the degraded water quality SMC, and reviewed feedback received 
from the group on Minimum Thresholds considerations and Undesirable Results criteria for the SMC for 
degraded water quality. 

Lisa Porta showed the proposed revisions to the GSP Sustainability Goal (additions from previous version 
are underlined). 

“The goal of this GSP is to sustainably manage, protect and enhance groundwater resources through: 
• careful monitoring of groundwater conditions;
• close coordination and collaboration with other entities and regulatory agencies that have a stake

or role in groundwater management in the Subbasin; and
• a diverse portfolio of project sand management actions that ensure clean and plentiful

groundwater for future uses and users in an environmentally sound and equitable manner that
allows for reasonable and managed growth.”

Sam Magill asked if the group was comfortable with the above revised goal statement. 

Replies: 
Eight = Yes 

Questions/Comments 
John Rosenblum – The third bullet is a good improvement but should read that it allows for reasonable 
and managed adaptation. Growth is difficult for sustainability. We need to emphasize it is adaptable. 

Colin Close (chat) – I appreciate John Rosenblum’s comment, but I think the word growth is fine. 

Rue Furch (chat) – I am OK with John Rosenblum’s change. 

Rosenblum (chat) – “allows reasonable and managed adaptation” – yup jargon in climate science. 
Beth Lamb – Sounds like bad English. 
Trotta (chat) We can also revisit the Sustainability Goal narrative after doing more work on the 
projects and actions which is more of the focus of Bullet #3. 

Lisa Porta then showed the second revised draft statement for Significant & Unreasonable Conditions 
following recent SRP AC input and SV AC meeting comments (revisions from previous version are 
underlined). 

Revised Draft Statement for Review (post-September meeting follow-up): 

Significant and unreasonable water quality conditions occur if an increase in the concentration of 
constituents of concern in groundwater leads to adverse impacts on beneficial users or uses of 
groundwater, due to:  

1) Direct actions by Santa Ros Plain GSP projects or management activities;
OR 

2) Undesirable results occurring for other sustainability indicators.



Adverse impacts include diminished supply due to water quality impacts, such as non-compliance with 
drinking water standards or undue costs for mitigating negative impacts. 

Questions/Comments 
Furch – I want to make sure that #2 also acknowledges impacts of all beneficial users. Drinking water 
standards is one, but not the only impact that could occur as a result of water quality impacts. 

Lisa Porta – It is only showing some potential examples 
Furch – It needs to include other beneficial users not only non-compliance with drinking water 
standards. 
Porta – It is trying to list what an impact could be. This is a little more specific. It is an example to 
add specificity to the type of impact.  

Matt O'Connor (chat) – “undue costs for mitigating negative impacts" – not clear what this situation might be. 

Furch – I agree with Matt O’Connor’s mitigating negative impacts. 

Anderson (chat) – I agree with Matt O’Connor – do you have an example? 
Porta – Clean up, treating the water for mitigating the poor water quality. 

Elizabeth Cargay, Public Works, Windsor (chat) – You should add the words “For example”. 

Rosenblum – Thank you for changing the first point. Whatever the impact is, the plan needs to address it 
and explain who and how it will be remedied. SGMA, when it defines what needs to be included in a plan, 
doesn’t say anything else about sustainability indicators. The plan needs to address and explain how 
impacts from wherever the groundwater is being extracted and impacts of GSA users. It is more general 
than #2 appears to be. 

Porta – Those details are added in the annual reports. This statement is broad because it is 
supposed to say when a GSA considers an unreasonable condition.  
Rosenblum – So maybe it is better to say sustainability conditions rather than indicators. 
Porta –In this case, #2 is not all conditions that could occur to affect groundwater quality, it is 
specifically saying anything the GSA is doing to affect groundwater quality. 

Anderson (chat) – Slide 18 - item #2: Would this be a unique add-in for Water Quality or be applied to 
each of the other four SMCs? 

Trotta (chat) – It is specific just to Water Quality. 

Andy Rodgers (chat) - If the example is removed under #2, would that make it clearer? 
Porta – There have been challenges with examples in the past. You can’t list all examples, maybe 
a couple good ones.  

Close (chat) – We can say "for other GSP sustainability indicators" for clarity. 

Furch (chat) – All the more reason to be clear. I appreciate and agree with Andy Rodgers’ suggestion. 

Marcus Trotta said staff will continue to make improvements with the comments received. 

Lisa Porta continued her presentation covering Groundwater Quality Minimum Thresholds. 



Close (chat) – Arsenic - how do we prevent wells from having arsenic, given that it's naturally occurring? 
And given the fact that its impacts can be addressed with treatment and/or blending (per DWR)? I am a 
little concerned about the arsenic constituent of concern naturally occurring, not really changed by how 
we manage the groundwater basin. I see we can have an impact on nitrates and TDS depending on how 
other aspects of the groundwater basin are being managed.  

Porta – Arsenic is in the geology and can be mobilized. If you do a project and change the 
conditions, it could cause arsenic to get into the groundwater. We are trying to be cognizant of 
areas that could get to that, and if the GSA is causing a problem, there needs to be mitigation.  

Rosenblum (chat) – Annual average might not be enough - quarterly might capture seasonal impacts. 

Wayne Haydon (chat) – What happens if an exceedance is identified? I think that will help define our 
approach to MT and UR exceedances. In other words, how large an impact is an exceedance to GSA 
operations?  A large impact might require a large response and a small impact, a small response? 
Does an exceedance trigger an investigation to the cause and impact of that exceedance? 

Porta – We are saying you can have up to two additional exceedances. One would not trigger an 
exceedance. If there is a Minimum Threshold exceedance, we would have to identify if it is 
something the GSA is doing. Small impact, small response – it will depend on what we see. 

Rosenblum (chat) – Arsenic and CrVI might require pretreatment, the GSP needs to address and explain 
their impacts. 

David Noren – When you are talking about zero additional exceedances here, this is really related to a 
project. It isn’t the GSA’s job to clean up a basin or groundwater. Arsenic is naturally occurring, is it an 
exceedance or underlying condition? It seems there needs to be an underlying assumption in how 
exceedances are first measured. Is it going to be established at the project level? With a zero tolerance for 
exceedances, I believe most private well owners have no idea if there is arsenic in the wells. If we start 
looking for it, we will find it everywhere at levels that exceed what is indicated in the threshold. How do 
you go about setting a baseline when it relates to projects? This sets a zero exceedance when I believe we 
are blind to what is out there. How does the mechanism work? 

Porta – There is a lot more than goes into this one slide. We are saying that our Minimum 
Threshold is above the baseline. 
Trotta – If additional wells get added to the monitoring network, we would need to add it to the 
GSP and recalculate the baseline. 
Noren – I believe there is a huge hole in this in that there are big blind spots in what we know 
about private wells. Seems like for this section specifically, it would be helpful to have some 
underlying assumptions about monitoring. I will go back and look at some of the underlying 
premises within the information that has been presented before. 

Close – Marcus Trotta’s clarification addresses my concern - if we can recalculate the baseline as new 
wells are added, then I'm fine. 

Chris Watt (chat) – How to account for wells added in the future without a history of monitoring? 

Rosenblum (chat) – Arsenic and CrVI might require pretreatment, the GSP needs to address and explain 
their impacts. 



Trotta (chat) - Quarterly sampling would be ideal, however, because our proposed monitoring 
network are public supply wells their sampling frequency is governed by SWRCB Division of 
Drinking Water and while some wells are sampled more than once per year not all are. 

Sam Magill asked for Advisory Committee members’ feedback on Groundwater Quality Minimum 
Thresholds.  

Is Zero the appropriate number, or would GSA be more comfortable with 1 or 2 additional exceedances 
(for actions that are related to GSP implementation)? 

Replies (based on the poll and chat responses): 
8 Yes (in support of two exceedances) 
2 No  

Questions/Comments 
Rosenblum (chat) – I'm uncomfortable with annual average, but OK with 2 exceedances. 

Haydon (chat) – To me, the Minimum Thresholds and Undesirable Results for Groundwater level lowering, 
and subsidence was essentially set to zero. A conservative approach, after all, we could have allowed for a 
small amount of groundwater level lowering and subsidence. Using this approach, it seems we could set 
the Minimum Threshold to zero and the Undesirable Result to Option 1. 

Lamb (chat) – Yes, in using two additional exceedances. 

Sam Magill then asked for Advisory Committee members’ feedback on the Preferred Option for 
Undesirable Results. Are you comfortable with Option 2? 

An undesirable result occurs if, during two consecutive years, a single groundwater quality minimum 
threshold is exceeded when computing annual averages at the same well, as a direct result of projects or 
management actions taken as part of GSP implementation. 

Replies (based on poll and chat responses): 
9 Yes 
2 No 

Questions/Comments 
Haydon (chat) – Option 2 would allow an exceedance to exist for two years before any action. This does 
not seem reasonable. Option 3 would allow one Constituent of Concern exceedance to occur indefinably.  
This does not seem reasonable. Does the groundwater quality historical data show a variability that would 
suggest we could expect any Unreasonable Result Option (or a different Option) to occur with or without 
GSA implementation? In conclusion, at this point I recommend setting the Minimum Threshold to zero 
and the Undesirable Result to Option 1. Although, I would like to see additional discussion and hear from 
other Water Quality Experts on the best approach.  

Furch (chat) – I agree with Wayne Haydon. Same general thought: exceedances should be mitigatable & 
within a reasonable time frame to a standard where impacts cannot spread or increase degradation. 



Rosenblum (chat) – My understanding is that the GSA only needs to refer exceedances to whichever 
agency is responsible for remediation. Only impacts from GSA projects/actions require GSA remediation. 

Close (chat) – I think point 2 makes sense. 

Lamb (chat) – I still like option 2 because it gives us a trend. 

Close (chat) – I concur. 

Haydon (chat) – Option 2 would allow an exceedance to exist for two years before any action. Correct? 
Porta – Yes. 

Close (chat) – Yes, in one well. 

Furch (chat) – I think it is a threshold issue. How long does it take to analyze the problem and how much 
could impact spread or influence an expansion of problem before anything is done? 

Haydon (chat) – This does not seem reasonable. 

Close (chat) - It seems unreasonable to conclude we have a problem when one well out of 100 (or 120) 
exceeds the threshold one year. 

Lamb (chat) – I have seen too many false positives when you are dealing with concentrations at very low 
levels. When things get to low levels, bouncing around, all these things are at low concentrations. Could 
mean it is a false trend. It is important to establish a trend. 

Haydon (chat) – That's what the investigation will figure out. 

Wayne Haydon – When does an exceedance occur? I want to get to the impact of having an exceedance. 
What will an exceedance cause us to do? 

Trotta – They will be considered during projects and actions; it depends on the level within the plan. I 
think if we took #2 approach there would be some level of investigation needed any time a Minimum 
Threshold is triggered to verify if it is related to the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. We can spell it out a 
little more clearly in the GSP text. 

Close – Is the difference between #1 and #2, that #1 would look at the average of all the wells in a single 
year, and #2 is any single well has an exceedance, but overall, as a group there is no exceedance? 

Porta – No, the average is a single well, we are not averaging all the wells together. #1 is one 
exceedance at a well and #2 is one exceedance at a well but two years in a row.  

Close (chat) – How many wells will be tracked? 
Porta - 100 wells for Arsenic, 120 for Nitrate, 90 for TDS. 

Marcus said he would be taking this to the Board at their next meeting, staff will reflect any concerns the 
Advisory Committee has about the favored option. 



Projected Water Budget and Water Scenario Modeling – Projected Water Demand Focus 
Objective: Overview of projected water budget requirements, follow-up and next steps for Climate Future 
scenario, discussion of approaches and assumptions for simulating future water demands, potential 
projects and actions, including information and recommendations from practitioner work groups (as 
available). 

Marcus Trotta said the day’s focus is on assumptions that we need to develop for future projected water 
budget and model scenarios so we can test our projects and actions. Most of the focus is on future water 
demand projections for agricultural and rural residential. 

Pete Parkinson, Technical Consultant, former director of what is now Permit Sonoma gave a presentation 
on rural residential water demand projections. Parkinson is providing consulting services on this topic to all 
three GSAs. He said staff has put together a work group on developing a range of rural residential population 
projections for the planning horizon of the GSP. The rural residential water demand projections (does not 
include municipalities or public water companies) covering a 50-year GSP planning period. The objective is to 
develop a high/low range of projections for the planning horizon of the GSP. As no one is doing projections 
beyond 2040 we are using the Sonoma County Traffic Model which combines TAZ (traffic analysis zones) and 
projections from PlanBayArea 2040, to develop two scenarios – General Plan Buildout and PlanBayArea2040. 
For PlanBayArea, we project growth in rural residential areas will be very low – about 0.5% annually. The 
growth under General Plan buildout is forecast to be even lower. Next steps include extrapolating 2040 
projections to 2072 and accounting for increased Accessory Dwelling Unit development. We are also modeling 
growth projections in the watershed area outside of the basin as they are important areas in terms of recharge 
to the basin. 

Questions/Comments 
Rosenblum – It is going to be difficult to connect between water use and projected dwelling units. Never 
seen such a large amount of water use like this year; three heatwaves and smoke. What we are not seeing 
is an immediate adjustment of irrigation with homeowners. There were mutual and individual wells 
allowing water for water fighting; enormous amounts of water need to be factored into the projections. 
All the mansions with vineyards with vineyards - are they defined as rural residential, or family farms and 
accounted for in agricultural predictions? 

Parkinson – The size doesn’t matter; it counts as one rural residential unit. 
Trotta – These projections we would take and use the same methodology simulating residential 
water use within the model. It applies some use for indoor use and has some adjustment for size 
of parcel. 
Rosenblum – Since 2017 there has been a change in the volume of water; we need to improve 
irrigation controls. I know it is politically sensitive because of the way the public perceives the way 
to pay the fees. There will be dry season increases in water use. I don’t think we can project 
directly from the past. We need some way to adjust for recent increases. 
Parkinson – I have no idea how you would ever estimate that. I don’t think it will make enough of 
a difference long term in basin sustainability. 

Close (chat) – The methodology for population looks sound to me. And it can be updated every five years 
to adjust as needed. 

Furch (chat) – Will the population base line be from 2015?  I still think 2015 is a poor baseline indicator 
given drought years. 



Parkinson – The baseline for the rate of growth is not the baseline for the number of units we 
have now. 

Anderson (chat) – What is the current population number for the sub Basin? 
Parkinson – I don’t know at the top of my head; we will follow up. 
Chris Watt (chat) – Population of SRP sub-basin in 2010 according to DWR is 257,985. 

Anderson - Will there be more than one model run? Only with 25% increase in population "high growth" 
or multiple runs to show comparisons? 

Trotta – We will pick a high/low range, one projection for the GSP initially. 

Rosenblum (chat) – Fires occur when well levels are low; same with landscape irrigation. Scenarios will be 
important. 

Close – There are other drivers that reduce water use. If any of the growth occurs in rural areas is multi-
family, you end up with lots of people and little landscaping, plumbing codes are changing and are more 
restrictive, all the fixtures are more water efficient than even three years ago. Accessory units do not 
drive up water use outdoors. Dry versus wet years, if you look before the drought years, water use was 
much higher. It dropped substantially during the drought years. For urban water – we are using pre 
drought outdoor water use as worst-case scenario. 

Noren – Is there a clear understanding of what percentage of population in the Santa Rosa Plain are 
served by groundwater? 

Trotta – I believe it is something we have; we will have to get back to you with approximate 
numbers after the meeting. 

Marcus Trotta then provided an overview of Ag water demands. He said there is a practitioners’ work 
group that has been formed to develop a range of agricultural water use projections for the planning 
horizon of the GSP. Land use planning and agricultural water subject matter experts will help identify 1) 
potential expansion or contraction areas for irrigated cops; and 2) project changes in crop type. The group 
has met twice and will meet again this week. The general work group member input was an expected 
reduction of farmed acreage for all crop types with exception of vineyards and cannabis/hemp. We have 
developed a survey form projecting 20 years, that was sent to Farm Bureau, Community Alliance of Family 
Farmers, and Soma Winegrape Commission. We received 39 responses and will report results back to you 
after their next meeting. 

Questions/Comments 
Anderson/Matt O’Connor (chat) – In slide 41 what crop is the dark blue line? 

Trotta – Orchards. 

Furch (chat) – Who represented CAFF in your survey or workgroup? 
Trotta – While we were not able to identify a CAFF representative, Brittany Heck from Gold Ridge 
RCD, participated to provide perspective of smaller farmers such as CAFF members.  

Rosenblum (chat) – Slide 41 also shows that the sharp change was from 1999-2008: doesn't that mean 
that 2015 is not a good indicator of whether there will be severe impacts? 

Trotta – It is all captured in the historical water budget we presented previously; these are 
county-wide numbers. The increases were accounted for in how we reported out and 
characterized the historical and current year water budgets. 



Anderson (chat) – Slide 43, Medium Growth has 0 acres but a 4.2% increase over 50 years. 
Trotta – It looks like there is a very low number of acres, it may be a rounding issue. I will get back 
to you after the meeting. 

Rosenblum (chat) – The increase in vines was 45,000 acres, while the reduction in hay was only 20,000 
acres, which implies conversion of natural vegetation. Even conversion of orchards to grapes has 
implication for evapotranspiration. 

Haydon (chat) – I have seen estimates that permitted cannabis only represents 5% of total cannabis 
production.  

Trotta – The models do not account for illicit production. I think we got in a discussion with the 
Regional Board last fall; their thinking is there is lots of uncertainty of what the percentage is. 

Anderson (chat) – Would AR (ag and residential zoning category) parcels qualify along with LEA, LIA, DA in 
West Petaluma and Santa Rosa Plain? 

Trotta – We will look into that, I don’t’ believe it is. We found that 87% of existing crops grown in 
the zone adequately captured areas that are most likely to be developed for purposes of what we 
are doing with the model – stress the system in 50 years. I will follow up with the specific code. 

O'Connor (chat) – Is this our last review opportunity of the methods for future use for ag irrigation? 
Climate change over the next 50 years may change crop types. Has that been considered? 

Trotta – Once we get our input from the work group on the ranges, we will have a written 
recommendation to provide the Advisory Committee. 

O'Connor (chat) – I think leaving cannabis/hemp water use out of this iteration is justified. 

Rosenblum – Slide 45 doesn't include Sebastopol's main recharge area which has a lot of vineyard 
development. My basic issue is there was a huge increase in vineyards as you are showing. That increase 
wasn’t simply converted, which would have had to include natural vegetation and conversions. In the 
model you are using, it is possible to look at difference in evapotranspiration. Was that huge increase in 
vines sustainable? In Sebastopol, you can see where the conversion occurred in the recharge area. 
Excluding the area from the maps and water balance doesn’t serve anyone on the border there. There are 
several mutual water companies that might not even have acknowledged the impacts are happening. The 
vineyard conversions could impact Sebastopol water supply in less than 50 years. Mansions with 
vineyards are being defined as family farms for tax purposes, they will use lots of water. My plea is when 
you go to the Board, the next issue of the Plan must address the issue of what is happening west of 
Sebastopol. 

Trotta – The analyses of the historical increases of vineyards in the basin are in the historical and 
current water budgets. The GSA will have to consider impacts along all its boundaries. Wilson 
Grove boundary is an important boundary for the basin, and we will consider it in our 
recommendations for future monitoring. The maps along the western boundary that we are 
showing are some of the lands that may be more favorable for ag development in future 
projections. 

Matt O’Connor – Presumably the model solutions are tracking changes in land uses, so the changes in 
evapotranspiration that may occur from vegetation conversion should be incorporated in the model. That 
would go part way to addressing John’s concerns. Has climate change entered in the thought on crop type 
over a 50-year timeframe? Has it been considered? 



Trotta – On your climate question Matt, it was certainly something that was raised in the 
practitioner work groups to get perspective on where crops might go in the future. There was a 
mixed bag of input, not a whole lot of direction on areas for growth.  

Furch (chat) – Ag resources, smaller ag lots usually with residential use. 

Rosenblum (chat) – The model does track evaporation from different crops, but extraction of conversion 
impacts is an effort that staff will need to add. Hopefully Andy Rodgers and consultants will get 
authorization and budget to do so. 

Furch (chat) – Climate Change should be part of this projection, just acknowledge adaptive management. 
Lisa Micheli will have information on this. 

Trotta (chat) – As we described at the September Advisory Committee meeting, climate change 
will be part of these 50-year projections and model scenarios in addition to the future water 
demand projections.   

GSP Parallel Process Report: Groundwater User Registration Program 
Objective: Provide updates on Groundwater User Registration Program beta test and next steps. 

Andy Rodgers gave a progress update on the Groundwater User Registration Program. The online Beta 
test was launched on September 27 and closed on October 18; staff received great input. 

Rodgers listed the Beta 1.0 test results from all three GSAs. – Feedback included recommendations for 
clarifying the purpose of the program, identifying better and clearer ways to ask questions and describe 
information, and clarity regarding data. Rodgers presented the 2020/2021 development and launch 
schedule and said staff will bring a more robust report-out to the October 29 Board meeting. The current 
plan is to have Beta 2.0 available by the November 9 AC meeting and get input and agreement at the 
December 10 Board meeting so we can launch the program at the end of the year. 

Questions/Comments 
Furch(chat) – Yes. Clearer, simpler and less dense. Use simple English, no lingo or acronyms. 

Furch (chat) – Launch in December may not be optimal. 
Rodgers – It will be done in coordination with the Rural Residential Outreach survey – after the 
election. We need to start getting our data, no time of the year is ideal. 

Haydon (chat) – I would like to have this presentation. 

Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee - AC to ask questions if needed. 
Andy Rodgers – On the Board meeting, the Board received updates on the things we are discussing here 
including practitioner work groups, grants, and the Registration Program. The Board approved the 
Advisory Committee recommendation on SMC land subsidence. They expressed preference for the 25 
geographic area and the 5-year updates. The Board also received an update on rural engagement 
program and received an update from Legal Counsel on a recent California Supreme Court decision with 
regards to issuing well permits. Thank you again to the Interest based members who were re-appointed 
by the Board.  



The legal presentation is here: http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/BOD-
Meeting_PPT_10-08-20_FINAL_ada_updated-1.pdf 

Sam Magill – Practitioner work groups – staff continues to develop GDE, the group has met a few times, 
hope to have one more meeting with that group before bringing their input to all the Advisory 
Committees. SMC for depletion of surface water, we met once and received great input; the two groups 
are closely interconnected. In the process of polling for those discussions. At our next AC mtg, we hope to 
have the groundwater dependent eco system mapping available for you. Already covered ag and rural 
residential groups earlier today. 

Andrea Rodriguez – Each Board has appointed a liaison, we are developing a survey with SCI Consulting 
and hoping to send it out after the election. For Santa Rosa Plain, we are looking to ensure the 
information that goes out complements the Groundwater User Registration Program. If you have any 
other outreach in your stakeholder or community groups, we are happy to help. 

Questions/Comments 
David Noren to Andrea Rodriguez – I represent rural well owners. Can we talk? 

Rodriguez – I will send you an email so we can find a time to connect. 

Review Meeting Action Items and Discuss November Meeting Agendas 
Sam Magill, Advisory Committee Meeting Facilitator 

 Minimum Thresholds and Undesirable Results – if you need any materials, send Sam Magill an
email ASAP. You can also find the packet on the website; all materials have been posted.

 Ag demand work group results – and GDE maps – we will bring to the November 9 AC meeting.

DuBay (chat) – The presentation from the September meeting on Constituents of Concern is here: 
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/000.09.14.20_SRP-AC-Mtg-
Packet_ada_updated.pdf 

For past meeting presentations, the website has everything posted within a couple of days after meetings. 
https://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/ 

Andy Rodgers thanked everyone for their attendance and stamina. The next Board meeting is Thursday, 
October 29, and next AC meeting is scheduled for November 9. The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Agricultural representative, Bob Anderson 
City of Santa Rosa appointee, Peter Martin 
City of Sebastopol appointee, Henry Mikus 
County of Sonoma appointee, Mark Grismer 
Environmental representative, Beth Lamb 
Environmental representative, Rue Furch 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria representative, Maureen Geary (arrived late) 
Gold Ridge RCD appointee, Matt O’Connor 
Independent Water Systems appointee, John Rosenblum 
Rural Residential representative, David Noren 

http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/BOD-Meeting_PPT_10-08-20_FINAL_ada_updated-1.pdf
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/BOD-Meeting_PPT_10-08-20_FINAL_ada_updated-1.pdf
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/000.09.14.20_SRP-AC-Mtg-Packet_ada_updated.pdf
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/000.09.14.20_SRP-AC-Mtg-Packet_ada_updated.pdf
https://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/


Sonoma County Water Agency appointee, Carolyn Dixon 
Sonoma RCD appointee, Wayne Haydon 
Town of Windsor appointee, Sandi Potter 

Advisory Committee Members (absent) 
Agricultural representative, David Long 
City of Cotati appointee, Craig Scott 
City of Rohnert Park appointee, Mary Grace Pawson 
Business representative, Joe Gaffney 
Rural Residential representative, Marlene Soiland 

Staff/Presenters 
Andy Rodgers, SRP GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Lisa Porta, Montgomery Associates 
Pete Parkinson, Technical Consultant 
Jay Jasperse, Sonoma Water, Plan Manager (arrived late) 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recording meeting summary) 

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

Other Attendees 
Christopher Watt, Regional Water Board 
Colin Close, City of Santa Rosa 
Elizabeth Cargay, Public Works, Windsor 
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