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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Date/time: Monday, January 13, 2020; 3:00 pm-5:30 p.m. 
Meeting Location: Santa Rosa Utilities Field Office, 35 Stony Point Road, Santa Rosa 
Contact: Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: arodgers@westyost.com I Phone: 707.508.3661 

Next meeting: March 9, 2020, 3:00-5:30 pm, City of Santa Rosa Utilities Field Office (UFO), 
35 Stony Point Road, Santa Rosa. 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program, 
welcomed the group, suggested a round of introductions and reviewed the agenda.  

General Public Comment Period 
No public comments were received during this period. 

GSA Staff and Advisory Committee Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform Advisory Committee discussions. 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator, thanked the City of Santa Rosa for the new audio/visual system at 
the UFO. 

Marcus Trotta stated DWR finalized their basin re-prioritizations in December 2019. The Santa 
Rosa Plain remains a medium priority basin; Wilson Grove is changed from a medium to very low 
priority basin under the new modifications and is not required to comply with SGMA. DWR will 
continue to consider basin boundary modifications, which could trigger re-assessments of basin 
prioritization, every five years. There are portions of the Wilson Grove groundwater basin that 
are still in the contributing watershed of the Santa Rosa Plain Bulletin 118 basin. The Santa Rosa 
Plain Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) includes all the available data from the contributing 
watershed areas. We are considering it in our GSP.  

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Mikus –What were the factors that allowed the change of priority of Wilson Grove? 

Trotta – A combination of factors – changing the basin boundaries so the size of the basin 
was reduced (some of the metrics they used affected population size and reduced 

mailto:arodgers@westyost.com


2 

acreage), and DWR also changed some of their assumptions of irrigated acreage in the 
basin, especially irrigated pastureland. 

Mr. Trotta added that 10 of 12 monitoring wells are installed as part of DWR’s Technical Support 
Services (TSS) program. Two are pending access agreements but will hopefully be complete in 
spring 2020. DWR and Sonoma Water will continue to assess possible locations for some deeper 
wells. Mr. Trotta will provide an update at the next Advisory Committee meeting.  

The Prop 68 grant is submitted and DWR is now reviewing requests. Statewide, DWR received 
about fifty funding requests and approximately $53million in Prop 68 funding is available 
statewide; Sonoma Water is hopeful its $1 million grant request will be funded. A representative 
from DWR at the meeting agreed the grant request is favorable; preliminary results should be 
available in February.  

Outreach – Ann DuBay gave a short overview of the December all-basin Recharge workshop. The 
purpose of the workshop was twofold: 1) educate public and 2) get people who are interested in 
groundwater the opportunity to speak with Board, Advisory Committee members and others via 
tabletop discussions.  Approximately 80 participants attended; meeting materials are available 
online.  

Andy Rodgers reminded meeting participants that Sebastian Bertsch, environmental 
representative, recently resigned from the Advisory Committee. Mr. Rodgers received four 
applications in November. The GSA Board formed an ad hoc selection group comprised of three 
Board members, two Advisory Committee members and Andy Rodgers to review the 
applications. This group will bring its recommendation to the GSA Board in February.  

Mr. Rodgers also mentioned that Doug Beretta, rural residential representative, had stepped 
down due to health issues in the family. The Board ad hoc group will be looking to consider a 
path forward for that seat as well. 

Requirement to fill out Ethics certificates – ON HOLD as we wait to hear from Legal Counsel if 
Advisory Committee members need to do Ethics training. 

Water Budget and USGS Model Update 
Objective: Learn about the water budget components, SGMA requirements and existing hydrologic 
models, provide feedback on recommended areas for refinements. 

Mr. Trotta gave a short overview of the USGS model and plans to present an initial draft of the 
current and historic water budget at the March meeting. The model updates include water 
demands for agriculture and rural residential users. Dr. Tracy Nishikawa from USGS provided a 
more in-depth overview of the model updates later in the agenda. Additionally, Mr. Trotta noted 
USGS has contracted with the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) and Sonoma 
Water to develop a larger Russian River-wide model through a cooperative project between the 
Water Board, Sonoma Water, various Mendocino County agencies, and USGS.  Associated with 



3 
 

that larger Russian River wide project, the Water Board has separately contracted with the USGS 
to update the model for the Santa Rosa Plain through 2015 and develop stream capture maps.  
As discussed at the Advisory Committee’s September meeting, the work the USGS is doing 
related to the Santa Rosa Plain model will not be completed in time to incorporate all of the 
changes into the GSP.  However, the GSP model team is coordinating with the USGS and utilizing 
the updates they have completed to date and making additional refinements and updates for the 
purposes of developing the water budget and simulating future scenarios needed for the GSP. 
 
Dr. Nishikawa provided a status report on the water budget components, SGMA requirements, 
and existing hydrologic models.  
 
He noted the USGS published two reports on the Santa Rosa Plain: 1) a characterization model 
describing the geochemistry, hydrology, and hydrogeology of the basin, and 2) the Santa Rosa 
Plain hydrologic model (SRPHM). The Water Board issued an information order in October 2015 
in Mark West Creek. The Water Board collected data for two years on the amount of 
groundwater pumped, surface water diverted, and water uses on a parcel basis. In June 2016, 
the Water Board and USGS entered into a cooperative agreement to update SRPHM data 
through 2015 to develop stream capture maps and couple the updated SRPHM with MODSIM, a 
reservoir-operation model which allows simulation of diversion priorities.  
 
The SRPHM tasks include changing the climate representation (done), update groundwater 
pumpage (done), update reclaimed water by using the water use model and extending data until 
the end of 2015 (done). Updating the model evaluation and comparison with the original model, 
stream-capture maps and stream-capture/depletion analysis data for updated SRPHM and 
incorporating information order data are pending.  
 
The State Water Board and USGS agreement was amended to expand efforts on the Mark West 
Creek MODSIM model. The State Board increased the budget to fully fund the SRPHM model. 
Deliverables include updating the SRPHM (version 2.0), stream-capture maps, the SRPHM-
MODSIM model and a report describing the results. The SRPHM is part of the larger project 
studying the Russian River watershed and is a cooperative project between the Water Board, 
Sonoma Water, various Mendocino County agencies, and USGS. Project deliverables include 
quarterly updates, two USGS reports, and technical assistance. Dr. Nishikawa provided report 
links for the Characterization and Modeling reports. 
 
Questions/Comments from Advisory Committee 
Rosenblum – Regarding the question on page 2 of your presentation. You indicated that you are 
missing agricultural and rural residential groundwater data. What kind of data have you added to 
overcome the missing details? 

Nishikawa – We estimated it based on rural domestic census data outside the service 
areas of municipalities and other public water supply systems. The municipal pumping is 
reported. That is what we mean by estimatable, quantifiable approaches. 

Rosenblum – Estimating is what you need to do if you don’t have data. We know we have wells 
that are monitored and there are agricultural pumps that could easily be monitored. Instead of 
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estimating, there is a wealth of information that with the collaboration of the groups 
represented here, we could improve that estimation. 

Nishikawa – Any kind of reported data would be appreciated. 

Gaffney – When you first brought the model to us in 2016, you estimated that about 85-88% of 
the groundwater was being pumped in the unincorporated area, was there a marked change to 
that in what you called the 1.0 Plus? 

Nishikawa – We have a working collaboration with Sonoma Water and provided them the 
beta version of the model. What they are doing with the data, I don’t know. I will leave 
that to Marcus Trotta to respond. 
Trotta – We are currently evaluating and reassessing the incorporated rural demands, it 
will allow us to better simulate future conditions.  

Anderson – In terms of Mark West creek and the informational order, is that information 
complete and are you utilizing it? 

Nishikawa – We have the data but have not utilized it. It is on our list of things to do. 
Anderson – What shape is the data in? 

Nishikawa – The State Board worked hard to clean up the data, so I feel it is in good shape 
and ready to use. 

Anderson – Can the data be a source used to get better data for rural residential water use? 
Nishikawa – It is actual data for two to three years for Mark West Creek which is a sub-
basin of the Santa Rosa Plain watershed. 
Trotta – In terms of granularity – most values reported were estimates as well. The State 
Board made a lot of assumptions. A lot of the data isn’t actual measured data. 

O’Connor – Since the Water Board data came up, I think it would be a mistake to assume the 
data is ready to use. It requires some attention to improve the data. Some of the data are 
estimates for a mixed bag of reasons. We were hoping to get mostly well locations from it but 
didn’t get all. Can you describe where and when the stream depletion maps are getting 
compiled? 

Nishikawa – Once we update the model, we will run the scripts through the model to get 
the figures, the scripts to generate the stresses for the stream capture maps have already 
been developed. Should be quite straight-forward. We have already used it on a previous 
version of the model. 
O’Connor – What portion of Mark West Creek are the maps for? 
Nishikawa – The whole basin. 

Pawson – At some point will there be an effort to true-up the data with the rate study so at least 
usage and volumes at least roughly match? 

Trotta – Yes, that is some of the work we are doing right now in Version 1.0 Plus for the 
GSP, and we are also using the parcel-based methodology to look at the rural residential 
water demands. 
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Furch – 2015 is a problematic year to use. Is any effort being made to use a more representative 
year? 

Nishikawa – I must have miss spoke, the new data we added is from 2010-2015, ending in 
2015. 
Trotta –We are looking to extend it for the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, to include 
data through 2018 conditions. 

 
Furch – Is the PowerPoint available? 

Nishikawa – It will be made available on the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater website.  
Andy Rodgers offered to send links to websites mentioned in the presentation while Tracy 
Nishikawa is updating the slides to make them Brown Act compliant. 

 
Anderson – I am confused by the colors in the map. 

Nishikawa – Since we already did two reports on the Santa Rosa Plain, we decided not to 
include it in Russian River watershed for this study.  

 Anderson – And I understand you are fixing the work done on the Santa Rosa Plain? 
 Nishikawa – We are updating it to water year 2015. 

Anderson – This committee will receive an updated version of the Santa Rosa Plain 
model? 
Trotta – Yes, everything that USGS provided us which includes everything Tracy Nishikawa 
showed in green on one slide, we are taking that and updating it to include data through 
2018. That is the model we plan to use for this Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The draft 
of the version we are working with now, we plan to have a draft of the current and 
historic water budget at the March Advisory Committee meeting.  
Anderson – Do we know if DWR blessed the model and accepted it conformed to the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan? 
Trotta- They have provided some guidance on modeling. One of the reasons we retained 
Montgomery& Associates Consulting was to compare the model. They recommended 
some adjustments and that is what we are working on. 

 Anderson – The model the agency is working with includes 2018 data? 
 Trotta – That is what we are working to include for model SRPHM version 1.0 Plus. 
 Nishikawa – We are under contract with the State Board to go through 2015. 
 
Rosenblum – You mentioned Mark West Creek – Our largest customer, CAL-AM lost most of their 
biggest customers during one of the fires after 2015. Will Green Valley, Atascadero and 
Sebastopol Creek be included in the Russian River model? 

Nishikawa – I can’t comment on the granularity of the streams. We have many tributaries 
in the Russian River model. 

 
Rosenblum – The impact is severe in groundwater extraction. You backed in data of what the 
contribution was, but they aren’t really estimates. 

Nishikawa – Those fluxes are results of simulation. We estimated unreported data and 
that impacts groundwater flow. 
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Rosenblum – Again, there is no need to rely on estimates when there are enough 
participants here with real data. Why rely on estimations when there are enough data on 
groundwater wells? Data is available, at least we can get a trend in the basin, especially 
for those on the border of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency. We can get more data, 
we don’t need to estimate anymore. 
Trotta – The Groundwater User Registration program’s goal is to gain more data and it is 
one of the things the Groundwater Sustainability Plan will further develop.  

 
Groundwater Registration Program (GRP) 
Objective: Discuss additional information needed to encourage groundwater user registration. 
 
Mr. Rodgers reviewed the Groundwater Registration Program workgroup outcomes and 
discussed additional information for the registration process. It is comprised of four main 
program elements: 1) workgroup; 2) customized data base; 2) website interface with interactive 
map and form; and 4) notification mailer. The schedule has been pushed back because of power 
shutoffs late in 2019. Staff hopes to get some feedback today and aims to have an Advisory 
Committee beta test in February so you can try the system and include “+1” (friend/neighbor) so 
we get a cross-section of experiences. A second round of testing will include Advisory Committee 
members from Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agencies. Staff 
will provide feedback at the Board meeting in February and then bring back to the Advisory 
Committee in March. The goal is to launch the program in late spring.  
 
Action AC members - Look through the form and draft mailer and give feedback to Rodgers by 
Friday, January 17. Easiest would be to return feedback in track changes mode.  
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Soiland – It would be great to receive both the form and mailer in word format.  
Action Rodgers – I will send it out today. 
 
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) Updates and Request for Input 
Objective: Begin discussion of Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) in the context of objectives and 
thresholds. 
 
Mr. Trotta provided an overview of the Sustainable Management Criteria in the context of 
objectives and thresholds. 
 
The development of Sustainability Management Criteria (SMC) is a highly iterative process. The 
GSP will use the model to project out 50 years to see if the thresholds will be met. Today we are 
starting with groundwater levels indicator on its own, as it is the most straight-forward 
sustainability indicator with the largest data set. Groundwater can also be used as a proxy for 
some of the other sustainability indicators. Mr. Trotta provided guiding questions, reviewed 
existing groundwater-level data, examples of significant and unreasonable effects, and next 
steps. He walked through some existing groundwater data. Mr. Trotta requested Advisory 
Committee input on groundwater levels to develop a narrative description of what constitutes 
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significant and unreasonable effects for each sustainability indicator. He asked if anyone needed 
clarifying information and requested feedback. 
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Furch – I would like the documents provided to be named so we can easily find things. 
 Trotta – We will do. 
 
Rosenblum – Can we look at the maps in more detail? I am lost geographically.  
 Trotta – Yes, we will provide maps electronically and at the next meeting. 
 Rosenblum – What is high frequency? 

Trotta – Those are wells we have instrumented with pressure transducers to 
automatically record every one or two hours. It is useful to have for groundwater surface 
water interaction. 
Rosenblum – We use pressure transducers because we adjust the speed of our well 
pumps to know what the dynamic and static levels areas, can the data be added to your 
data set? 

 Trotta – That would be great. 
 
Pawson – Looking at your schedule, do you think it would it be possible by this time next year to 
have a solid status update to use in our Urban Water Management Plans consistently reporting 
on this effort. 

Trotta – Great idea. In future, we need to project future demands and growth. We will be 
coordinating with the urban water management planning process that require municipal 
future demands be estimated, and we want to be consistent with those efforts. 

 
Pawson – Do we have any information how all the wells are used (pure irrigation or domestic 
supply wells? 

Trotta – Usually the wells are supplied with usage data but sometimes are filled out by a 
driller, so the data isn’t always accurate. 

 
Pawson – Based on the overall tone of your presentation, it seems we aren’t worrying about 
chronic groundwater lowering in this basin. 

Trotta – Of all the sustainability indicators in this basin, this doesn’t jump out based on 
the data available. 

 
Furch – One of the things the USGS study provided us back when we were volunteers, is there 
was a small degradation of groundwater that was reasonably consistent, is that not true, have 
we changed our projector the last few years? 

Trotta – It is one of the reasons we are looking at the water demands. We will be focusing 
on Bulletin 118 basin boundaries for the water budget. 

 Furch – There may be a necessity to look at changes in some areas more than others. 
 
Mr. Trotta continued with an overview of the next phase. The focus today is receiving Advisory 
Committee input on significant and unreasonable effects for groundwater levels. He gave draft 
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examples from other basins that are in critically over-drafted status and provided initial draft of 
the Petaluma Valley Advisory Committee input on guiding questions. Developing narrative 
statements on the unreasonable effects of lowering groundwater is a first step; measurable 
objectives to avoid unreasonable effects is the next step.   
 
Guiding questions: 
 

1. What would you consider unacceptable or intolerable when it comes to groundwater 
level declines? For example: Groundwater-levels falling below pumping depths of water 
supply wells 

2. What would be desirable conditions in the basin related to groundwater-levels? For 
example: Groundwater levels always recover after droughts or groundwater levels 
increase to enhance basin habitat 

3. What particular elements potentially affected by groundwater levels are you most 
concerned about? For example, a particular well type or specific beneficial use/user? 
Long-term versus short-term, seasonal, or drought? 

4. Do you think that there are specific areas of the basin that have unique or different 
concerns or issues, than other parts of the basin? 
 

Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
Rosenblum – Marcus Trotta has already shown with the slides that we need to consider the years 
before 2015, beyond what SGMA requires. As climate change becomes more of an impact on the 
Russian River, the Water Agency might go back to using large well pumps in the Santa Rosa Plain. 
Setting criteria based on levels must seriously consider input from well users. 

Magill – We are focused on lowering of groundwater today, but some issues are 
inextricably linked. 

 
Gaffney – Could you remind us of what the planning horizon is for the GSP? 

Trotta – Fifty years of hydrology and we need to demonstrate sustainability 20 years after 
GSP adoption. 

 
Scott – We are getting mixed up here between the impact of one well and then oscillate between 
that and how the basin is doing as a whole. There is a potential pitfall of being classified as a 
failure because there might be a problem with one well or group of wells. Consider end-result so 
we don’t end up in that pitfall and are not subject to erroneous data or aberrations in data. 

Magill – Important point. In the narrative slides, you will see the word “significant” 
referenced many times, but a numeric threshold for defining significance is not 
established. For the purpose of the discussion today, think about the guided questions 
and stay at a high level. 

 
Furch – Suggestion for 4 is “yes”. Suggestion for 1 (surface water), we add “no surface water 
impacts”, Suggestion for 2, “accept year-round” assessments, they are critically important for 
climate and uses. 
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Rodgers – We will be looking at surface water separately. 

 Furch – I think it should be included in this bucket. 
 
Potter – To follow up on Rue Furch’s comment, if the lowering of the groundwater interferes 
with the other SMGA groundwater sustainability indicators, it is important to note and might 
address this concern. 
 
Haydon – I would like to point out we have two different groundwater systems – shallow and 
deep, there will be different criteria for each. 
 
Pawson – Looking at Marcus Trotta’s data, we should be willing to accept uses that bring 
groundwater levels down to historic low levels. That level might be a good benchmark. Nr. 3, we 
should be focusing on drought, the way groundwater is used during a drought, and the ability to 
recover from a drought. Nr. 1 – do not drop below historic lows. 
 
Furch – I agree and would suggest that in some instances we have recovered because we have 
switched from using groundwater to surface water. I don’t think it is necessarily an ideal solution 
and it may or may not mean recovery is as reliable as we might hope. 
 
Pawson – Conjunctive-use strategy is extremely powerful to maximize benefits without over-
taxing any of them. We are thoughtfully using groundwater, surface water, and recycled water 
conjunctively. 
 
Rosenblum – Using historical data is great but we have climate change. Future lows might not be 
lows in future. 
 
Gaffney – Looking at Petaluma Valley AC data, no net decrease in groundwater levels, a proxy for 
groundwater use is population growth. As population grows in Sonoma County, approximately 
15% is in the unincorporated area, where we can assume, they are groundwater users. On one 
hand the State Water Board is telling us to manage the groundwater table in a sustainable 
manner and on the other hand the State Department of Finance is handing our growth numbers 
in the cities and counties and saying we must meet the sustainable criteria in our general plans. I 
want to caution that we won’t see a net decrease that is quantifiably measurable. In the long 
term, the slope of the groundwater levels will be negative because of population growth. 
 
Haydon – 15% is probably based on rather inefficient use. I suspect it is a business as usual 
model- that we could improve on greatly. 
 
Trotta – I want to correct some data I gave out earlier. The document needs to show we will 
meet the sustainable criteria in 20 years (by 2042) but we need to project out 50 years for future 
scenarios. 
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Haydon – Many of the criteria tie in together, it isn’t just about water supply. We need to know 
how everything will tie together because they are all interrelated. 

Trotta – We need to go back and revisit our initial thoughts and ideas for sustainable 
management groundwater criteria. I would also like to point out we would appreciate 
additional input by email or phone call. We will send out a summary of what we heard 
today so that we can include it before our next meeting. It would be very useful to get 
your feedback before our next meeting. 

 
Anderson – You brought back to us what you heard in Petaluma. I heard no direction given by the 
Santa Rosa Plain Advisory Committee members today. What will you provide us? 

Trotta – At our next meeting I would envision giving examples of the proposed network of 
representative monitoring wells showing historic and current conditions and what this 
would look like. If there is other information that would be useful, let us know. 
Rodgers – I did hear some ideas that weren’t countered. There was a lot of input 
provided. 
Anderson – I can’t accept that some suggestions made are considered group consensus. 
Rodgers – This was a starting discussion. The list does not represent consensus. 

 
Rosenblum – As to what Bob Anderson was saying, my feeling is especially for those on the edge 
of the basin, we aren’t using real data that would help me suggest criteria. We need to quantify 
and set criteria. 

Magill – Since the next agenda will continue around the water level, there will also be 
discussion on the water budget, so a lot of this this data conversation becomes critical. 

 
Mikus – I am not a groundwater professional, so I am struggling with the information I am 
presented with at the meeting for the first time. I would be able to do a better job if I had some 
time to digest the material beforehand. 
 
Haydon – Question 3 – I like the idea of looking at chronic rather than short-term regarding 
water cycles. 
 
Potter – I wonder if we should consider having different questions for people in different parts of 
the basin. 
 
O’Connor – Hard for me to consider this data in the abstract. It is clear it is intended to be a data 
driven process. I would like to talk to John Rosenblum in the future to see what is missing. It is 
clearly going to be iterative and we will have to work through this with more intensive data. It is 
the kind of process that doesn’t make it easy to work through large groups. Maybe we need to 
modify how we go about this. 

Rodgers – If there are other things, we can do to help you, let us know. We need to hit 
certain milestones this year before moving to the next one. Very challenging project. 
Thank you for mentioning things you need. 
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Quick Suggestions Overview 
 
Question 1 
No surface water impacts. 
Do not drop below historic low levels. 
Some decline due to population grown is inevitable. 
Question 2 
Seasonal levels impact water levels. Do not use annual levels only. 
Question 3 
Seasonal assessment needed. 
Focus on drought. 
Thresholds differ for shallow and deep wells. 
Historic lows may not take climate change into consideration. 
Chronic versus short term levels in water cycle. 
Question 4 
We need more data to define (all indicators are interconnected) 
 
Public Outreach Opportunities and Assignments 
Objective: Discuss additional information needed to encourage Advisory Committee member engagement 
with constituents. 
 
Andrea Rodriguez asked the Advisory Committee members to conduct outreach to a broader 
community of stakeholders throughout the basin. It takes a lot of background to be comfortable 
with the terminology. Let us know what you need to talk to your stakeholders. Ms. Rodriguez 
circulated a list of outreach opportunities and requested Advisory Committee add additional 
details/opportunities as soon as possible.  
 
Questions/Comments Advisory Committee 
O’Connor – Can we get the spreadsheet in electronic format? 
 Rodriguez – We are hoping to add some information/input and will then send it out. 
 
Rosenblum – I would like to reiterate the need to reach us before stakeholders. 
 
Pawson – The list is a very urban focused list and those are not the folks that are a challenge for 
this entity. Identifying the appropriate stakeholder groups in the unincorporated county and 
talking to them will be a much better use of everybody’s time. 
 Rodriguez – Hoping to reach people initially and then go to groups. 
 
Furch – Suggest you add The Grange. 
 
Haydon – Send the spreadsheet out to the agencies we represent and are working with, like the 
agencies. 
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Andy Rodgers and Sam Magill discussed information needed to encourage Advisory Committee 
member engagement with constituents. 

Meeting Adjourned 5:28 p.m. 

Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Agricultural representative, Bob Anderson – arrived 3:10pm 
Business representative, Joe Gaffney 
City of Cotati appointee, Craig Scott 
City of Rohnert Park appointee, Mary Grace Pawson – arrived 3:15 pm 
City of Santa Rosa appointee, Jennifer Burke 
City of Sebastopol appointee, Henry Mikus 
Environmental representative, Rue Furch 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria representative, Maureen Geary – arrived 3:15pm 
Gold Ridge RCD appointee, Matt O’Connor 
Independent Water Systems appointee, John Rosenblum 
Rural Residential representative, Marlene Soiland – arrived 3:15 pm 
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 
County of Sonoma appointee, Mark Grismer 

Staff/Presenters 
Andy Rodgers, SRP GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Tracy Nishikawa, USGS 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, notes taker 

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

Other Attendees 
Tad Pedegrew, DWR 
Eight members of public 
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