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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting Minutes 

Date: October 29, 2020 | 1:00 p.m. 
Location: Zoom Meeting 

www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Director Schwedhelm called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. Directors Fudge, Harvey, Nagle,
Schwedhelm and Stafford were present. Directors Hopkins (joined 1:02pm), Jacobs (joined
1:03pm) and Carnacchi and Zane (joined 1:04pm). Director Dutton was absent. Also, in attendance
at the meeting, were Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Marcus Trotta,
Technical staff; Pete Parkinson, Technical Consultant; Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff; and Simone
Peters, Administrative Aide (recording meeting minutes). Public attendees included Richard Dowd
and Colin Close both of City of Santa Rosa; Bob Anderson; Rue Furch; Peter Martin; John Rosenblum,
and Mary Grace Pawson, all Advisory Committee members; Elizabeth Cargay, Town of Windsor; and
Christopher Watt, Regional Water Board.

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 October 8, 2020 Board Meeting

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, Director Stafford seconded. 
Motion passed 9-0-1 (Director Dutton absent). 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Carnacchi – aye, 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
None. 
No public comment. 

http://www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org/
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5. Advisory Committee Report
Advisory Committee Chairman, Bob Anderson, spoke about the October 19 meeting. There were 14 
members present. Discussions included Water Quality, water scenario modeling, a presentation 
from Pete Parkinson and a brief report on the Groundwater User Registration Program. 

No public comment. 

6. Information items
a. Status of key GSP activities including projected Water Budget

Jay Jasperse kicked off the subject with an overview of the key activities related to the GSP and 
Sustainable Management Criteria preparation. 

Pete Parkinson, Technical Consultant, former Director of what is now Permit Sonoma. Parkinson is 
providing consulting services on this topic to all three GSAs. He gave an update on rural residential 
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. 
U.S. Census Bureau projects Sonoma county population will decrease 15% by 2040 and is not included in 
our projections. 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 
Director Jacobs – Why are we splitting the mutual companies, are CalAm and Penngrove in the 
same boat? Why divide us for this purpose? 

Parkinson – We had to split the Penngrove service area, part of it is served by groundwater and 
that is part of the rural residential groundwater projections. The portion of the Penngrove 
Water Company that is within the community of Penngrove itself relies partially on aqueduct 
water, so we are making a different set of projections for them. 
Director Jacobs – I believe the Penngrove portion is outside the GSA and only Canon Manor is in 
it? 
Parkinson – The Penngrove portion is outside the Santa Rosa Plain GSA but parts of it are in the 
Petaluma Valley GSA. 
Director Jacobs – Mutual companies aren’t doing an urban water management plan, so they fall 
under the rural residential water category? 
Parkinson – Correct. 
Director Jacobs – I would like to check with my members on that given we have some historic 
water use data that is consistent in those areas. Maybe we can meet to talk about that. 
Parkinson – Yes, and we would want to include Marcus Trotta in that meeting. 
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Director Nagle – I am assuming you are using all the data from the mutual water districts and water 
companies as a surrogate for rural residents who have individual wells because we don’t have the 
data on the individual wells? 

Parkinson – That would be a question for Marcus and Andy Rich who are running the model. 
Trotta – Pete Parkinson’s work is focused on projections for numbers of units. Our next steps 
would be to populate our groundwater model with that change in number of rural residential 
parcels. We have estimates for rural residential parcels that are built into the model that are in 
part based on those surrogates from the mutual water companies, and there is some scaling 
factor based on the size of the lot that accounts for outdoor water usage that goes into the 
model. It was presented by Andy Rich at your August Board meeting. We will be following the 
same methodology once we have the projections on the number of parcels simulated in the 
model going forward. 

Director Hopkins – I was surprised by the RHNA number showing a dramatic increase, more 
houses than currently in existence. Is it factored into projections for growth in unincorporated 
Sonoma County? 

Parkinson – I did not factor it in, there is still a fair amount of uncertainty about what those 
numbers are going to be. Another thing is the timing of the numbers. Those numbers will not be 
factored into this round of projections but will be very important when we do the five-year 
updates. 

Public Comment 
John Rosenblum – As Director Jacobs said, most of the mutual water companies are suburban rural, 
single family homes; projections need to reflect that. What about the unregistered cannabis 
operations? You don’t yet see the water use. 

Parkinson – I don’t know any way to rationally project that water use. 
Rosenblum – You mentioned it would be included in the 5-year updates. 
Parkinson – I have noted your comment. 

Marcus Trotta covered the ag water demand projections for the 50-year planning horizon that are 
being worked on by the staff and practitioners’ workgroup. 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) projected changes in crop type. 
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 are not planning on including 
cannabis/hemp in the original Groundwater Sustainability Plan, but it can be included when 
updating future projections during 5-year GSP updates. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Stafford – When you are talking about growth in cannabis, is “permitted” the constraint 
you have been trying to figure out for water usage? 
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Trotta – Yes, we are working with Permit Sonoma to get a better understanding of permitted 
acreage in the area, and because of permit conditions that require reporting of water usage, we 
feel we should have updated data when we do our 5-year update. 
Director Stafford – Don’t they use a lot of water for cultivation? 
Trotta – I think it depends on cultivation practices if they are growing outdoor or in 
greenhouses. Last year, the estimate was about twice as much water as vineyards but there is a 
big range. 

Director Harvey – Given there is a fair amount of “blue” on the map you present for Santa Rosa 
Plain, do you have any percentages of how much of the area could be agriculture, but isn’t? 

Trotta – The total acreage in SRP is 167,000 in the model area, and the blue area is about 9,000 
acres. Of the 9,000, about 3,700 are within the Bulletin 118 basin within the jurisdiction of the 
GSA. 
Director Harvey – In discussions with the group, is there any talk of likely candidates for location 
of expansion? 
Trotta – In SRP, the feedback we received was that the flat areas of the basin are built out and 
there aren’t lots of areas for expansion. We are also considering proximity to types of crops, 
slope etc. to identify which of the areas are most likely to get developed before others. 

Director Harvey – Based on existing data, some ag projections have gone down, some have gone up. 
Is that a trend of land use in the future? For instance, orchards have been going on a down path for 
some time, do we see the same thing with cannabis/hemp? What are likely crops to swap out? 

Trotta – In your meeting package, you can see the graphs for different crops. Irrigated 
pasture/dairy were cited as likely to contract in future. As we populate the model in 5-year 
increments in future, there would be a conversion of crops rather than an addition. 
Director Harvey – So we would be looking at it in 5-year increments? 
Trotta – Yes, and updating it, as we go along. 

Director Fudge – Are the parcels in black not suitable for ag? 
Trotta – The areas are blacked out because of the listed bulleted constraints. 
Director Fudge – As climate changes, we will probably be trying to grow more food ourselves for 
food security. I am thinking of the conflicts such as lack of water, it is going to be very ‘sticky’ in 
future. 

Jay Jasperse covered considerations for climate change implementation in groundwater models. 
SGMA requires the incorporation of climate change as a potential projected future climate scenario 
for purposes of stressing the system and identifying uncertainties in future conditions. Climate 
models agree on increased temperature, and an increased precipitation variability. We look at 
models to evaluate probability. For SGMA, we need to use one climate change scenario. Jacobs 
Engineering looked at the various models and identified HadGEM2-ES as good for our area. Two 
emission scenarios used by DWR include: RCP 4.5 (more optimistic) and RCP 8.5 (more pessimistic). 
Staff prefers to use the same scenario for all three basins for efficiency and cost savings. Staff 
identified the 8.5 scenario as the preferred scenario. 
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Questions/Comments 
Director Nagle – Does the SGMA rule allow for us to consider multiple models along the way? 

Jasperse – In order to allow for the effective evaluation of different projects and actions that will 
be simulated with the model, we want to have one future scenario for water demand and 
climate to use as a future “baseline”. The way that it allows for modification and refinement is in 
the 5-year updates. Climate science is very dynamic, in five years there will be lots of new 
information. We are trying to bracket a hi/low, when we selected the model, we wanted 
something reasonable/in the middle for our region. We will continue to look at the brackets 
behind the scenes on the technical side. We are forced to trigger valuation and test our SMC to 
a future forecast. The best way we can do that within the structure of SGMA is to refine it as we 
move forward. 
Director Nagle – When we were doing the volunteer Santa Rosa Plain groundwater 
sustainability project, there was a set of climate models we were focused on, did we end up 
with the same models? 
Jasperse – I believe the Sonoma Valley models were different, I think the Santa Rosa Plain 
models were different too. 
Trotta – The USGS study did some models but I don’t believe the specific climate model 
proposed here was included. I can follow up after the meeting. 
Director Nagle – Based on information I have been following, RCP 8.5 is more reflective of data 
on a national level, I would be more supportive of that scenario. 

Public Comment 
Rosenblum – There are lots of technical details, all is dependent on interaction between the local 
knowledge seen in the practitioner work groups and the model which is very versatile. I have been 
trying to raise some of the issues with the Advisory Committee but haven’t seen as much response 
as I would like. Since this is the Board, the policy issues involved here, let me again emphasize the 
boundaries especially in the Sebastopol area. We are entirely dependent on recharge which is 
outside the practitioner group forecasts and outside staff’s modeling. 

Rosenblum – We need to focus on the models, I would like to go back to the projections. 8.5 and 4.5 
are what are known as adaptation scenarios. DWR recommends adaptation. When you look at the 
Paris Accord that is about what the general public responsibilities and actions should be to sustain 
an equitable future for all. The Paris Accord uses RCP 1.5 and recognizes that no one is an island. If 
those were modeled in and there was collaborative action then all of this would be much different, 
we wouldn’t be looking at severe stresses. 8.5 is the most sensible in my mind, it is currently the 
worst-case scenario. 

Rosenblum (chat) – Adaptation scenarios do exclude the extreme un-survivable scenarios 
adding Paris Accords scenarios would illustrate how collaboration would improve conditions 
compared to the "bad". 

RCP 8.5 = Directors Nagle, Schwedhelm (consistency across basin is important), Carnacchi, Harvey, 
Stafford (consistency across basin is important), Fudge, Jacobs, Hopkins (hopefully over planning 
rather than under planning), and Zane (the science of climate has evolved quickly in the last few 
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years, extreme model is the right way to go as we can go forward not backward when it comes to 
climate change. I think we are already in the worst-case scenario). 

Director Nagle to Director Zane – These are not the most extreme models, 8.5 is the more extreme 
of these models but not the worst. 

Jasperse – Each model has an emission scenario that it uses. 8.5 is more pessimistic/extreme of 
the two. 
Director Zane – What would the most pessimistic model be? Higher than that? 
Jasperse – It could be. We haven’t run that. There are different metrics – temperature, 
precipitation, variability, etc. Our consultant, Jacobs, looked at the metrics and came up with the 
model we are looking at. Each model has two scenarios in terms of carbon emissions – 8.5 and 
4.5 emissions. 
Director Zane – We should go for the worst-case scenario. Until we go to the extreme model we 
don’t grapple with the reality in front of our face. I think policy makers need to be extreme right 
now when it comes to climate change.  

RCP 4.5 = No interest from the Board members. 

b. Rural Residential Outreach update

Andrea Rodriguez said staff has kicked off the rural residential community engagement program and 
thanked Director Harvey for volunteering to be the Board liaison. Rodriguez said the survey for well 
owners is being finalized this week. Staff is working closely with the Ground User Registration 
Program group for the Santa Rosa Plain. Rodriguez provided a timeline for the project. Hopefully, 
the survey (English and Spanish versions/available online and in paper format) will go out by end 
November. There will be follow up with focus groups in early 2021. 

Director Harvey reaffirmed this project complements the Groundwater User Registration Program 
and asked if there will be delay of registration if this project is delayed so they don’t reach people at 
the same time. This project sets the stage which will help with the registration. 

Andy Rodgers – Hopefully, we can drop the outreach survey in November which would give a 
time period for surveys being returned before the registration program would launch. We are 
aiming for Board consideration of the registration program at the December 10 meeting. If it 
looks good, we would probably launch the Registration program in January.  

c. Groundwater User Registration Program

Andy Rodgers gave an update on the Groundwater User Registration Program. The beta launched 
exactly when the Glass wildfire started so deadlines for feedback were extended. Ninety comments 
and suggestions were received from all three basins and feedback was grouped into categories for 
better readability/review. Currently, the interactive program doesn’t work with Internet Explorer; 
work is being done on this and there will be a way to get to other browsers that work better. 
Rodgers provided the schedule for development and launch and said staff would be meeting with 
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the work group several times over the next few months to discuss what mechanical changes are 
possible. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Schwedhelm – Once we have implementation in January, when do we do updates? 

Rodgers – We know we are likely to get the most input when the mailer goes out and the 
program launches. We aim to get member agency and GSA staff ready for that. If we need to 
make adjustments at the outset if something goes awry, there is a Special Board meeting in 
January and another one in February, there is also an Advisory Committee meeting in January. 
We hope there is a lot of interest and we get the data we need to improve our datasets. 
Director Schwedhelm – Does the GSA Board need to approve the changes? Staff may be able to 
make some easy tweaks without the Board. Is there a threshold that things need to come back 
to the Board? 
Rodgers – If it is clarification, or broken links, etc., the staff would be OK to make the changes. 
On the other hand, if we hear concerns about something being unfair, etc., we would bring it to 
the Board. There is also a between-meeting policy if we need to decide on the spot. 
Director Schwedhelm – I am interested in consistency across the three basins.  
Rodgers – It is only being launched in Santa Rosa Plain at this time; we got input from other 
basins because it might be rolled out there at some point. 

Director Harvey – You mentioned there will be a meeting in January, when is it? 
Rodgers – January 28, 2021. We will send another calendar reminder. 

No public comment. 

7. Action Items (discussed before items 6b and6c)
a. Water Quality. Staff recommends the Board consider approval of the recommended SMC

for water quality and select preferred option for determining undesirable results, with the
understanding that all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final adoption.

The proposed SMC consists of a technical methodology to evaluate minimum thresholds and 
measurable objectives, a description of significant and unreasonable conditions, and definition of 
Undesirable Results.  

Jay Jasperse provided an overview of key points to develop Sustainable Management Criteria for 
Water Quality. He emphasized the focus of SGMA is to manage water quantity without harming 
water quality, therefore the level of groundwater quality management and coordination is 
established as a “do no harm” approach. Jasperse covered how Water Quality fits into the GSP and 
the development of Sustainable Management Criteria for Significant and Unreasonable Conditions 
statement, Minimum Thresholds, Measurable Objectives, and Undesirable Results. The Board was 
presented with staff’s proposed approach for Minimum Thresholds of Constituents of Concern and 
options for determining Undesirable Results, along with input and voting results from the Advisory 
Committee. They were then asked to consider approval of the recommended SMC for Degraded 
Water Quality, with the understanding that all the SMCs will be revisited in total prior to final 
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adoption and were asked to determine the condition for determining Undesirable Results for 
Degraded Water Quality. 

Public Comment 
John Rosenblum, Advisory Committee Member – I am confused with the reporting on the Advisory 
Committee – we emphasized that even if it wasn’t caused by any project or action of the GSA, there 
was an obligation for the GSA to explain how it would be dealt with and who would lead 
remediation. 

Trotta – In the interest of time, we didn’t go over all aspects of where Water Quality fits into the 
GSP, but we have had quite a bit of discussion about future coordination with other regulatory 
agencies including the Regional Water Quality Control Board. We are including routine 
coordination with the Regional Board and other relevant regulatory agencies in our 
implementation plan proposal for the GSP. 
Rosenblum – My concern is you are asking the Board to vote on something that says if it isn’t 
related to GSA actions, it isn’t a problem, I am concerned about the wording of what you are 
bringing to the Board. 
Trotta – It’s not that it isn’t a problem. However, if future issues are not related to GSP 
implementation it isn’t a problem the GSA would be required to address through the SMC. 

Board Questions/Comments 
Director Harvey – I am a little confused. It sounds like we are responsible, whether it is related to 
our Plan or not, and it sounds like we are responsible for doing all the work. Who is it that 
determines this? Is it our responsibility to take responsibility for everything? It is implied by the way 
you say it. On whether it is one or two years – do we have any cases in the monitoring wells where 
things popped up in two consecutive years or were problems more random? 

Trotta – We do occasionally see some spikes in some water quality constituents from a single 
sample, that is why we propose where there is more than one sample per year averaging those 
concentrations to limit the likelihood of that occurrence. Because some constituents are only 
sampled once a year, many Advisory Committees were more comfortable with having two 
consecutive years incorporated into the SMC. 
Director Harvey – There are sample wells and other wells in the same area. So, the other wells 
could also have issues? 
Trotta – Correct, looking at trends and proximity to other wells, it would be evaluated if we see 
exceedances going forward. 
Director Harvey – Would we not do anything unless we chose the two consecutive year option? 
Or would we check after the first year to see if it is a broader issue?  
Trotta – We will be doing annual reports and with each annual report we would report the 
results. If we would see an exceedance, we would want to look at all the data nearby. We would 
be doing some initial work early on. 

Director Harvey – What about my other question on who needs to determine it? 
Jasperse – We are limiting the liability of the GSA to the operations of the GSA and not taking on 
the responsibilities of other regulatory agencies. We are focusing on “do no harm”. If we do 
harm, then this SMC would come into play.  
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Director Harvey – If someone says there is a problem, is it up to us to prove we didn’t do it, or 
up to the person bringing the problem forward to say we did it? 
Jasperse – If someone brings up an issue related to a GSA action; we will address it. 

Director Jacobs – Manganese and iron – is the determination made they aren’t important enough in 
this basin? What is the thinking on the two natural occurring issues? 

Trotta – Our thinking is these Constituents of Concern represent a good indicator of other 
constituents. For example, arsenic is also naturally occurring and is included as a Constituent of 
Concern, as it is more of a human health risk.  We would be looking at monitoring results for 
other constituents and if others are considered more of an issue in the future, they can be 
added in five-year updates. 

Director Harvey moved to approve the recommended SMC for Degraded Water Quality with the 
understanding it will be revisited in total before final adoption and recommends Option #2 (two 
consecutive years) for the condition in determining Undesirable Results, Director Stafford seconded. 
Motion passed 8-0-2 (Directors Dutton and Zane absent). 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Carnacchi – aye, Director Dutton – absent, 
Director Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Nagle – aye, Director Fudge – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm – aye, Director Zane – absent (departed early) 

8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report
Andy Rodgers said he had no additional Administrator items to report. He thanked the Board for 
attending the special meeting and considering the Groundwater Sustainability Plan items. 
Jay Jasperse said there was no separate Plan Manager report and echoed Andy Rodgers’ thanks to 
the Board for their diligence and patience. 
No update from Legal Counsel. 

No public comment. 

9. Adjournment
Director Schwedhelm thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 3:29 p.m.
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