Appendix X
Comments Received on Previous Versions of the
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Plan



SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

8/31/2021

Bob Anderson

P. 2: Kenwood Basin, Wilson Grove Basin, | think it is also Petaluma Valley Basin (not subbasin)
p. 3: Is this goal accomplished? “develop a Plan that achieves and maintains groundwater sustainability 50 years into the future.”

p. 3: “This GSP presents detailed, technical information to build upon the work of done in the GMP and to better understand groundwater in the
Subbasin.”

p. 6: Figure ES-3: Along right side of gray area, "Sonoma W" need correction

p. 9: Deeper recharge takes decades or longer to reach the aquifers, due to long travel paths. ? how this works with Projects and Actions showing
improvement in Deep aquifer from Group projects?

P. 10: needs a closer look. First sentence is ‘shallow’ then 24 are deep, then 15? Deep or shallow? “Groundwater levels: Groundwater levels for the
majority of shallow-aquifer wells are generally stable. More limited data from the deeper aquifer system finds 7 of 24 wells exhibit relatively stable
groundwater levels, 15 of the wells in the southern portions of the Subbasin and along the western boundary exhibit increasing trends, and only 2
wells, located east of and outside the Subbasin but within the contributing watershed area, have declining levels.

Groundwater storage decline = Groundwater storage: The groundwater budget (described below) finds that the amount of groundwater stored in
the shallow and deep aquifer systems is declining on average by about 2,100 acre-feet per year (AFY).

P. 13: The 20-year modeled period from WY 2021 to 2040 is used to determine the sustainable yield of the Subbasin. The average total annual
groundwater pumping for this period is 23,900 AF, which is defined here as the sustainable yield. This value is 39% of the average total annual
groundwater inflows into the Subbasin and is greater than average total annual groundwater pumping over the current budget period. It should be
emphasized that the sustainable yield is dependent on the simulated climate conditions and assumed future pumping during this period and is not
predicated on implementation of projects and actions, i.e., no projects or actions are included in the model simulation to estimate the sustainable

yield.

P. 14: wording switched from ‘results’ to ‘conditions’: Central to SGMA is the development of sustainable management criteria (SMC) for the
sustainability indicators. The Santa Rosa Plain GSA identified undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim
milestones for the sustainability indicators as discussed in Sections 4.4 through 4.10. The five sustainability indicators applicable and relevant to the
Subbasin are listed below with a summary of what the GSA considers significant and undesirable conditions for each indicator. Table ES-2 provides
the Sustainable Management Criteria for all sustainability indicators.

P. 16: definitions show terms separately for Conditions and Results: Significant and Unreasonable Condition: A qualitative statement regarding
conditions that should be avoided. Undesirable Results: A quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that
cause significant and unreasonable effects in the Basin.




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

P. 19: extra period after '50-year projection.” Check on wording of whole phrase: The projects in all three groups are simulated to reduce the
average decline by 400 AFY between 2021-2040 and 300 AFY over the entire 50-year projection.is estimated to decline by an average of 1,400 AFY
between 2021- 2070.

Additions to Executive Summary — two figures presenting the story for all scenarios 1976-2070. From page 88 of 109 in Section 3 Fig 3-46.
Groundwater Inflows by Water Budget Period — Historical, Current and Future) and on P. 91 of Section 3, Fig. 3-48. Groundwater Outflows by Water
Budget period.

9/10/2021

Wayne Haydon

Figure ES-1 Plan Area: Line weight for “Other groundwater Basins and Subbasins” in explanation does not match line weight on map.

Figure ES-3: Line weight for “Contributing Watershed Area” in explanation does not match line weight on map.

Page 12. “The projected water budget covers the years 2021 — 2070.” Can we add a chart for the water budget from 2021-2070, like Figure ES-6.
Could use Figure 1-30, right side.

Page 19. “Groundwater storage: Groundwater in storage under a baseline scenario without projects is estimated to decline by an average of 200 AF
between 2021-2040 and 1,400 AFY over the entire 50-year projection period that includes a simulated extreme 20-year drought between 2050 and
2070. The projects in all three groups are simulated to reduce the average decline by 400 AFY between 2021-2040 and 300 AFY over the entire 50-
year projection.is estimated to decline by an average of 1,400 AFY between 2021-2070.” Last sentence “is estimated...” needs a beginning.

9/7/2021

Robert Pennington

General comment - | recommend shortening this section where possible. A few suggestions of sections that could be shortened include: a.
Discussion of pre-SGMA GMP; b.  History related to basin boundary; c.  Geology section (paragraph 2 of HCM). d. Water Budget. Perhaps
methods, description of climate scenarios and other details could be reserved for the main body of the report.

Page 9 - “The deep aquifer system is generally confined to semi-confined and is not physically connected with surface water”. COMMENT: It is
unclear what is meant by “physically connected”. Spatially or hydraulically? Though spatially disconnected, it should be made clear that there is
expected to be hydraulic connection between the deep aquifer and shallow aquifer, which therefore results in hydraulic connectivity between the
deep aquifer and surface water.




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON AUGUST 2021 DRAFT

8/31/2021 Bob Anderson P. 3, paragraph 3, correct from "Sonoma Valley" to Santa Rosa Plain
p. 14, Phase 2, changes from Sonoma Valley to Santa Rosa plain
p. 16, Appendix reference to Sonoma Valley; change to Santa Rosa Plain
p. 17, references Sonoma Valley community engagement plan
p. 22, Not sure why chair and vice-chair start at August 2017 and everyone else at Oct 2017
P. 33, update the * for final draft
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON JANUARY 2021 DRAFT
2/8/2021(Elizabeth Cargay Easy to read and complete except no appendices list was listed in the TOC. It would have been more helpful to do a full review.
This review form is easy to use.
Can we save our comments to come back to later, or to have all of our comments from one agency submit at once?
Figure 1-1
2/7/2021|Beth Lamb Well organized
2/7/2021|Peter Martin Multiple small edits; in multiple locations, a word appears to be missing after SGMA ("implementation"?)
2/7/2021|Rue M Furch Three suggestions: 1) add a map showing the basin and how it fits in the watershed.
2) Mention the COVID years and adaptations made to continue outreach.
3) Community Engagement should include radio ... and possibly text or other media used more commonly by DAC.
Section 1, Lines 28, 32 & 48 ... "designated medium or high priority" ... for a citizen - "medium or high" what? water table? at risk? what?
Line 68: insert link to map MAPS WILL BE INSERTED INTO FINAL DOCUMENT
Line 110: grammar
Line 165 "was" or "will be" released?
Line 247: are monthly notices being sent? (to which list?)
Line 256: is this happening?
Holly Roberson In multiple locations: Change to state agency's evaluation, assessment, and approval of the GSP.
2/6/2021|Holly Roberson
This is a strong introduction; it clearly shows that extensive work and public outreach has gone into the development of the Santa Rosa Plain GSP.
2/3/2021|David Long Well written and presented




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

2/2/2021

John Rosenblum

1. The comments page is very limiting and impossible to complete both "genera
everything in a single "general" box).

2. Omits that the 2019 boundary adjustment included not only the City of Sebastopol, but also the jurisdictions of (1) Belmont Terrace Mutual Water
Company, (2) Kelly Mutual Water Company, and (3) Fircrest Mutual Water Company.

3. All 3 Sebastopol-area mutual water companies are active in and represented by IWS. They are therefore members of the GSA. They are omitted in
the listing of active IWS members in this document.

4. There are communication obligations for board members, advisory committee members and the public - but none for GSA/Sonoma Water staff. For
Sebastopol-area members and representatives this has resulted in deflections, omissions, and lack of substance in exchanges about our recharge area
in the Wilson Grove Highlands.

5. Omitted from the introduction is any mention that Sebastopol-area boundary adjustments were made (along with Petaluma and Marin) to reduce
DWR's designation of Wilson Grove Highlands from "medium" to "low" - and subsequent release of Sonoma County from preparing a costly separate
GSA. (A staff presentation showed how weightings relative to population in DWR's EXCEL spreadsheet were the main factor).

and "specific" comments in a single effort (therefore, I'm putting

2/2/2021

John Rosenblum

Too "happy"

2/1/2021

Craig Scott

Line 41 - remove \high\" as basin is designated as a medium priority basin." Additional small edits.

2/1/2021

Mark Grismer

Good overview, seems complete and readily understood.

1/28/2021

Joe Gaffney

No comments. Good job!

1/26/2021

Bob Anderson

Needs work. Line 132: Should phone number be updated to be the same as number used in GUIDE? Add title for Appendix 1-A. Make consistent
capitalization for Interested Parties List. Include links on lines 286-296 (if using links elsewhere). Appendix 1-D has an "Appendix A and B and
Attachment A (parts of 1-D but adds element of confusion). Page numbering should be consistent (between Section text and appendices)

1/25/2021

Bob Likins

Maps are good as long as they can be made clear.

1/25/2021

Bob Likins

I am hopeful that each section can also be prefaced by a shortened section with key points summarized ,,,,, like a one or two page version of this eight
page introduction. The length of the final report will discourage some interested readers from attempting to read and understand what you will want
to tell them if there is no shorter version. ..... Bob




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

1/24/2021

Wayne Haydon

73 District (RCD); and an organized group of Mutual Water and Public Utilities Commission-

74 Regulated Companies (Independent Water Systems) WDH comments Where listed?

Where Board members and AC members listed?

110 reports to the GSA Board identifying areas

172 Phase 4: Implementation and Reporting -- Following the submission of the GSP to DWR, the
173 Santa Rosa Plain GSA will begin implementation of projects and programs?

211-215 DAC are also a state designation.

Comments fr

om 2018 Introduction & Plan Area Section (prior to separating the Introduction & Plan Area into separate sections)

Date Received

Commentor

Comments

11/26/2018

Jennifer Burke & Colin
Close

Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District

The Santa Rosa Plain GSA formed an Advisory Committee of 18 members in October 2017 consisting of appointment of members appointed by from
each of the nine-member agencies, the City of Sebastopol and the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, and nine seven interest based members
appointed by the Santa Rosa Plain GSA Board:

2 - Environmental (from organizations with a presence in the Basin)

e 2- Rural residential well owner

¢ 1 - Business community

e 2 - Agricultural

¢ 1 - Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

¢ 1 — City of Sebastopol

both abut a small eastern segments segment of the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin boundary.
Area Subbasin, Alexander Area Subbasin, and Wilson Grove Formation Highlands Basin.
In 2014, the State of California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, which includes requirements that must be addressed in the

Santa Rosa Plain, as this area is considered a medium priority groundwater basin.
Rosa, Sebastopol, Town of Windsor, several unincorporated communities, and areas of rural

Recycled water is treated to tertiary standards and provided by the Town of Windsor’s, and the City of Santa Rosa’s Laguna Treatment Plant, and the

Airport Larkfield’s Wwastewater Ttreatment Pplants and is used for crop and landscape irrigation in lieu of using groundwater or imported water.




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

Recycled water is relied-upenforagriculturalpurpeses used to irrigate vineyards, dairies, and pasturelands, as well as landscaped parks, commercial
properties, schools and golf courses. Suggest we add information regarding how much acreage is irrigated by recycled water/how much water is used
for irrigation purposes in all these service areas.

Suggest deleting the following sentence - it’s not entirely correct as recycled water from both Santa Rosa and Windsor goes to the Geyers and not
sure it’s relevant as we should be indicating how much acreage is irrigated/how much water is used to offset gw/imported water in the basin +—4-

Suggest spelling out acronym afy —it’s the first time used in this document.
Suggest spelling out acronym CASGEM - it’s the first time used in this document.

The City of Santa Rosa adepted submitted the final SNMP in 2013 and the NCRWQCB approved the SNMP in a letter dated September 1, 2015.

Suggest including info about CIMIS (California Irrigation Management Information System) to this section. There are multiple stations in the basin. See
listing of stations here (sort by County for easy identification of local stations) : https://cimis.water.ca.gov/Stations.aspx )

Rosa Plan Plain

Formatting problem — sentence appears to not be justified correctly

The Water Supply Strategies Action Plan (Action Plan) was...
There are many “plans” referred to in this chapter. Where possible, use different acronyms
Immediate actions identified within the Action Plan that are specific to groundwater include:

Add a sentence regarding the City of Santa Rosa’s climate plan efforts — although we are part of the RCPA, we have separate Climate Action Plans that
the regional plan refers to. Suggest inserting the following sentence:

In addition, the City of Santa Rosa has prepared two Climate Action Plans — the Community-wide Climate Actin Plan and the Municipal Climate Action
Plan which complement the Regional Climate Action Plan (https://srcity.org/1634/Climate-Action-Planning)

CUWCC is now called California Water Efficiency Partnership (CalWEP)

Each of these member utilities, in addition to the City of Sebastopol and California American Water Company, have water conservation programs to
assist their communities in improving water use efficiency and reducing water waste use.

Specific urban residential programs for increasing indoor (high efficiency toilets, fixtures, and washers) and outdoor (landscaping assistance, surveys
and retrofits) for increasing conservation.

The MWELO was most recently updated in 2015 and all entities were required to comply. This section needs to be updated accordingly.



https://cimis.water.ca.gov/Stations.aspx
https://cimis.water.ca.gov/Stations.aspx
https://cimis.water.ca.gov/Stations.aspx

SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

landowners is called the “Slow it. Spread it. Sink it. Store it!” publicatien produced by the Sonoma RCD.

A guide focusing on rainwater catchment systems is called the “Roof Water Harvesting for a Low Impact Water Supply” beeklet produced by the...
The resulting-plan Russian River Regional SWRP provides a framework for submitting, quantifying, scoring, and ranking future projects in an objective
and data driven format.

The description for this section needs to be updated - In early 2013, jurisdictions that had been designated as Phase Il municipalities within the Russian
River Watershed were provided an option to align with the Phase | program in an effort for watershed-wide consistency and collaboration. The cities
of Cloverdale, Cotati, Rohnert Park, Healdsburg, Sebastopol, Ukiah, and the Town of Windsor, and the Phase Il designated portions of the County of
Sonoma elected to participate in the Phase | program as Co-Permittees. Also suggest including link to the LID manual

Fhe WaterAgeney Sonoma Water

local agency responsible for administering permits for wells within the Subbasin. (Missing a period at end of sentence)

Figure 2-9 — add classification numbers to the key, so Class 1-4 areas are numbered according to the discussion in lines 931-933 and 937.

11/29/2018

Wayne Haydon

North Coast Resource Partnership irtegratedregionalwaterManagementPlan

The North Coast Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (NCIRWMP) was formed in 2004 as a voluntary, non-regulatory, stakeholder-driven
planning framework meant to emphasize shared priorities and local autonomy, authority, knowledge, and approaches to achieving Tribal, state,
regional, and local priorities related to North Coast water infrastructure, watersheds, public health, and economic vitality. The NCIRWMP changed it’s
name in early 2013 to the North Coast Resources

Partnership (NCRP) to distinguish the partnering entities and cooperative process comprising the NCRP, and to recognize and emphasize that the NCRP

is embarking upon a more well-rounded planning effort in order to meet all of the social, economic, and environmental challenges facing the North
Coast, not only those directly related to water. The NCRP continues to focuses on areas of common interest and concern to North Coast stakeholders
and on attracting funding to the North Coast Region, and recognizes unique local solutions in different parts of the Region(
https://northcoastresourcepartnership.org/). is-a-stakeholderdrivencolaboraticnamenglocs
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Date Received

Commentor

Comment

The North Coast comprises seven counties, multiple major watersheds, and a planning area of 19,390 square miles, representing 12% of California's
landscape, including the Plan Area. Itis a “source region” —for clean water, carbon sequestration, and biological diversity and provides these benefits

to other parts of California and the world. The NCRP's focus areas include restoring salmonid populations, enhancing the beneficial water uses,
promoting energy independence, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, addressing climate change, supporting local autonomy and intra-regional
cooperation, and enhancing public health and economic vitality in the region's economically disadvantaged communities.

The NCRPIRWMP serves as a comprehensive planning tool that links other water resources management plans and programs through collaborative
processes, coordination and communication.

1/14/2019

Advisory Committee

Change logo

The two are confusing because irrigated ag could be assumed to be GW. The next map is recycled water and shows all purple. Should include recycled
water on 2.4b.

|Highway 12 needs to be a line. Currently it looks like the basin boundary.

How we represent knowledge of wells and quantity? Do we need to represent this as documented water wells (not estimated or inferred)? Need to
clarify that data set is what is documented and not necessarily what is there.

Locating wells from databases is very difficult. Is this map of wells from the state’s database?

Should note if it’s a hybrid of different things

Should include a disclaimer that the figure is simplified, since it has to be so general.




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 2 PLAN AREA

Date
Received Commentor Comment
8/31/2021 |Bob Anderson P. 4: appears to be from another GSA’s GSP: The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) implements water quality regulations in

the watershed, including establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads for pathogens and sediment in Sonoma Creek, adopting General Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) for vineyard discharges, and for stormwater and wastewater discharges. The WDRs for vineyard discharges require development of a
farm plan, which outlines best management practices (BMPs) implemented to reduce sediment and stormwater runoff and monitoring and reporting.

P. 6: this may be generally the case but Sonoma County’s GP has a Water Resources Element. General plans include seven mandatory elements, and the
conservation element of the general plan is typically where water resources are addressed, although other water-related topics may also be addressed in other
elements

See: 2.2.2 Sonoma County General Plan 2020 In recognition of the importance of water resources within unincorporated areas of the county, an optional new
water resource element (WRE) was developed and included in the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 (Sonoma County 2008).

P. 5: through Section 2.3? 2.2 General Plan and Related Plan Land Use Categories Existing city and county planning activities that are directly or indirectly linked
with water supply and groundwater management include general plans, specific plans, and Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs), which are described in
Section 2.2.1 through 2.4.1.

P. 9: An overview of the spatial distribution of the reliance on the four primary water source types by primary water use sectors in the Subbasin is shown on
Figure 2-5 and provided in Sections 2.4.1 through 2.4.4 (2.4.1 Groundwater — begins on page 10 of 42)

P. 10: not Regional: 2.4.4 Recycled water produced from the City of Santa Rosa Regional Water Treatment System (serving Santa Rosa, Cotati, Rohnert Park, and
Sebastopol). From https://srcity.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/4272 Santa Rosa Water operates the Laguna Subregional Water Reclamation System which
serves the residents in Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Cotati, Sebastopol, and unincorporated areas of Sonoma County. The hub of the Subregional Water
Reclamation System is the Laguna Treatment Plant,

P. 13: may need to clarify use of “for years” — this wording makes it sound like a big data gap. The station is located at the Charles M. Schulz Sonoma County
Airport. Data are available from 1903 to the present at this station; however, the station dataset does not contain a complete record of daily rainfall for years

P. 14: SRP. There is one station in the Sonoma Valley Basin and two in the contributing watershed: (1) P197, located on Highway 12 at Fulton Road;

P. 25: be good to add a link to the two USGS reports: (1) Nishikawa, T., ed. 2013. Hydrologic and geochemical characterization of the Santa Rosa Plain
watershed, Sonoma County, California. U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5118, 178 p. and (2) Woolfenden, L.R. and Nishikawa, T.,
eds. 2014. Simulation of groundwater and surface-water resources of the Santa Rosa Plain watershed, Sonoma County, California. U.S. Geological Survey
Scientific Investigations Report 2014-5052, 258 p.




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 2 PLAN AREA

Date
Received Commentor Comment

9/2/2021 Elizabeth Cargay Fig. 2-7b: The Windsor well shown in the very northeast part of Town is not a Windsor inactive well. It is a volunteer well. It does not belong to the Town, it
belongs to an HOA. Please change.

9/7/2021 Robert Pennington [3. Page 8 - “Groundwater is also an important supplemental or backup source of supply for many of the municipal water purveyors, including Sonoma Water;
the Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, and Cotati; and California American Water Company’s Larkfield District, all of which operate municipal wellfields within
the Subbasin and contributing watershed areas” COMMENT: | believe groundwater is the primary source for Cal-Am, and Russian River water is
secondary/backup.

4. Page 17 - The Sonoma-Marin Saving Water Partnership represents 10 water utilities in Sonoma and Marin counties that are signatories to the California
Water Efficiency Partnership and have joined to create a regional approach to water-use efficiency. Within the Subbasin, these utilities include the Cities of
Cotati, Rohnert Park, and Santa Rosa; the Town of Windsor; and Sonoma Water. COMMENT: | believe Sebastopol is now a member
COMMENTS MADE ON FEBRUARY 2021 RELEASE OF SECTION 2
3/8/2021|Beth Lamb

This whole document need a tech editor to go over formatting. So many inconsistencies makes the document look sloppy. | assume that much of this section was
cut and paste from other documents and therefore uses lots of different styles were used. Table of contents needs to be revised formatting issues.

Minor items:

1) Need an abbreviations list/table.

2) Are you doing penultimate common or not choose one and stick to it.

3) For lists some times there are bullets, other times numbers and then some times nothing. Be consistent.

4) Note to reader format different one time it is a new paragraph that is in italics (see page 7) then is is at the end of a sentence in parentheses (see page 8) Be
consistent!

5) "In Lieu" should be italicized as a foreign word or use another word. (page 8 paragraph 5) suggest using "instead of"

Specific comments:

Page 3 Paragraph 2 - The Subbasin includes the Town of Windsor; cities of Cotati, Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa, and Sebastopol; and areas of unincorporated rural
communities and agricultural cultivation. Very confusing punctuation then and agricultural cultivation doesn't fit. It is apples and oranges. If you include cultivation
then shouldn't you includes dairies and breweries and vineyards and parks and forest and open space,

Page 3 paragraph2 "Neighboring groundwater basins and subbasins are also shown on Figure 2-1 and include the very low-priority Healdsburg Area Subbasin
(designated as basin 1-55.02 by DWR) to the north, the very low-priority Wilson Grove Formation Highlands Basin (designated as basin 1-059 by DWR) to the
west, and the medium-priority Petaluma Valley Subbasin (designated as basin 2- 001 by DWR) to the south. The very low-priority Alexander Area Subbasin
(designated as basin 1-054.01 by DWR) and the very low-priority Rincon Valley Subbasin (designated as basin 1- 054.03 by DWR) both abut a small eastern
segment of the Subbasin boundary. The only neighboring GSA is the Petaluma Valley GSA, which formed in June 2017 and is responsible for implementing SGMA
in the Petaluma Valley Basin.

10




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 2 PLAN AREA

Date
Received Commentor Comment
What about 1) the Sonoma GSA , 2)The lower RR valley basin, 3) the Kenwood valley basin. If you don't mention these basin then you need a topic sentence her
like these are the basins the are adjacent to is neighboring=adjacent? If they are on the map they should be discussed in this paragraph.
Page 4 Paragraph 3 - Existing city and county planning activities that are directly or indirectly linked with water supply and groundwater management include
general plans,specific plans, and Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPSs), which are described below. needs a space between plan, specific
3/7/2021|Bob Anderson Very thorough.
A couple of minor points:
page 8 of 24:
re Recycled Water: Rohnert Park also uses recycled water on its parks and golf course.
"city of Santa Rosa's Laguna Treatment Plant" is the "Subregional" serving SR, RP, Cotati and Sebastopol
page 13 of 24 -
be good to also include a link for the two USGS studies
page 15 of 24
Is there a date for Sebastopol's?
Water Master Plans have been developed by the cities of Cotati (Cotati, 2011), Santa Rosa (Santa Rosa, 2014), Sebastopol and Town of Windsor (Windsor,
2011),
page 20 of 24 - new term (Laguna-Mark West) / different than 'subbasin'?
The Stormwater Management Groundwater Recharge study assessed the feasibility of projects in Laguna-Mark West watershed (subwatershed of the Santa Rosa
Plain watershed), which informed the development of the Russian River Regional SWRP.
On Figures several legends have extra white lines or overlays. Figure 2-5 has Hwy 1 on lower left and aqueduct not on legend.
3/5/2021|Peter Martin Overall comment - SGMA Reg. § 354.14 requires a description of the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (HCM), it is unclear if that is part of the descriptions

included in this chapter? If so, it needs to be called out. If that is to be included elsewhere that needs to be called out. It makes sense that it would be at the
beginning of Chapter 2.

Section 2.1, Page 4 - Inflow from outside the boundary is references. Is there a reason why there is no reference to the outflow?

Section 2.2, Page 4-5 - Should reference Government Code 65350.5 that stipulates before General Plans are adopted they must review and consider GSPs. That
is an important linkage...

Section 2.2, Page 6 - City of Santa Rosa General Plan: General Plan 2050 is in development, slated for final review in Fall 2022. Contact is Andy Gustavson -
AGustavson@srecity.org

Urban Water Planning, Page 14 - DWR UWMP guidelines only require planning on 20 year horizon. Check that all participants are planning UWMPs with 25 year
projections.

Urban Water Planning, Page 14 - UWMPs also include reporting on water conservation activities, targets and compliance

3/3/2021

Marlene Soiland

No comments

1"
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Date
Received

Commentor

Comment

3/3/2021

Mark Grismer

The section appears to be complete and was easy to read and sort through. Appreciated the links to outside resources within the text and the inclusion of the many
agency or County programs affecting water planning or conservation within the Basin.

3/3/2021

Wayne Haydon

Page 13. North Coast Resource Partnership

Replace first paragraph with the following

In 2002, the California Legislature approved the Integrated Regional Water Management Planning Act (SB 1672). The implementation of the Act facilitates regional
cooperation in water-resources planning, and along with the passage of Propositions 50, 84, 1E and 1, has providing grant funding for projects identified in a
regional plan, referred to as an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP).

Page 11. Climate Monitoring

Data are available from 1903 to the present at this station; however, the station dataset does not contain a complete record of daily rainfall for years. Are we listing
years without data here.

Page 16. Groundwater Banking Feasibility Study

The report states, “Based on the findings...”

1. Can we summarize the conclusions of the study?

2. Did the study find GW banking and ASR to be feasible and where and how much?

2/16/2021

John Rosenblum

1. The general problem with this GSP chapter is that it needs clarify that GSA boundaries for modelling and analysis were set to surface watershed topography,

rather than groundwater hydrogeology. | recommend adding the following to Section 2.1:
a. Even if the political fragility of SGMA at the State level and political constraints on budget at the local level is understandable, the scientific limitations of Bulletin

118 boundaries — and GSA modelling — should be discussed.
b. Even though this chapter is a technical description, setting the boundary should have been a policy/political GSA board decision (e.g. an early 2019 GSA board

decision reserved funds for a scientific justification of boundary adjustments into the Wilson Grove Highlands (WGH) — rather than jurisdictional — if required by
DWR).

¢. Applying hydrogeological boundaries is critical for GSA members in the Sebastopol area; adequate analysis of GSA members’ recharge is required by SGMA.
d. Fig 2-3: need to explain that the jurisdictional boundary of Gold Ridge RCD extends far West of the Contributing Watershed Area. Also that the RCD'’s “Green

Valley” section covers Wilson Grove Highlands recharge area for Sebastopol members’ wells.
2. Section 2.3 General Land Use Characteristics, Fig 2-4a, Fig 2-4b, Fig 2-4c,and Fig 2-5 need to explain that Ag and residential land use does not stop West of

Bulletin 118 - and GSA’s modelling — boundaries (while a much larger area East of the Bulletin 118 boundary is included in modelling).
3. Section 2.4, Water Source Types and Water Use Sectors This chapter should reference the March 2016 report released by O’'Connor Environmental, Inc.

(https://eb314f72-46be-4adb-874f-cedecf88f20d.filesusr.com/ugd/128aec_6782b34297cf4c9494d25d958bcd2814.pdf) about conditions and trends in the Wilson
Grove Highlands (WGH). A summary of the report’s relevance should be included in the GSP:

a. Local and State data about land use, groundwater, and Ag & domestic wells in the WGH have long been available.
b. A specific area of continuous and thick Wilson Grove Formation in the WGH groundwater recharge area for Sebastopol-area wells was identified (smaller than

DWR's proposed GSA for WGH partially shown in Fig 2.1).
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c. Groundwater levels decreased from 2009 to 2014 in the WGH recharge area for Sebastopol GSA members’ wells.
d. Potential groundwater extraction impacts on streamflows and dependent ecosystems/fisheries were identified.

4. Section 2.4 Groundwater, Fig 2-6: need to explain that wells and groundwater flow do not stop West of the Bulletin 118 - and GSA's modelling — boundaries.

5. Section 2.4 Local Surface Water: need to explain that, as noted in the March 2016 report by O'Connor Environmental, Inc, “... it is believed that the vast majority
of diversions associated with Riparian Water Rights (formalized by a Statement of Use) are not reported...” (to the California State Water Resources Control Board's
eWRIMS program). The report states that other data and field observations can make up for the uncertainty, which means that GSP monitoring programs must be
designed to reduce the uncertainty — particularly for Sebastopol members’ wells' WGH recharge.

6. Section 2.5, Groundwater Level Monitoring:
a. Sebastopol GSA members’ WGH recharge area must be included in monitoring. The March 2016 report by O’'Connor Environmental, Inc relied on long available

groundwater level data from many domestic wells from CASGEM, and Ag wells from the Sonoma Ag Commissioner’s office.
b. Fig 2-7a and Fig 2-7b: labelling could mislead the reader to assume that GSA members’ recharge from WGH is adequately included in modelling and analysis.

7. Section 2.5 Santa Rosa Plain Salt and Nutrient Management Plan: The December 31, 2020 salination risk analysis has been published for public response (Staff
Report for North Coast Hydrologic Region Salt and Nutrient Management Planning Groundwater Basin Evaluation and Prioritization). The draft proposes:

a. Critical risk for the Santa Rosa Plain

b. High risk for Rincon Valley and Healdsburg

¢. Medium risk for Wilson Grove Highlands.

8. Section 2.6, Groundwater Banking Feasibility Study: The 2013 feasibility study needs to be updated for the SGMA-required 50-year climate analysis, including:
a. Increased frequency and duration of consecutive dry years

b. Reduced volume of bankable winter streamflows

c. Increased frequency and intensity of winter storms, with high sediment loads

d. Legal/regulatory limitations due to upstream demands and surface water treatment
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON AUGUST 2021 VERSION

9/9/2021

Beth Lamb

There is a lot of good information that is very technical in this section. | found that the color figures were very helpful to explain some very technical
information. Seems like this section will need to be updated substantially as new data becomes available especially in the water balance section.
Section 3.2.5.2 There is starting to be evidence that CrVI is naturally occuring in shallow groundwater in the Santa Rosa Plain

9/7/2021

Robert Pennington

Page 3 - “The main channel of Mark West Creek is perennial throughout much of its length (Simley and Carswell 2009), having summer flows maintained by
numerous springs near the headwaters. Most of the main channel is in its natural state and much of the riparian vegetation adjacent to the Mark West Creek
channel, as well as the creek bed, is undeveloped and characteristic of natural channel conditions.”

Is this true of Mark West Creek within the SRP? | thought there had been dredging and straightening, especially in areas near the confluence with the Laguna.
It would be useful to identify streams that are listed as critical habitat for threatened and endangered aquatic species.
7. Page 10 - “However, the continuity of these distinct upper and lower portions is not well constrained nor correlative across the Subbasin due-inpartte-the-

| recommend deleting, as above. More likely, the sedimentary structure is highly heterogeneous, and laterally continuous aquitards simply do not exist. It is
unlikely that more well logs could adequately define the 3 dimensional discontinuous layer cake of sands, silts and clays to a resolution needed to define the
“shallow” from the “deep” aquifer. Sweetkind (2010) made a great effort to use well logs to characterize the subsurface, additional well logs are unlikely to
provide much more information that is of value at the basin scale.

8. Page 10 - “The shaIIow aquifer system generally is separated from the underlying deep aquifer system by sequences of clay, which form aquitards that-
, ion, as SECTION 3 — BASIN SETTING
Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin GSP Santa Rosa Plain GSP Workmg Draft 3-11 08162021 evidenced by noted dlfferences in water quality (Martin et al. 2013) and
estimated hydraulic properties, such as vertical hydraulic conductivity (Woolfenden and Nishikawa 2014). Generally, hydraulic conductivity is typically 10 to
10000 times lower in the vertical direction compared with the horizontal direction due to anisotropic flow conditions typical of layered sedimentary aquifer
systems (Heath. 1983).”

See strike out above. | don’t think documented hydro-stratigraphy (Sweetkind et al 2010) support this description, and this appears inconsistent with the
Geologic Descriptions and Aquifer System Materials and Properties sub-sections included in the Basin Setting. | don’t think there is much evidence for the clay
rich layers in lower Glen Ellen or Upper Petaluma. Certainly this could be true in specific areas of the basin, but | don’t think a general statement is appropriate.
There are clay layers throughout both units. Confinement generally increases with depth as more and more low permeability layers (of varying thickness) are
crossed. However, | don’t think there is any particular laterally continuous aquitard at 150 to 200 feet.

Check the groundwater model for the range of Kh to Kv, I think it is up to 10000, but am not certain.
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; VETSY ~Clay aquitards are common within some portions of the Quaternary alluvial deposits,
such as the basin deposits within the southern portions of the Subbasin, the Glen Ellen Formation, and clay-dominated portions of the older Petaluma

Formatlon, which carva t6 canfina mara narmaahla nd and o V7= auife oneswithin tha \A on ove-and Pe m orm ons-ofthe deap a

systeras”

| think this section should be redrafted. Confined conditions are often gradational through the shallow aquifer through the deep aquifer. This may result from
one confining layer or numerous low permeability layers. Rarely is there evidence for a productive upper aquifer, followed by a discrete confining layer,
followed by a productive deep aquifer. More discussion of the complexity and range of potential configurations should be added.

Discussion and a map identifying areas where there is low, intermediate and strong evidence for confined deep aquifer conditions would be useful.
Page 35 - “Interconnected surface waters are defined in the GSP Regulations as “surface water that is hydraulically connected at any point by a continuous

saturated zone to the underlying aquifer and the overlying surface water is not completely depleted.”-A-stream-segmentisinterconnected-where{and-when)

See strike out above. This statement is inconsistent with the preceding definition interconnected surface water, and inconsistent with text lower down in the
same paragraph. If groundwater levels must be at or above the stream, then interconnected-losing streams would not be considered interconnected.

Page 36 - “Where the shallow groundwater elevation is greater than the stream bottom elevation interconnected surface, water conditions are inferred to
occur. Stream bottom elevations were extracted from 2013 Vegmap LiDAR (Vegmap 2013). Where shallow groundwater elevations are lower than the stream
bottom, then the stream is inferred to be disconnected from the groundwater system. This analysis does not consider the impact of varying stream stage and
assumes that the stream bottom is a reasonable surrogate for stream stage. Points for this category were assigned to give the full 5 points for reaches inferred
to be interconnected using this method (negative values) and decreasing to 0 points where groundwater elevations are 10 feet below the stream bottom. To
provide a conservative approach and account for the inherent uncertainties within the datasets, reaches where the groundwater elevation is estimated to be
within 10 feet of the streambed were assigned either one or two points depending upon the depth. Figure 3-18a shows the depth-to-water for all of the
stream reaches.”

The sentence in bold seems to imply that if groundwater elevations were definitively known to be below the streambed, then the stream would be
disconnected, which is incorrect.

15




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 3 BASIN SETTING

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

Points based methods 1 and 2 give points to reaches that are “gaining”, and the methods appear to assume that reaches that are “losing” are disconnected. |
find the method problematic for reaches where there is a gaining reach upstream, yet the reach itself is considered disconnected. These reaches are quite likely
to be interconnected-losing. One example, evident on Figure 3-18e, is the main stem of Mark West Creek near HWY 101. | understand this reach to have
perennial flow, and it is likely interconnected, but has been designated as “Non Interconnected”. | recommend all reaches downstream of a reach identified as
“interconnected” be designated as interconnected as well.

Page 69 - “Although the interannual estimate of groundwater storage both increases and decreases with the most recent cumulative net positive storage
occurring in WY 2017, overall the outflows are greater than inflows into the groundwater system, resulting in an estimated decline in groundwater storage in
both the historical and current water budget periods. The historical (WYs 1976-2018) annual change in storage is -600 AFY, whereas the current (WYs
2012-2018) annual change in groundwater storage is -2,100 AFY.”

| suspect there are useful statistics on time series data that could be applied here. That current storage is well within the range of historic storage levels, this
seems like a worthwhile point to emphasize. When considering the historic period, it does not appear that there is a significant downward storage trend.

Page 70 - “The magnitude of these single-dry year potential shortfalls is estimated to be about 19 percent of average annual demand by 2045. This condition is
accounted for in the baseline projected water budget developed for this GSP by assuming higher levels of groundwater demands from Sonoma Water
contractors during dry conditions.”

This could use a little more description. What is meant by “accounted for”? Does this mean groundwater pumping is increased to offset 19% of the average
annual demand during a severe dry year?

8/18/2021

Wayne Haydon

3.1.2 Surface Water and Drainage Features: Reference Simsley and Carswell, 2009 seems incorrect. Could use a reference for the channel condition.

3.1.3 Soil Characteristics: Text and Figure 3-3a: Not sure what is meant by “variable and unknown textures)”. Most of light pink colored areas on map are Wright
Loam WhA.

Statement “At locations...recharge.” Should be in another section on Recharge.

Quaternary Sedimentary Deposits: Holocene is younger than 11,700 year.

3.1.5 Principal Aquifer Systems and Aquitards: “However, in a few limited areas where these units (shallow aquifer system) are absent or thin near the margins
of the Subbasin, the shallow aquifer system locally occurs within sedimentary units of the Wilson Grove and Petaluma Formations.” | think it would be better if
we said the shallow aquifer is not present (not exposed) in these limited areas in the Shallow Aquifer discussion, and that the Deep Aquifer is exposed at the
surface in these limited areas, but this should be stated in the Deep aquifer discussion. Otherwise, we are saying the Wilson Grove and Petaluma Formations
could be either the shallow or the deep aquifer.
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3.2.4 Land-Surface Subsidence: “Increases and decreases in stored water cause opposite land surface effects in bedrock versus alluvial areas. Increases in stored
water increase this downward force resulting in elastic subsidence in bedrock areas and uplift in alluvial areas, whereas declines in storage release this
downward force resulting in elastic land surface uplift in bedrock areas and subsidence in alluvial areas.” My additions and edits are optional and could
rewritten better. Could move to line 1136.

Add reference: Argus, D. F., Landerer, F. W., Wiese, D. N., Martens, H. R,, Fu, Y., Famiglietti, J. S., ... Watkins, M. M. (2017). Sustained water loss in California’s
mountain ranges during severe drought from 2012 to 2015 inferred from GPS. Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth, 122, 10,559-10,585.

Last three sentences of first paragraph: Flesh out the three sentences, reverse order to reflect that aquitard compaction (not collapse) is the greater subsidence
cause, aquifer compaction much less cause.

Figure 3-18d needs values in Explanation. Explain why negative numbers.

Vegetation GDEs: How did you get “...the following general classifications.” | don’t find this in the Sonoma County Veg Map.

3.3 Water Budget: General comment: Quite an impressive body of work and a very useful tool for future predictions of conditions and interactions.
Question: has the model been run backwards in time to compare simulated conditions versus observed conditions? What verification of the model has been
completed.

Page 3-51: Figure 3-26 On the "Water Year Type” are the white or clear color bars normal water years? Need to add to Explanation.

“The value of the net streambed exchange depends less on year-to-year variability in precipitation, and more on 5- to 10-year (climatic) variability in
precipitation.” While | don’t doubt this statement, Explain how this was calculated, at a glance Water Year Type appears to control inflow/outflow magnitude.

Page 3-52: “Figure 3-26 shows net stream inflows and...” This sentence seems out of place and could be an introduction of Figure 3-26. Maybe move to page 3-
51 before, “Figure 3-26 indicates that streamflows exiting the Subbasin are...” To Fig 3-26, might add description of what negative and positive values mean.
“These dynamics are likely climatically driven, rather than a result of increasing imperviousness.” While | don’t doubt this statement, Explain analysis that
reaches that conclusion.

Page 3-65: Explain “Dunnian runoff and interflow”

Page 3-69: “If groundwater pumping and climate remain similar to the current period, and groundwater storage declines stabilize, losses from the streambed

will become greater and groundwater ET will decrease until inflows equal outflows from the groundwater system.” Are we saying in order for groundwater
storage declines to stabilize, losses from the streambed must become greater and groundwater ET must decrease? Otherwise, I'm not sure what we are saying.
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“The lateral flow of soil water (interflow) and rejected soil water (Dunnian flow) are important soil-zone processes that generate runoff into streams. Hortonian
overland flow, which occurs when precipitation rates exceed soil hydraulic conductivity, is another important source of runoff that is not detailed here.”
Sentence appears out of place, should appear earlier.

Page 3-70: “A comparison of the historical water budget and current water budget shows greater stress...agricultural pumping.” And “ Subbasin boundary
inflows and outflows...” Provide reference to graph and tables that show this conclusion.

“Surface water-groundwater interactions (net streambed exchange) is controlled more by 5 to 10-year variations in precipitation...” While | don’t doubt this
statement, Explain analysis that reaches that conclusion, at a glance Water Year Type appears to control inflow/outflow magnitude.

3.3.4 Subbasin Water Supply Reliability: Page 3-70: “For single-dry years, model simulations...” Who’s model, the UWMP or GSA?

3.3.5: consider moving these to a more introductory position, perhaps after 3.3.2

3.3.6 Projected Water Budgets: Page 3-77 “A summary of the average fluxes for the historical, current, and projected water budget periods is shown on Figure 3-
39.” Only shows projected.

3.3.6.3 Climate of the Projected Water Budget Simulation Period: Page 3-74: “The first 20 years of the projected simulation period are relatively wet compared
to the historical precipitation. The first 2 years of the projection are dry, but are then followed by a total of 8 wet and 6 very wet years.” And 4 normal years?
But 3.3.6.7 Projected Water Budget Summary: Page 3-95: “The projected water budget is characterized by an increased average precipitation in the first 30
years of the 50-year simulation.” Dp these say the same thing?

3.3.7 Sustainable Yield: Page 3-97: “The 20-year period from WY 2021 to 2040 is used to determine the sustainable yield of the Subbasin. This period is selected
based on the following factors: ® Representative of long-term conditions: Mix of 6 wet years, 1 very wet year, 1 dry year, 2 very dry years and 10 normal years
* The simulated net groundwater storage change during this period is near zero”. Questions: 1. how does point one above this compare to what was said in
3.3.6.3 on page 3-74, copied above, about number of wet/dry years? 2. Reference which graph depicts “simulated net groundwater storage change during this
period is near zero.” Fig. 3-49? Did the model simulate the future (2020-2070) groundwater elevation for the shallow and deep aquifers? If so, where is that
data presented?

Appendix 3-D: Under "Municipal Demand Water projections," the document should be amended to read: "City of Sebastopol, which is entirely reliant on

8/23/2021 Joe Gaffney groundwater pumped from the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin and the Wilson Grove Formation."
P. 13: this is an important statement — needs to be presented more definitively: To characterize the aquifer systems within the Santa Rosa Plain for the purpose
of implementing SGMA, two principal aquifer systems have been identified based on available data and information: the shallow and deep aquifer systems
8/31/2021 Bob Anderson P g P palaq ¥ padq ¥
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P.15: this may need to be qualified — assume it refers to Rohnert Park’s wells — now changed. The shallow aquifer system generally exhibits stable long-term
groundwater levels, while deeper aquifer system wells have exhibited appreciable periods of declining groundwater levels in certain areas of the Subbasin (Santa
Rosa Plain Basin Advisory Panel 2014; Sonoma Water 2017).

P. 18: Over what years is the data trends? Figures 3-12a and 3-12b

P. 20: likely important detail re faults and impact on aquifers: The Rodgers Creek Fault appears to act as a barrier to groundwater flow and also creates
groundwater upflow or mixing along part of its length (Figure 3-5). The Sebastopol Fault appears to limit the lateral groundwater movement to the east. To the
east of the Sebastopol Fault, an unnamed fault is at least a partial barrier to groundwater flow and appears to create upflow or mixing along part of its length
(Martin et al. 2013).... These changes suggest that the fault orientation and activity may be directing groundwater downward and causing deep mixing of older
and more recently replenished waters, or may be evidence of groundwater upwelling. The Sebastopol Fault may be acting as a barrier to shallow flow, but does
not appear to impede flow at greater depths. Recharge that reaches the deeper aquifer zones is less well-defined and appears to come from a combination of
leakage from overlying shallow aquifers and mountain-front recharge along the margins of the valley

P. 20: Was this study used for Group 2 Projects? The natural recharge potential map developed by Todd Engineers (Figure 3-6) ranks the very high to very low
relative potential for natural groundwater recharge from rainfall infiltration

P. 22: does any of this need to be updated now both Sections 6 & 7 are written? 3.1.8.2 Recharge and Discharge Areas and Mechanisms and Surface
Water/Groundwater Interaction Improved understanding of recharge and discharge mechanisms within the Subbasin for both the shallow and deep aquifer
systems will support the appropriate selection of projects and actions needed for the Subbasin, this includes:  Gaining an improved understanding of the
interconnection of streams to the shallow aquifer system, including seasonal variability and how groundwater pumping can affect streamflow. Additional
shallow monitoring wells near stream courses paired with stream gages and meteorological stations can help advance this understanding. ¢ Conducting
geochemical or tracer studies, which can help better understand both recharge and discharge mechanisms to both the shallow and deep aquifer systems, as well
as surface water/groundwater interaction within the Subbasin.

P. 23: which number is one used in the GSP? The yearly average precipitation measured from this station from WY 1903 through WY 2018 is 29.3 inches (Table 3-
1), compared with 33.3 inches, as calculated by PRISM.

P. 24: Average rainfall = 29.81

P. 25: Out of sequence — coming after Figures 3-10 a.b. e Historical groundwater-level contour maps (Figures 3-9a and 3-9b)

P. 26: check the wording: More recent groundwater-elevation contour maps prepared for the GMP and for this GSP separate shallow aquifer system and deeper
aquifer system wells to contour the two principal aquifer systems separately. Comparison between the shallow and deep aquifer system groundwater-elevation
contour maps indicates that groundwater elevations in the deeper zone aquifers are approximately 10 to 40 feet lower than groundwater elevations in the
shallow aquifer system in the Subbasin.
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P. 30: important detail appears in this — but the charts come at pages 66-67 of 109. 3.2.3 Estimated Changes in Groundwater Storage -- Table 3-11 (Section
3.3.3.2) shows on average, that groundwater storage in the historical period declined by 600 AFY, while it declined by 2,100 AFY in the current period. The
average annual results indicate that about 3 percent of pumpage in the basin is supplied by groundwater-storage depletion. The increased rate of groundwater-
storage depletion during the recent period appears to be more a result of a drier climate than increased groundwater pumping during that period.

Figure 3-33 (Section 3.3.3.2) shows groundwater pumpage by water-use sector, along with the 5-year moving average of pumpage for the historical period. The
peak of the 5-year moving average of the current period (21,000 AFY) is exceeded during 5 years in the 2000 to 2011 period, indicating that total groundwater
pumpage for the current period is not greater than the previous 12-year period.

P. 31: looks as if the Hwy 12 sign is covering the white dot for SRP0O496: One PBO GPS station is located within the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin (Figure 3-14a). This
station (SRP0496; P197) has been actively monitored since 2006 and results are shown on Figure 3-14b.

P. 47: Estero de Santa Antonio - should be Estero de San Antonio

P. 47: Petaluma Valley Subbasin

P. 49: text says “Subsurface inflows” — Fig 3-22 says “surface”

P.52:Isit 2071 or 20707 Projected climate based on the selected global circulation model (GCM) will represent WY 2020 through 2071.

P. 55: what is change in groundwater levels? On average, groundwater discharge to streams exceeds streambed losses, resulting in a net streambed exchange
into streams of approximately 300 AFY. WY 2017 is one of the top 3 wettest years in the historical period but still experiences a negative streambed exchange.
This is because WYs 2012 to 2016 were all dry or normal precipitation years. Consequently, in the current period there is a negative net streambed exchange of -
1,300 AFY. The net combined surface-water outflow from the Subbasin ranges from 47,000 to 1,165,000 AFY

P. 58: Not sure -- appears an explanation is missing for Table 3-6+ (maybe Current?)

P. 78: what was the number used for population growth for Municipal? Projected groundwater pumping assumptions and modifications Municipal, rural
domestic, and industrial projected water uses are simulated using the WEL package. These uses are defined on a monthly basis and incorporate the projected
population growth and associated groundwater demands.

P. 78: what was the annual precipitation after 2040? Climate of the Projected Water Budget Simulation Period. The first 20 years of the projected simulation
period are relatively wet compared to the historical precipitation. The first 2 years of the projection are dry, but are then followed by a total of 8 wet and 6 very
wet years. In this period, the average precipitation is 35.6 inches per year, which is 20 percent greater than the historical average. Average 2021-2070 =31.8 in.
P. 82: this says Figure 1-1 — believe it may instead be Figure 3-22. Surface Water inflow and Outflow: Subregion and Stream Names on page 48 of 109. Figure 3-
41 and Figure 3-42 illustrate the net boundary inflows and outflows for each of the HUC 12 watershed areas, and the streams that drain them. The locations and
extents of the watersheds is shown on Figure 1-1.
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p. 82-83: Text cites to “subsurface inflows — except Figure 3-22 = Surface Water inflow and Outflow: Subregion and Stream Names — page 48 of 109

P. 86: typo - For the entire projection from WY 2021 to 2070 (Table 3-233),

P. 87: what is ASR — gets a color but not included in Figure 3-45?

P. 100: Petaluma Valley Subbasin

P.101: The average total groundwater pumpage for this period is 23,900 AFY, which is defined here as the sustainable yield (Figure 3-54). This value is 39
percent of the total groundwater inflows into the subbasin, and is greater than the average total groundwater pumpage experienced during the current water
budget period.... Minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water will be further refined during the five-year GSP update. As such the
sustainable yield does not fully account for the impact of basin-wide pumpage on surface-water depletion

P. 109: APPENDIX : http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/SRPGSP-SMC_SECTION-4_08192021_Final.pdf

P. 5: Note to Readers: The following information on Sustainability Goal will be reviewed updated when the GSP is completed

Note: The list of projects and actions will be included here once finalized. Description of how the sustainability goal will be achieved:
Note to Reader: The effects of the projects and actions will be included here in final version of Draft GSP.

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON APRIL 2021 VERSION

5/10/2021

Susan Harvey

Thanks for the opportunity to read this section of the plan. A lot of it is very technical, but | thought a lot of effort was made to bridge the gap for the lay person,
like me. There were a few things that | had questions about. | tried to copy the text and list the lines.

lines 1019 — 1021: Six active or emergency/standby municipal production wells (five of these are completed within the shallow aquifer system and one is
completed within the shallow aquifer system

Both of the five and the one say "within the shallow aquifer system". Should one of these say something different?

lines 1350 — 1352: Areas of elevated arsenic concentrations are most notable in the northeaster portions of the Subbasin, immediately south of the city of Santa
Rosa, in the vicinity of the city of Sebastopol and along the Trenton Fault near Mark West Creek.

First, should that be "northeastern"? Second, | was confused since it said northeastern and then talked about south and kinda west of Santa Rosa

lines 1589 — 1590: and the following representatives from the following groups: This spoke to following representative, as in the names of the folks from these
groups, but no names were listed. | was thinking if there was no intent to list the names, maybe it should say "and representatives from the following groups"

5/6/2021

Mark Grismer

Have reviewed the chapter 3 info and found no substantial issues — these will arise | suspect more so as we try to set thresholds and propose projects that may
involve reductions in GW use
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5/24/2021

Matt O'Conner

3-10a & 3-10b & pg 23: Groundwater elevations shown for shallow and deep aquifers appear to be similar. In east Rohnert Park, shallow aquifer elevations are
considerably lower than deep aquifer elevations. This convergence of groundwater elevations should be discussed; at face value it may call into question
whether these aquifers are distinct from one another. The discussion of these figures on page 23 says the deep aquifer elevations are approximately 10-40 ft
lower...

P. 25, line 1019-1021 two subgroups of wells both identified as shallow aquifer

P. 35 Surface water conditions in upper Mark West Creek (above Quietwater Road) have been simulated for a 10-year period (2010-2019) and calibrated at
stream gages, notably the Michele Way gage operated by Sonoma Water) by O'Connor Environmental Inc study of Mark West Creek. OEl developed rating
curve for Michele Way 2018-2019. These are the only streamflow data for upper Mark West Creek that are available and given the limited data available of this
type, it seems worth at least some mention.

Fig. 3-18b: OEl modeling for Upper Mark West Creek can be compared with respect to gaining stream conditions
Fig. 3-18c: units of cubic ft per day may not be best choice; data for upper Mark West Creek can be directly compared to OEl modeling

Fig. 3-6: Relative recharge potential map; a similar but finer scale hydrogeologic model prepared for the upper Mark West Cr watershed found substantially
different spatial distribution of predicted groundwater recharge. The model prepared by O'Connor Environmental Inc. for Coast Range Watershed Institute and
Sonoma RCD, funded by State Wildlife Conservation Board grant, is focused entirely upstream of the SRP groundwater basin, so it isn't clear whether a different
representation of groundwater recharge in the upper watershed would have much effect on recharge of the SRP basin by Mark West Creek. The OEl model also
predicts surface water discharge from upper Mark West watershed to the SRP sub-basin, and that data might be the most important for a comparison of the
two models.

P. 18: Sec 3.1.7 discusses a qualitative ranking of groundwater recharge potential in the sub-basin based on a study by Todd Engineers 2012. How does Todd's
study relate to groundwater recharge calculated by the USGS GSFLOW model? Doesn't the model provide estimates of groundwater recharge? This section is
written to describe the principal aquifers per SGMA requirements, so this treatment of the topic might seem reasonable, but it seems inconsistent with the
fundamentals of the model-driven estimates of recharge. It is misleading in that way.
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p. 19: Sec 3.1.8 regarding uncertainty references a "hydrogeologic conceptual model" that up this point in the chapter hasn't been a focus. | don't dispute that
this section is about a conceptual model in some sense, but at this point | thought it was describing the aquifer descriptions for shallow and deep per SGMA
requirements

p. 19: Sec 3.1.8 regarding uncertainty and data gaps. | think additional items not noted in this list that would be appropriate include 1. aquifer parameters
whether shallow v deep or by aquifer material type; a wide range of aquifer materials are present with a wide range of T & S estimates and this high variability
is somehow integrated in the conceptual model for shallow and deep aquifers, 2. groundwater recharge rates are primarily estimated; reference to other
modeling efforts in the region that develop estimates of groundwater recharge rates could help characterize uncertainty 3. uncertainty regarding boundary
inflows from other groundwater basins is acknowledged, this is an opportunity for the report to implicitly or explicitly identify particular discussions about the
western basin boundary with the Wilson Grove Formation; there is both monitoring data from the Sebastopol area and groundwater model estimates from
another regional model by O'Connor Environmental Inc. prepared for Gold Ridge RCD and funded by State Fisheries Restoration Grant Program. 4. Groundwater
use is estimated by appropriate methods, but is nevertheless uncertain and it should be acknowledged so that there may be ongoing work to develop more
robust estimates of water use or validation studies of water use estimates

pps. 4&5: description of the subject basin in 3.1.1 is confused by apparently inconsistent reference to sub-basins referenced in Nishikawa 2013.

p. 6: sec 3.1.3 references "Soil Survey Staff, 2021". What was the new information brought forth in the past 4 months and how does it relate to the hydrologic
model parameters?

p. 7: sec 3.1.4 more subbasin references...seems like this is describing the SRP basin study area as a sub-basin.

p. 13: sec 3.1.5 | think it should be acknowledged that distinctive hydrogeologic characteristics of different geologic formations could be expected to be an
alternative and possibly superior approach to defining aquifers simply as shallow and deep. The selection of shallow and deep aquifers to represent aquifers is
justifiable owing to the limited available data to describe aquifers based on geologic materials (i.e. aquifer hydraulic parameters) and owing to the complex and
novel requirements of SGMA. There is a substantial component of fundamental practicality and simplification that motivates the conceptualization of shallow &
deep aquifers.

23




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 3 BASIN SETTING

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

5/19/2021

Bob Likins

Here in Section 3 you talk about Water Budgets ..... | recall that at the early public meetings a year or two ago a lot of people were upset at the prospect of being
charged for their water wells. My strong recommendation is that throughout this entire report you change your terminology and when you are talking about
water usage or water allocation you use terms like that and not use the term "budget" until you get to the place where you are talking about money. And be
very clear throughout the report to differentiate between the water use and the GSA administration budget/cost of administering the water use program being
developed.

Additionally, the clarity in terminology will be helpful when you talk about water usage and water recharge ..... that is taking water away from the general
supply and adding water to the general supply. And when you talk about any dollar charges to users for using the supply and dollar credit to users for owning,
caring for and paying taxes on land which is not covered with impervious surface and thereby adds to the general supply.

It may have been mentioned once that it is tough to give recharge credit, but despite that, it is very important that it be done, understanding that it will involve
many assumptions and approximations. Additionally, some may think that the length of time it takes surface water to get to the aquifer is an issue but it is not.
W whether a rainfall benefits users tomorrow or in 50 or 100 years it still benefits them thanks to current land owners who provide surfaces of land that can
absorb rainfall. ....

5/19/2021

Wayne Haydon

Line 178-179: Reference Simsley and Carswell, 2009 seems incorrect. Could use a reference for the channel condition.

Line 198-199: Reference Simsley and Carswell, 2009 seems incorrect.

Line 217-218: Reference Simsley and Carswell, 2009 seems incorrect.

Line 232 and Figure 3-3a: Not sure what is meant by “variable and unknown textures)”. Most of light pink colored areas on map are Wright Loam WhA.

Line 251-253: Statement “At locations...recharge.” Should be in another section on Recharge.

Line 339-340: Reference Sweetkind et al. 2011 or 20137

Line 375: permeability or hydraulic conductivity?

Line 377-382: no discussion of permeability or hydraulic conductivity.

Line 387: Holocene is younger than 11,700 year.

Line 430: could use a reference.

Line 478-480: “However, in a few limited areas where these units (shallow aquifer system) are absent or thin near the margins of the Subbasin, the shallow
aquifer system locally occurs within sedimentary units of the Wilson Grove and Petaluma Formations.” | think it would be better if we said the shallow aquifer is
not present (not exposed) in these limited areas in the Shallow Aquifer discussion, and that the Deep Aquifer is exposed at the surface in these limited areas, but
this should be stated in the Deep aquifer discussion. Otherwise, we are saying the Wilson Grove and Petaluma Formations could be either the shallow or the deep
aquifer.

Line 509-511: “Hydraulic conductivity...” start sentence with “In general”. Otherwise, is reads like we are talking specifically about these geologic units
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General comment: We state the formations properties, like thickness, lithology, confinement, etc. in several places. Could we reduce the repetition?

Line 640: Boron has been a COC

Line 684-688: Reads like we are grouping together the QAD and GEF as basin deposits. How about, “Clay aquitards are common within some portions of the
Quaternary alluvial deposits, such as in the southern portions of the Subbasin and in the Glen Ellen Formation...”

Line 717-719: Figure 3-5 does not depict that “The Rodgers Creek Fault...” just the faults location. How about adding a previous sentence, “Fig 3.5 depicts fault
locations in the subsurface.”?

Line 728-730: or might suggest upflow of water from deep aquifers. Is there evidence either way?

Line 739-742: “Recharge that reaches the deeper aquifer zones... mountain-front recharge along the margins of the valley.” Are we discussing where the shallow
and deep aquifers are connected without sufficient separating aquitards? And/Or where the deep aquifer is exposed at the surface i.e., Wilson Grove or
Petaluma formations? Like in the Block Diagram “Understanding Recharge and Our Groundwater Basins “ Explain.

Line 771: Figure 3-7, don’t see all the springs mentioned in text, where are NHD Springs. Also, there is a lot of information on this figure, but not discussed in this
section. Should we make this a figure without Interconnected Streams and Water, include Springs only? Possibly make another Figure with Interconnected
Streams and Water to be presented in a later section.

Line 981-992 and Figure 3-12a and b: In Explanation can we leave out parenthesis around numbers? Box in Map, does “<+- ft/yr change” depict “+/-.99” in
Explanation? If so, should have consistent naming and fill coloring (probably white, grey would be lost in grey map background).

Line 1002-1121: We should state consistently they are depicted on Figure 3-13a, and state consistently Figures for Hydrographs. In reference to GWL cycles, we
repeatedly say, “...responses to pumping cycles...” and “...wells were operating relatively continuously...” Do we show pumping cycle dates/time somewhere,
what data was used to determine GWL are, “...responses to pumping cycles...”, example Line 10937

Line 1116: “...monitoring wells respond rapidly to precipitation events and changes in streamflow in....” Do we present streamflow data to confirm this
conclusion?

Line 1132: “Increases and decreases in stored water cause opposite land surface effects in bedrock versus alluvial areas. Increases in stored water increase
this downward force resulting in elastic subsidence in bedrock areas and uplift in alluvial areas, whereas declines in storage release this downward force
resulting in elastic land surface uplift in bedrock areas and subsidence in alluvial areas.” My additions and edits are optional and could rewritten better. Could
move to line 1136.

Add reference: Argus, D. F., Landerer, F. W., Wiese, D. N., Martens, H. R,, Fu, Y., Famiglietti, J. S., ... Watkins, M. M. (2017). Sustained water loss in California’s
mountain ranges during severe drought from 2012 to 2015 inferred from GPS. Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth, 122, 10,559-10,585.
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017)JB014424
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Line 1136-1140: Flesh out the two sentences, reverse order to reflect that aquitard compaction is greater subsidence cause, aquifer compaction much less
cause.

Line 1179: Figure 3-14d?

Line 1183: Figure 3-14d and e?

Line 1191: Figure 3-14c?

Figure 3-15a thru c, and h, Fault mapping only extends north to Mark West Creek.

Line 1307-1323: Explain meteoric water line and have figure with described data.

Line 1372: where “SC” described?

Line 1448: Can we add why we are addressing Surface water.

Line 1470: Need reference for 80,000 acre feet.

Line 1473-1474: “...the component of the hydrograph that persists without precipitation...” Can we change “hydrograph that persist” to “streamflow”. Easier to
understand.

Line 1486-1488: explain gain-losing refers to stream flow.

Line 1499: Include stream flow elevation or stream stage. Line 1519-1520: Why ignore stream flow elevation (stage) over time? Not enough stream
flow/elevation data? If so, say this. See Line 1532-1533. Streamflow discharge and elevation is being simulated as described in Line 1537.

Line 1493: Need to add “Winters, et al, 1998” to references.

Line 1505: flesh out rationale for “scoring system.”

Line 1531: “2000 to 2010” why these years? GWL is for 2015. Also, “...simulated groundwater head...”

Line 1532-1533: “The values range from 0 — 100%, where 0% indicates that the stream stage is always greater than the groundwater elevation...” Stage or
stream bed elevation? See comment above for Line 1499.

Line 1537: ...median discharge... Figure 3-18c says Median Flow. We should be consistent. Both should say “stream”, | prefer discharge.

Line 1545: what is “...cell top...”? describe. Is this elevation.

Figure 3-18d needs values in Explanation. Explain why negative numbers.

Tables not included to be reviewed.

Line 1617-1619: add this to references.

Line 1624: “In Sonoma Valley...”??

Line 1628-1633: Is “Sonoma County Veg Map” really “Watershed Sciences Inc., 2016”?? How did you get “...the following general classifications.” | don’t find this
in the Sonoma County Veg Map.

5-19-2021

Bob Anderson

Page 6 line 213: Santa Rosa Creek, which is not included in the Laguna de Santa Rosa drainage subbasin, is the largest tributary to the Laguna de Santa Rosa.
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Page 6 line 228 — mixing Subbasin / SRP watershed: Soil types and characteristics in the Subbasin and surrounding watershed have been mapped by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which developed a spatial database of soils for the entire United States (the
Soil Survey Geographic Database or SSURGO) (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007). The SSURGO database defines 17 different soil textures (excluding variable
and unknown textures) present in the SRP watershed (Soil Survey Staff, 2021), which are shown on Figure 3-3a.

Line 233: The majority of the valley floor is characterized by clayey soils and loams with gravelly and cobbly loams and more prevalent along alluvial fans and
hilly areas. The southern portions of the Subbasin are characterized by much more clayrich soils. Gravelly and sandy soils are primarily limited to the low hills in
the southwestern portions of the Subbasin and the western portions of the SRP watershed outside the Subbasin and along narrow stream channels within the
Subbasin.

Page 11 line 412 — don’t see Healdsburg Area Subbasin on Figure 3-4: The northwestern boundary of the Subbasin generally follows the contact between the
Glen Ellen Formation and Quaternary alluvial deposits of the Russian River Valley within the Healdsburg Area Subbasin (Figure 3-4).

Page 12 line 493: In areas where multiple permeable zones occur within the deep aquifer system, these different zones can sometimes exhibit distinct features
(e.g., distinct water quality signature or appreciable differences in hydraulic head) and can generally be further subdivided into upper and lower aquifers.
However, the continuity of these distinct upper and lower portions is not well constrained nor correlative across the Subbasin due, in part, to the limited
number of wells and lithologic information for the deep aquifer system. In areas where data is available, distinctions between the upper and lower portions of
the deep aquifer system are discussed in this GSP

Page 14 Line 567: Within the SRPW, yields from wells that are completed only in alluvial deposits ranged from 1 to 650 gpm. The highest well yields are in the
northern Subbasin near Mark West Creek (Sweetkind et al., 2013).

Page 15 line 594: Within the SRP watershed, most wells screened partially or totally in the Wilson Grove Formation are within the upper stratigraphic horizons,
which are coarser grained and more permeable than deep deposits to the west. Domestic wells drilled into the Wilson Grove Formation yield on average about
20 gpm (California Department of Water Resources, 1979). Large capacity and municipal wells can yield up to 1,000 gpm or more (Sweetkind et al., 2013). Wells
drawing from the Wilson Grove Formation have estimated specific yields in the range of 10 to 20 percent (Herbst et al., 1982), higher than any of the other rocks
or sediments in the Subbasin.

Page 16 line 643: Specific conductance, chloride, total dissolved solids, nitrate, and arsenic are considered waterquality constituents of potential concern in the
SRP watershed because some samples from wells exceeded state or federal recommended or mandatory regulatory standards for drinking water. In general,
groundwater within the Subbasin is of mixed cation-bicarbonate type

Page 16 line 673: in the tidal marshland areas,

page 17 line 710: Faults in the SRP watershed serve as major structural boundaries for geologic formations, the Subbasin and groundwater movement.
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Page 19 line 770: Based on USGS’ National Hydrography Dataset and National Water Information System, there are 28 mapped springs and seeps in the SRP
watershed, (Figure 3-7).

Page 20 line 808: Improved understanding OF recharge and discharge mechanisms within the Subbasin for both the shallow and deep aquifer systems will
support the appropriate selection of projects and actions needed for the Subbasin. ® Gaining an improved understanding of the interconnection of streams to
the shallow aquifer system, including seasonal variability and how groundwater pumping can affect streamflow. Additional shallow monitoring wells near stream
courses paired with stream gages and meteorological stations can help advance this understanding. ® Conducting geochemical or tracer studies, which can help
better understand both recharge and discharge mechanisms to both the shallow and deep aquifer systems, as well as surface water/groundwater interaction
within the Subbasin

Page 21 line 873: The yearly averaged precipitation measured from this station from water years 1903 through water year 2018 is 29.3 inches, compared with
33.3 inches, as calculated by the PRISM model, as shown indicated in Appendix 3-A.

Page 22 line 894: Historical groundwater-level contour maps (Figure 3-9a-b) — missing

Page 23 line 931: From the south end of the valley, groundwater flows northwesterly from the Mendocino Range toward the Laguna de Santa Rosa.

Page 25 line 1019: Six active or emergency/standby municipal production wells (five of these are completed within the shallow aquifer system and one is
completed within the shallow aquifer system);

All these wells are over 200 feet deep with the exception of the Peter Springs Well which is 160 feet deep

Page 38 line 1580: 3.2.6.3 Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems SGMA defines an undesirable result as “depletions of interconnected surface water that have
significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water.” To help characterize environmental beneficial users, it is necessary to
identify the aquatic species and habitats that could be adversely affected by lowered groundwater levels in principal aquifers and interconnected surface water
depletion. The GSA partnered with the Santa Rosa Plain and Petaluma Valley GSAs to form a practitioners’ work group to provide expert advice and
perspectives,

In Sonoma Valley, a total of 19 streams were identified as habitat for at least one target species. Steelhead was the most widespread species occurring in each
of the 19 streams. The distribution of Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and California freshwater shrimp overlap entirely with steelhead streams. For this reason,
steelhead are essentially used as a priority indicator species to cover all aquatic GDEs in the Subbasin.

COMMENTS BELOW REGARDING APPENDIX WB 3-A: Updating the Santa Rosa Plain Hydrologic Model for Use in Development of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan for the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Subbasin pp 52

Overall, | find the document would benefit from some additional background / introductory guidance. The reader (DWR) most cares about the Bulletin 118 area.
The model has a history from USGS. It also has been revised. And, the data shown for the Subbasin has been mostly extracted from the larger whole. But, at
day’s end, it is the Subbasin that matters. Best to focus on that alone and pare down the rest.
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Would be good to have a special place for listing of key data points. Such as from 1.2.1.2: A total of 11,943 parcels are included within the entire model domain
and 7,482 parcels are within the Subbasin, of which 1,282 wells are urban users in the Subbasin (Table 1). Though again, it is the Subbasin that matters.

P. 12 from WORKING DRAFT Water Budget — reference differ between documents: The water budget is computed using the revised SRPHM, which simulates the
time period from October 1974 to December 2018 encompassing the period of best available science and information for the Subbasin. Then on P. 9, revised
SRPHM 1.0+ is several times lower than estimates from the original SRPHM.

P. 4: this is first and only mention of two aquifers: In accordance with Section 354.18 of the GSP Regulations, one integrated groundwater budget was developed
for the combined inflows and outflows for the two principal aquifers for each water budget period.

P. 11: be good to cite to a place in document for # amount of recycled water: Recycled water is indirectly incorporated through the external link file that acts to
apply the recycled water directly into the soil zone. This water should act to limit groundwater pumping where it is applied by satisfying the potential
evapotranspiration before irrigation is required.

P. 11: different years? The datasets included the crop land use datasets for 1974, 1986, 1999 and 2008. Newly available land use datasets from DWR for 2012,
2014 and 2016 were used to update the agricultural land use to 2018. On page 15: These years are 1976, 1979, 1986,1999, 2008, 2012, 2014 and 2016
P. 11: in the text, which is ‘the above list?” and only cells in the above list are included

p. 12: be good to flag this issue of pasture acreage/ water source for “future work needed”. Pastures are prevalent within the Subbasin and can can be a water
intensive crop. In the 2019 Rate Study (Raftelis, 2019) it was assumed that pastures in the subbasin were not irrigated, whereas the 2012 DWR land use map by
DWR indicates an irrigated land use for pasture areas. In order to assess whether pastures are irrigated, we mapped irrigated pastures identified in DWR’s land
use dataset with the remote sensing-based normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI). NDVI is a common tool to assess vegetation health (Anderson et al,
2012), with values ranging from -1 to 1. Greater NDVI values indicate the increasing presence of chlorophyll content in plant matter, and thus a healthier non-
stressed crop which is interpreted to be an indicator of irrigated agriculture. Figure 5 shows the irrigated pasture locations from DWR 2012 as input into the
groundwater model with the 2012 Fall NDVI average values. The pastures identified in the model occur in areas with high NDVI values indicating vigorous growth
late in the season, and therefore a high likelihood that these pastures are irrigated. // For water year 2012, 74% of the simulated pasture model cells in the
subbasin received recycled water. // The pasture land use crop inputs derived from the DRAFT 2012 dataset were applied for the 1986 to 2018 period because
of the reliance on data only available within the 2012 dataset

P.11-12: in one place 2012 Pasture acreage is 3,420 — in another 2012 Pasture acreage is 890: Table 2 Comparison of Acres of Crops in the DWR 2012 Land Use

dataset and the VEGMAP dataset. These are not the same values used in the AG package as some crops were removed depending on irrigation source or non-
irrigation. Only crops with comparable classifications are shown. On P. 16 — Table 4, shows pasture as 890.
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p. 22 —why end in 1990? How do these #s change with recycled water? Table 7 Average simulated irrigation depth by crop, pre-recycled water deliveries from
1975 to 1990

P. 19 — how much can this number (2 in.) change with soil type or management? All crops were assigned a value of 2 inches for the water holding capacity of the
soil zone as defined by soil_moist_max and sat_threshold....Maximum available water holding capacity of capillary reservoir

p. 20: Pastures were the dominant use of irrigation until 1983, after which vineyard irrigation has been the largest total use of groundwater irrigation in the
sSubbasin.

P. 23: does this mean the 1272 urban outdoor wells are not included? “Other sources of groundwater extraction, such as pumping for urban landscape irrigation
are not included in the model”

P. 23 — was the original a daily model and revised is now monthly? “The representation of climate stresses in the model has been changed from the original
approach of the SRPHM 1.0 of using daily grids of precipitation and minimum and maximum temperature, to an approach based on time series input for
individual weather stations which are then interpolated spatially onto the model grid by PRMS subroutines.” P. 24: or it seems daily at the two stations — hard to
sort through: “On this basis, the updated time series for the two station locations are based on interpolation to the station locations directly from daily PRISM
gridded data...l. The PRISM daily data sets only extend to January 1, 1981; therefore, the original USGS SRPHM v1.0 time series values are used for 1974-1980"
P. 39: When considering all of the streamflow gage records, the updated SRPHM 1.0+ is generally well suited at simulating the monthly flow duration curves and
the monthly average flow rates for summer and fall discharge.

Figures 16-19 show little variation

P. 29 - hard to sort through: Recycled water use has now been separated and is represented by adding recycled water volumes to the soil zone through a new
input file using the PRMS Water Use Input Module. The use of this module also accounts for irrigation with recycled water when estimating rural pumpage with
the Ag Package. For the most part, land irrigated with recycled water was within the Laguna de Santa Rosa 100-year flood-plain area, and is used for both
landscape and agricultural irrigation (as seen on Figure 21 of USGS, 2013). (not sure about that statement)

COMMENTS BELOW REGARDING APPENDIX 3-2 (1-B): Future Groundwater Demands and Land Use Change

Municipal Water Demand Projections: Page 71: “While the ranges of future pumping estimates are generally inclusive of projections currently being developed
for 2020 Urban Water Management Plans (UWMP) by each purveyor, in order to account for the significant uncertainty in the future projections and provide for
a conservative estimate for the GSP projections, the maximum estimates generally assume higher levels of pumping in comparison with the UWMP projections.”
Comment: Looking at City of Santa Rosa’s number from UWMP = 2,500 afy is mid-range. UWMP says peak is 2300 afy at Farmers wells. Sonoma Water’s 1272
afy tracks peak use from 2000 but is half of the 2,300 afy per adopted UWMP. Will these numbers change with UWMP’s adoption?
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Question: How does the model apply min /max numbers? s it pre-determined (knowing in advance that Year 39 will be Dry) or as make-up after a Dry year? Or
a function of ET during the irrigation season?
http://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/SRPGSP_Section-3_WBAppendix-1-B_042521_ADA.pdf

Page 60: 5.2.2.2 Sonoma Water Groundwater Facilities, Historical Groundwater Production, and Monitoring: Sonoma Water’s three groundwater supply wells
are located along Sonoma Water’s agueduct in the Santa Rosa Plain at Occidental Road, Sebastopol Road, and Todd Road. The wells were initially constructed in
1977, as emergency supply wells in response to the 1976-1977 drought. Two of the wells (Occidental and Sebastopol) were replaced in 1998. The three
production wells range in depth from 794 to 1,060 feet with pumping capacities ranging from 1,300 to 2,200 gallons per minute (gpm). The locations of the wells
are depicted on Figure 3-1 and their operational history is described below.

Relatively continuous operations of the Todd, Sebastopol, and Occidental Road water supply wells began in April 1999, June 2001, and July 2003, respectively,
and continued through 2008. The annual groundwater quantities pumped by Sonoma Water between 2006 and 2010 ranged from a high of 3,922 ac-ft in 2008
to a low of 52 ac-ft in 2010 and averaged 2,514 ac-ft/yr. Beginning in 2009, the use of the wells was shifted to a seasonal and as-needed basis to better balance
the conjunctive management of Russian River and groundwater supplies (during years when sufficient supplies are available from the Russian River, use of the
groundwater wells are is limited). Annual production from the three wells has ranged from 172 to 1,271 ac-ft from 2011 to 2015, averaging 643 ac-ft/yr and has
declined further for the most recent five years (2016-2020) to an average of 20 ac-ft/yr.

page 73 of 196 https://www.sonomawater.org/media/PDF/Water%20Resources/Sonoma%20Water%202020%20UWMP_Public%20Review%20Draft-ADA.pdf
page 457 of 570 https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/32225/1-UWMP---Complete-document-PDF?bidld=

2.2.1 Sources of Water Supply. Purchased Water: Sonoma Water also has three groundwater wells that provide water supply. They are located near the Laguna
de Santa Rosa and feed directly into Sonoma Water’s Russian River-Cotati Intertie Pipeline. Sonoma Water estimates the future production capacity of these
wells at 2,300 AFY.

Groundwater:
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Prior to 1960, the City relied primarily on groundwater from this sub-basin for its water supply, plus a small amount of surface water from Lake Ralphine. In June
1959, Sonoma Water began supplying surface water to the City and other Water Contractors. By the 1980s and until 2007, the City relied solely on purchased
water deliveries from Sonoma Water to meet its water demands. In July 2005, the City received permission from California Department of Public Health (now
Division of Drinking Water, or DDW) to use two groundwater wells (Farmers Lane Wells), formerly permitted as standby emergency wells, for full-time, active
potable water supply. The Farmers Lane wells are located in the Santa Rosa Plain Sub-Basin. Groundwater trend data from the existing monitoring wells located
throughout the Sub-basin indicate that water levels within the main portion of the Sub-basin have generally remained constant or have slightly increased over
time, indicating that the Sub-basin is in balance and is not suffering from overdraft. This supply source is permitted for regular production of potable water. The

Farmers Lane wells can provide up to 2,300 AFY.

& City of 5anta Rosa

Last Revised: May 2021

s> Santa Rosa
Water Shortage Contingency Plan ]
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON AUGUST 2021 VERSION

9/9/2021

Beth Lamb

P. 1: This section identifies the sustainability goal, defines the conditions that constitute sustainable groundwater management, discusses the process by which
the GSA will characterize undesirable results, and establishes MTs (MTs) and measurable objectives (MOs) for each applicable sustainability indicator.
Comment: Spell out Minimum Thresholds (MTs) first use in this section

P. 1: Defining these SMC included both a significant level of technical analysis utilizing currently available data and information and best available science and
substantial input from stakeholders. Comment: Spell out Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) first use in this section

Tble 4-1: Comment This was a good way to try and simplify very conceptually complicated material

Page 14 A saturated thickness factor of 10 feet was added to the 98th percentile shallowest supply well total depths. Comment - | don’t understand the point
of adding 10 feet to these well depths. Did | miss something?

Page 17 Adaptive Management to Address Data Gaps and Improve/Refine Sustainable Management Criteria: Comment This is so important!

General Comment this need a tech editor too many run on sentence and jargon language. Also too much use of acronyms. A tech editor should be able to
clean these things up.

9/7/2021

Robert Pennington

Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels define MTs and MOs for wells with two patterns: (1) Stable (2) Historical Declines and then recovery; Figure 4-1 and
4-2 has four patterns (1) stable, (2) decline and recovering, (3) decline and recovered, (4) No Trend. COMMENT: Are “No Trend” considered “stable”? Are
“recovered” and “recovering” the same?

| suggest modifying the MT and MO to be inclusive of trends identified in Figure 4-1, AND other hypothetical trends such as “declining” or “decline then stable”.
| recommend this because new RMP may be added sometime in the future and they may have trends that do not fit into the defined categories of this draft.
MTs and MOs reference “historical” or “recent”. It appears that “historical” for the MOs and MTs is not being used consistently with the model periods from
the Basin Setting section. It also appears that different data ranges are used for RMPs with different trends. It could be confusing 20 or 50 years to know what
date ranges should be compared against. This could be particularly problematic for RMP with “No Trend” or no data within the “historic” range, it may be
useful to develop alternative MOs and MTs for these.

| suggest creating a table that specifies the date ranges or definitions of “recent” and “historic” for RMPs with various trends.

Table 4-2 does not have rows for many RMPs from Figures 4-1 and 4-2 that have “No Trend”. Is that because these RMPs have not been established? Or are
these “missing RMPs” not included because they are for streamflow depletion, not chronic lowering?

8/26/2021

Matt O'Conner

4.10.2.1 Information and Methodology: Table 4.8 would be improved by including the range of streambed elevation where flow depletion is of concern that
would be indicated by each RMP well along with relevant information from the model regarding how the stream elevation is represented in the model (i.e.
what is the reference elevation used by the model for the stream reach of interest). This is important for interpretation because the scale of the GSFLOW
model creates stream reaches of substantial length over which bed elevation changes. This is a form of sensitivity analysis that should also be considered in
adaptive management.
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4.10: Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water: Limitations of historical data are understood; did the GSA staff and/or practitioner group consider whether or
not data from the California Environmental Flow Framework beneficially informs regarding the spatial and temporal distribution of flow depletion? If not, GSA
staff should consider evaluation of this tool.

8/19/2021

Peter Martin

p.1. ""Seawater intrusion is not applicable to the Subbasin and therefore no SMC are defined for this sustainability indicator."" Are there other GSPs that take
this approach of not addressing this as an SMC? | fully understand the approach but sometimes try to do my best to ""think like a regulator"
p.2. "Representative monitoring sites" - Is this the same as RMPs referenced later?

"p.4. ""A discussion of the measures that will be implemented to ensure the Subbasin will be operated within sustainable yield ¢ An explanation of how the
sustainability goal is likely to be achieved. Note to Readers: The following information on Sustainability Goal will be reviewed updated when the GSP is
completed.Description of Sustainability Goal: "Recommend we add a note that we are not only ""ensuring"" sustainability with these criteria, but will be
providing description in the following of how we'll demonstrate that we're achieving sustainability.Should make sure we are responsive to the SGMA regs §
354.24. Sustainability Goal. portion ""including information from the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal"" Recommend that we could have
some overarching statement about how measures are currently stable with regard to groundwater levels about how we are targeting no additional decline in
groundwater levels during the planning horizon. ""SMC"" change to ""SMCs""."

p.5. "Sonoma Valley Basin Management Plan" - Not familiar with this plan being referenced?

p.10. p.5. "Sonoma Valley Basin Management Plan" - Not familiar with this plan being referenced?

p.10. "vegetation" - Should we say ecosystems?

p.5. "five applicable sustainability indicators" - text highlighted

p.22. "principal aquifer system" - Recommend spelling out shallow and deep here rather than reference principal aquifer system.

"p.24. ""These tasks would generally be performed sequentially based on potential severity of the occurrence."" - Do we need to speak to timelines on this? i.e.
annual or quarterly data reviews? Perhaps this is covered in later chapters."

p.24."Lowered groundwater levels reduce the saturated thickness of aquifers from which wells can pump, which could lead to increased pumping costs or the
need to drill new deeper wells." - Also decreased pumping capacity?

p.24. "Maintaining groundwater elevations within the operational range between MTs and MOs is equivalent to no long-term change in storage." should we
swap out "change" with "decline"?

p.24. "yield" missing period here

p.25. "sustainability" - Should be SMC

p.25. "sustainability" - Sustainability indicator or criteria?

p.30. "SNMP" | don't believe this acronym was defined
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p.37. "which can impact agricultural irrigation, helps maintain groundwater quality providing positive benefits to the Subbasin’s agricultural water users." We
may want to highlight (how) degraded water quality could impact these users like in earlier sections.

p.41. "Any" - lowercase

p.46. "conducted" - how often?

9/1/2021

Bob Anderson

P. 3: Format: Some have bullets, some do not.

P. 16 of Exec Summary, definitiions show terms separately for conditions and results, while page 4 of Sect 4: Undesirable Result is not defined in the definitions
section of the GSP Regulations (Section 351). However, the Regulations’ description of undesirable result states that it should be a quantitative description of
the combination of MT exceedances that cause significant and unreasonable effects in the Subbasin. Undesirable results should not be confused with significant
and unreasonable conditions, as described above.

P. 5: there’s lots of this, here there and everywhere: potential measures to be implemented; actions proposed to fill data gaps and reduce uncertainty; inform
future refinement and possible modification; the identified measures may not be implemented; some combination of these measures will be implemented;
Subbasin is operated within its sustainable yield and achieves sustainability; sequencing of measures that are considered likely to be implemented; there are
significant uncertainties related to this approach — page 35 of 78; a substantial simplification that (1) does not differentiate between wells; and (2) simulates
conditions outside of the calibrated range of the model; additional uncertainties compound the uncertainties and simplifications inherent to the calibrated
model; analysis is especially useful for evaluating the relative magnitudes of surface water depletion; outline a framework for achieving sustainability page 2 of
14; many details must be negotiated before many of the projects and management actions can be implemented; demonstrate that sufficient options exist to
reach sustainability; should be considered a list of options that will be refined; Inclusion and further assessment of these initiatives and activities during
implementation of the GSP will facilitate coordination and optimization of these initiatives and activities to support sustainable groundwater management.;
based on limitations and uncertainty related to the potential for future expansion of recycled water supplies, additional expansion of recycled water deliveries
for irrigation supplies is not included; other ideas for projects and actions raised by Advisory Committee members would need to be further developed and
planned in order to evaluate with model scenarios; recommendations on preferred tools and strategies for implementing, including options for incentivizing;
initial implementation steps include performing studies or analyses to refine the concepts into actionable projects; the planned initial assessment of Group 1
projects will include recommendations for evaluating specific metrics related to Group 1 implementation; focused outreach to rural residential and agricultural
stakeholders on benefits of participating; first stormwater capture activity involves retaining and recharging onsite runoff; timing of projects is based on best
estimates and may shift as GSP implementation proceeds based upon the needs at the time; assess future policy options that may be appropriate for the GSA
to consider adopting or recommending for adoption by other agencies; a portfolio of PMAs has been developed with the goal of addressing relevant
sustainability indicators, including the circumstances under which they may be implemented page 11 of 19; The costs of specific projects that aren’t covered by
beneficiaries/project proponents will include assumptions about financing the projects over time

35




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 4 SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

P. 6: Identification of technical data sources in the Subbasin and review of information developed for the Sonoma Valley Basin Management Plan.
p. 10: “assisted”? SGMA definition of an undesirable result assisted in characterizing significant and unreasonable conditions

P. 10: important but not clearly stated. The recovering trends generally occur within the southern and western portions of the Subbasin and are associated with
higher levels of municipal pumping that historically occurred through the late 1970s and early 2000s that has since been reduced.

P. 44: Petaluma Valley Subbasin

P. 46: check the wording: Since the GSP Regulations allow for elastic and inelastic subsidence due to natural conditions such as plate tectonics and hydrostatic
loading, these phenomena are considered with definition of undesirable results.

p. 47: Is land subsidence to be measured at nearby wells? Or only groundwater levels? Evaluation of time series plots of groundwater levels and land
subsidence from nearby monitoring wells

p. 47: Any change? Less / more pumping? e If the location and rates of groundwater pumping change as a result of projects implemented under the GSP,
subsidence may occur.

P. 53: Petaluma Valley Basin,!

P. 54: maybe check the wording: Effect on Beneficial Uses and Users The minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water measured using
groundwater levels as a proxy assumes that maintaining groundwater levels at or above historical low levels in the Subbasin, will avoid surface water depletion
that exceeds historical levels. Avoiding surface water depletion at levels greater than historical conditions will provide a benefit to beneficial users and land
uses that rely on interconnected surface water

P. 55: it was decided that MO values at RMP locations should maintain the observed average dry-season surface water depletion from pumping that occurred
during the years with available observations during 2004-2020

P.51: The MTs developed using this methodology are provided in Table 4-8 and represent: The equivalent groundwater-level, representing the three years
(2014-2016) during which the most surface water depletion due to groundwater pumping was estimated between 2004-2018. Use model to estimate the 3
years with highest levels of simulated streamflow depletion between 2004 and 2018

P. 55: see page 51 of 57: As the MOs are set at the average groundwater elevations during recent years (average of 2004—-2020), interim milestones are
identical to the groundwater levels associated with the MOs.

COMMENTS BELOW RELATED TO APPENDIX 4-C

P. 35: not finding Figs 4-10: Simulated differences in streamflow for pumping and no-pumping scenarios are shown for all RMPs in Figs. 4-10.

p. 37: using available observed historical dry-season low groundwater levels during 2004—2020...with available observations during 2004—-2020. Accordingly,
MO values at each RMP are set to reflect average dry-season observed groundwater levels during the years with available observations during 2004-2020. MO
values for each RMP are summarized in Table 1 and are shown in Figs. 20-36.
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P. 38: Since the dedicated shallow monitoring wells at RMP locations were installed in fall 2019, there is limited data to directly estimate the average dry-
season groundwater levels during 2004-2015

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON JUNE 2021 VERSION

7/14/2021

Bob Anderson

Page 6 of 112: Seawater not applicable — but then seawater is included

The five sustainability indicators relevant to this Subbasin include: chronic lowering of groundwater levels; reduction of groundwater storage; degraded water
quality; land subsidence; and depletion of interconnected surface waters. Seawater intrusion is not applicable to the Subbasin.

Undesirable Result means one or more of the following effects caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin, as described in Water Code
Section 10721(x):

o Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply if continued over the planning and implementation
horizon. Overdraft during a period of drought is not sufficient to establish a chronic lowering of groundwater levels if extractions and groundwater recharge are
managed as necessary to ensure that reductions in groundwater levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by increases in groundwater levels or
storage during other periods.

o Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage.

o Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion.

P 5-6: Definitions need work — to be a narrative but “storage reduction” suggests a number plus “significant and unreasonable” appears in definition for
Undesirable Result.

Undesirable results should not be confused with significant and unreasonable conditions, as described (below):.

“Significant and unreasonable conditions” is a phrase used to identify conditions that lead to undesirable results but is not specifically defined in the GSP
Regulations. This expression is often confused with, or used interchangeably with, undesirable results. However, significant and unreasonable conditions, are a
narrative description of physical conditions to be avoided; an undesirable result is a quantitative assessment based on minimum thresholds. Defining significant
and unreasonable conditions early in the process of developing SMC for each sustainability indicator helps set the framework by which the quantitative SMC
metrics are determined.

Undesirable Result means

Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage

4.2 Sustainability Goal: Note: The following information will be updated when the GSP is completed.
Note noted — but critical piece is missing. When will it be available?

These measures will achieve sustainability within 20 years by the following means:
Note: The effects of the projects and actions will be included here once finalized.
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p. 8: Table 4-4-1 provides a summary of the SMCs for each of the six sustainability indicators. Table 4-4-1 contains 5 indicators. As noted previously on page 6
of 112 -- Seawater intrusion is not applicable to the Subbasin.

p. 24: 4.5.2.4 Effect on Beneficial Uses and Users

Minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels are set at the more protective of historical low conditions with allowances for future droughts
and the depths at which existing wells could be impacted by lowering of groundwater levels. [Seems maybe “trying a bit too hard” to address existing
wells] [Also: “and the depths at which” is not very precise.]

p. 25: Historical and current measurement frequency for the 26 existing wells in the RMP monitoring networks include the following:
¢ 18 measured sub-daily

¢ 4 measured monthly

* 4 measured semi-annually

= Totals 24

Staff has identified data gaps in some areas of the basin, and the GSP would include a plan to expand the monitoring network. Where is this located?

For each group below — “existing” appears — Doesn’t the Baseline 50-year looks to add future component to each group?

Agricultural land uses and users. The chronic lowering of groundwater level minimum thresholds protects existing agricultural users’ ability to meet typical
demands by maintaining groundwater levels near current conditions.

Urban land uses and users. The chronic lowering of groundwater level minimum thresholds protects existing municipal groundwater users’ ability to meet
typical demands by maintaining groundwater levels near current conditions.

Domestic land uses and users. The chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum thresholds are established to protect as many domestic wells as possible.
Therefore, the minimum thresholds will likely have an overall beneficial effect on existing domestic land uses by protecting the ability to pump from domestic
wells within the Subbasin.

Page 25 of 112: Isn’t this a rather bold declaration re GDE “the very connected” when elsewhere it is stated we need more data to understand “nature of
groundwater and surface water?” Ecological land uses and users. Maintaining groundwater near or above historical levels will help maintain the very connected
nature of groundwater and surface water in the Subbasin.
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Page 25 of 112: Is this the method used in Table 4-5-1 Observed Historical Low (ft msl)?

4.5.2.6 Method for Quantitative Measurement of Minimum Thresholds

Depth to groundwater will be directly measured at the RMPs identified in Section 5.3.1 for

comparison to minimum thresholds. The RMP network includes 14 existing shallow aquifer wells and 12 existing deep aquifer wells, plus four planned multi-
level monitoring wells. The groundwater level data will be collected in accordance with the monitoring protocols outlined in Section 5.3.1 and converted to
groundwater elevation by subtracting the measured depth to water from the reference point elevation used to take the depth to water measurement.

Will this be updated and cite to Implementation once that Section is completed?
Staff has identified data gaps in some areas of the basin, and the GSP would include a plan to expand the monitoring network.

Page 26 of 112: For RMPs hat have exhibited recovering -- that

Measurable objectives for each RMP are listed on Table 4-5-1.
However, Table 4-5-1 (on page 20 of 112) includes only 19 wells — 26 in the list of RMPs (page 21 of 112: of the 26 existing RMPs)

From page 28 of 112

This looks like a To-Do list that has the potential for high cost in terms of effort and expense? 34 RMPs

Trigger within this is MT, not URs.

Additionally, in order to respond to these potential conditions prior to the onset of an undesirable result the following actions would be implemented if an MT
is exceeded at a single RMP that does not trigger an undesirable result:

eReview available data from full monitoring network (i.e., non-RMP monitoring wells) to assess potential scale of areas exhibiting declines

* Assess whether exceedance is climate-related

» Review of any known or potential changes in groundwater pumping patterns (eg, new wells brought on-line, changes in land/water use, etc.)

* Consider whether additional RMPs are needed

¢ Information-sharing with nearby well owners as appropriate

¢ Consider planning or implementing projects/actions, as appropriate (eg, begin with lower cost and/or voluntary projects/actions)

Page 29:

It would be good to have the “sustainable yield” discussion in Section 3 to compare to its use here: [pumping ‘exceeding’ sustainable yield is potentially a big

factor and is unknowable to this reader at this point in time]
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Reduction of groundwater storage that causes significant and unreasonable impacts to the long-term sustainable beneficial use of groundwater in the basin, as
caused by:

e Long-term reductions in groundwater storage; or

* Pumping exceeding the sustainable yield

Do we really “achieve” minimum thresholds?

Therefore, using groundwater elevations as a proxy, the minimum threshold for groundwater storage will be met if minimum thresholds for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels are achieved.

Page 30 of 112: This is 4.6.2.2 — circular reference (See below). And, this text is unclear: the reduction in groundwater storage sustainability indicator would not
cause undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.

4.6.2.2 Relationship between Individual Minimum Thresholds and Relationship to Other Sustainability Indicators

The minimum thresholds for reduction in groundwater storage are the same as those used for the chronic lowering of groundwater sustainability. Because
groundwater elevations will be used as a proxy for estimating groundwater pumping and changes in groundwater storage, the reduction in groundwater
storage sustainability indicator would not cause undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.

The relationship between the groundwater storage sustainability and other sustainability indicators is the same as the relationship between chronic lowering of
groundwater levels and other sustainability indicators, as described in Section 4.6.2.2.

4.6.2.4 Effect on Beneficial Uses and Users

The minimum threshold for reduction in groundwater storage will maintain stable average groundwater elevations and encourages minimal long-term net
change in groundwater elevations and storage.

The potential effects of the groundwater storage minimum threshold on beneficial uses and users are the same as the potential effects described for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels in Section 4.6.2.4.

circular reference

4.6.3.1 Method for Setting Measurable Objectives

The methods for setting the measurable objective for groundwater storage incorporates the same methods for setting the measurable objective for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels described in Section 4.6.3.1.

circular reference

4.6.4.2 Potential Causes of Undesirable Results

The potential causes of undesirable results for reduction of groundwater storage are the same as those identified for chronic lowering of groundwater levels in
Section 4.6.4.2:
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4.6.4.2 Potential Causes of Undesirable Results

The potential causes of undesirable results for reduction of groundwater storage are the same as those identified for chronic lowering of groundwater levels in
Section 4.6.4.2:

e increased groundwater pumping in the Subbasin leading to chronic groundwater level declines; or

¢ a significant reduction in natural recharge as a result of climate change.

4.6.4.3 Effects on Beneficial Users and Land Use
The potential effects of undesirable results for groundwater storage on beneficial users and land use are the same as those identified for the chronic lowering
of groundwater levels, as described in Section 4.6.4.2, ??? that section is groundwater storage

Page 33 of 112
Are we implementing water Quality SMC that is ‘degraded?’

One of the primary challenges in implementing the degraded water quality SMC will be to assess in the future if any degradation to groundwater quality is due
to SGMA activities, and specific projects and management actions may include focused groundwater quality monitoring as appropriate.

And on page 42 becomes degradation of groundwater quality

Page 37: Two paragraphs —bounce between “existing wells” and “public water supply wells” and introduces “new”

4.8.2.3 Development of Minimum Thresholds at Supply Wells

The minimum thresholds for degraded water quality for the supply wells are based on the number of additional exceedances of any MCL or SMCL in existing
wells shown in Table 4-8-5. Establishing the minimum threshold as the number of additional exceedances accounts for wells with previous exceedances,
assuming these exceedances will likely continue into the future. The GSA Board selected two as the number of additional wells with exceedances to represent
the minimum threshold. The minimum threshold for the number of allowed exceedances is therefore equal to the baseline number of exceedances (calculated
as the number of public water supply wells with any MCL or SMCL exceedance between 2015 and 2020) plus two additional public supply wells with an
exceedance. Based on the number of public supply wells in the existing water quality monitoring network, the number of existing exceedances since 2015 for
each constituent is tabulated in Table 4-8-6 and the distribution of exceedances are shown on Figures 4-8-1 through 4-8-3, along with all of the other public
water supply wells included in the initial RMP network.
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Minimum threshold exceedances are based on existing wells only. According to the GSP Regulations, the minimum thresholds are based on the same number
of wells to have exceedances, not necessarily the same wells. The well networks will be re-assessed every 5 years to identify any new wells that could be added
to the monitoring networks. The minimum threshold will be increased by one for each new well added to the monitoring network with an initial measured
concentration exceeding the MCL or SMCL. Additionally, if the MCL or SMCL changes for a GSP-identified COC, the specific minimum threshold should be
examined and updated as appropriate.

Page 44: Here the wells become “supply wells” — these are different than “public supply wells” in 4.8.2.3

Therefore, the GSA has set the measurable objective for each COC to the number of existing supply wells that exceeded the MCL or SMCL from 2015 to 2019 as
shown in Table 4-8-6. In other words, the measurable objective is to have zero additional supply wells exceeding the applicable MCL or SMCL for any of the
COCs.

Page 56: Confusing text — the “initial SMC” was “developed” and will be “refined” and “historical” updated
As detailed in Appendix 4-10-2, the initial SMC for depletion of interconnected surface water was developed based on simulated data and the best available
historical information that will be updated and, where appropriate, refined with actual observed data during the implementation phase.

Page 58: Confusing text -- Assessment of how other sustainability indicators could be influenced by the depletion of interconnected surface water minimum
threshold indicates the following:

¢ Chronic lowering of groundwater levels. Groundwater levels are used as a proxy for monitoring the depletion of interconnected surface water minimum
thresholds. Because the minimum thresholds for the depletion of interconnected surface water are generally set within close proximity to streambed
elevations within the Subbasin, they are shallower (more protective) than minimum thresholds set for nearby RMPs for the chronic lowering of groundwater
levels If groundwater levels. Therefore, the depletion of interconnected surface water depletion will not result in exceedances for chronic lowering of
groundwater level minimum thresholds.

¢ Reduction in groundwater storage. Minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water do not promote pumping in excess of the sustainable
yield that is needed to ensure change of groundwater in storage does not cause undesirable results. Therefore, the minimum threshold for depletion of
interconnected surface water minimum thresholds will not result in an exceedance of the groundwater storage minimum threshold.

Seawater Intrusion. Minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water are intended to maintain groundwater levels near streams above
historical levels which is not anticipated to lead to seawater intrusion.

42




SANTA ROSA PLAIN GSP COMMENTS: SECTION 4 SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA

Date Received

Commentor

Comment

Pages 6 and 32: 4.7 Seawater Intrusion SMC
The Subbasin does not border the Pacific Ocean, bays, deltas, or inlets and therefore seawater intrusion is not an applicable sustainability indicator and is not
further discussed in this GSP.

Page 58:From Basin Setting — streams do flow into Healdsburg Subbasin

The reaches of interconnected streams within the Subbasin that are subject to the minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water are
separated by surface water divides from the Petaluma Valley Basin and do not flow into the Healdsburg Area Subbasin or the Wilson Grove Formation
Highlands Basin.

See page 9 of 67 - Water Budget

Groundwater Outflows: e Crop, native vegetation and riparian evapotranspiration (ET) ¢ Groundwater pumping (including municipal and industrial, rural-
domestic, and agricultural) ® Groundwater discharge to streams ¢ Subsurface outflows: o Outflow to Wilson Grove Formation Highlands Subbasin (Wilson
Grove Subbasin and Wilson Grove Subbasin Boundary Condition in Figure 1-2) o Outflow to Healdsburg Area Subbasin (Healdsburg Area Subbasin Boundary
Condition in Figure 1-2)

Page 59:

4.10.2.4 Effect on Beneficial Uses and Users

The minimum thresholds for depletion of interconnected surface water measured using groundwater levels as a proxy assumes that maintaining groundwater
levels at or above historical low levels in the Subbasin,

Becomes...

Agricultural land uses and users. Maintaining the interconnection of surface water and groundwater at historical levels should not impact agricultural land uses
or irrigation water supplies.

Urban land uses and users. Municipal groundwater pumpers are not anticipated to be affected if surface water interconnection with groundwater remains
similar to historical levels.

Domestic land uses and users. Maintaining surface water interconnection with groundwater at or above historical levels will protect residential beneficial users
of groundwater by keeping groundwater levels at or above historical low levels.
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Page 54: for interconnected surface water are documented in Appendix 4-10-1. As described in Appendix 4-10-1, the SMC for depletion of interconnected
surface water is unique in that information in the historical record linking surface water depletion directly to groundwater usage under the jurisdiction of the
GSAs is very limited.

Page 60: 4.10.3.1 Method for Setting Measurable Objectives

A description of the specific methodology used for developing the measurable objectives for the depletion of interconnected surface water sustainability
indicator is provided in Appendix 4-10-1.

Page 68: This is number for citation above to Appendix: Appendix 4-10-2
Development of Sustainable Management Criteria for Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water—Santa Rosa Plain GSP

Years begin 2004-2018 but then shift to 2004-2020:

Page 60:Based on input from the work group, as well as from the Advisory Committee and GSA Board, it was determined that MO values at RMP locations
should maintain the observed average dry-season surface water depletion from pumping that occurred during the years with available observations during
2004-2018. The measurable objectives for the depletion of interconnected surface water are the average dry-season observed groundwater levels at each
RMP during the years with available observations during 2004—2018.

Page 69: 2.2 Demonstrating Correlation between Groundwater Levels and Surface Water Depletion at RMP Locations : To evaluate the correlation between
surface water depletion from groundwater pumping and shallow groundwater levels at RMP locations, this methodology focused on a 15-year simulation
period from 2004-2018

Page 71: To set the groundwater-level proxy MT value at each RMP location, the method relies on evaluating the resultant percentile ranking for each RMP
(Table 1) using available observed historical dry-season low groundwater levels during 2004—2020.

3.2 Methodology for Determining Groundwater-Level Measurable Objectives at RMP Locations

Based on input from the Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water Work Group, as well as from the SRP Advisory Committee and Board, it was determined
that MO values at RMP locations should maintain the observed average dry-season surface water depletion from pumping that occurred during the years with
available observations during 2004-2020. Accordingly, MO values at each RMP are set to reflect average dry-season observed groundwater levels during the
years with available observations during 2004—2020. MO values for each RMP are summarized in Table 1 and are shown in Figs. 20-36.

3.2.1 Transferring Groundwater-Level Measurable Objective Percentile Ranking Value from Adjacent Wells

Since the dedicated shallow monitoring wells at RMP locations were installed in fall 2019, there is limited data to directly estimate the average dry-season
groundwater levels during 2004-2015 at these dedicated wells.
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July 12, 2021

John Rosenblum

p.7 regarding Sustainability Goals, there are 2 bullet points “careful monitoring of groundwater conditions” and ”close coordination with other entities...”
Neither have been followed regarding existing reports about Wilson Grove Highlands that will potentially impact 4 GSA members in the Sebastopol area.

p.23 regarding regarding the boundary with Wilson Grove Highlands, the conclusion that there will limited effect within the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin might be
correct — but besides the point for the 4 GSA members in the Sebastopol area. Since the staff modelling and analysis is blind to land use and well extractions
west of Sebastopol, the GSP provides no protection/warning of developing trends in our recharge area. At the very most, GSA action might be considered after
2032 — long after significant chronic reductions in our wells’ groundwater levels have been identified.

p.27 regarding Potential Causes of Undesirable Results has 2 bullets revealing a dichotomy of GSA staff consideration. The first again limits concern only to
increased groundwater pumping within the GSA boundaries, i.e. missing the impact of increased pumping outside the Bulletin 118 boundary. The second bullet
regarding natural recharge impacts from climate-change might give feeble hope to those of us on the western boundary. However, | anticipate “clever” word-
smithing to dash any hope.

| eagerly wait for Section 6 to see if any measures are proposed to mitigate my concerns. | have commented on initial modeling of measure, but staff
steadfastly refused substantive comments — or any at all. | expect this to change now that this email is “correctly” addressed.

Wayne Haydon

Page 5, Significant and unreasonable conditions

I find this phrase confusing, “...but is not specifically defined in the GSP Regulations.” | think we mean DWR does not define the specific conditions, but could use
additional verbiage to make clear. | like the definition used on a slide, “A S&U provides the overall goal for the sustainability indicator in terms of conditions
which must be avoided to achieve sustainability.” Although, | like the phrase, “...are a narrative description of physical conditions to be avoided...”

Page 6, Undesirable Result

“...an undesirable result is a quantitative assessment based on minimum thresholds.” Move to here. Then the examples from the Water Code that all refer to SU
makes more sense. Again, “...is not defined in the GSP Regulations.” is confusing. Frankly, | would leave out the perceived confusion between SU and UR.
Recommend, “However, the description of undesirable result states that it should be a quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold
exceedances that cause significant and unreasonable effects in the Subbasin.”

Figure on page 16 and 17, In the explanation the description for the green and blue wells reads the same.

Page 18, Define somewhere. “98th percentile shallowest supply well total depth,” and “saturated thickness factors”

Page 28, Recommend, “Lowered groundwater levels reduce the saturated thickness of the shallowsaturated aquifer...”

Page 48, “Areas to the east of the Rodgers Creek Fault appear to have slight upward movement and areas to the west of the fault appear to have slight
downward movement.” | don’t see this on slides 28-29 of September 2020 meeting material.

Could add text stating small vertical land surface movements may be caused by expansive soils.
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Section 4.9.1, Recommend; “However, the risk of future inelastic land surface subsidence and consolidation of the clay-rich portions of the Subbasin’s aquifer
system exists if there are chronic declines of groundwater levels.” Make it clear what we don’t want to happen, first-land surface subsidence, second-
compaction of aquifers and resulting loss of storage, and third-consolidation of aquitards.

Page 53, Recommend “Continued decline of groundwater levels due to groundwater pumping within the Subbasin could trigger inelastic subsidence in areas
with clay-rich aquitard materials.”

Page 53, “The SMC for depletion of interconnected surface water is one of the more technically complex to develop and requires robust modeling tools,
historical records of stream flow and groundwater levels near streams, and identification of potential impacts from streamflow depletion.”

Page 54, Recommend “Therefore, the cause of the depletion must be evaluated to assess if such depletions are caused by groundwater pumping under the
jurisdiction of the GSA.”

Page 55, Where is the definition of and results of seepage runs? Appendix 4-10-2?

Page 58, why address Seawater Intrusion? Not addressed before.

Page 60, Recommended, “Based on input from the work group, the Advisory Committee and GSA Board, it was decided that MO values at RMP locations
should maintain the observed average dry-season surface water depletion from pumping that occurred during the years with available observations during
2004-2018. The measurable objectives for the depletion of interconnected surface water are the average dry-season observed groundwater levels at each
RMP during the years with available observations during 2004—2018.” These 2 sentences repeat.

Page 63-67, Seems out of place. Should this be in the Section text or be part of Appendix 4-10-2?

Start on page 56
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON AUGUST 2021 VERSION

9/9/2021

Beth Lamb

Seems comprehensive and clearly written

9/1/2021

Bob Anderson

Special studies conducted by the USGS within the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin have included the collection and analysis of groundwater-quality data. Water-
quality analyses have included major ions, trace elements, nutrients, stable isotopes (oxygen-18 and deuterium), tritium, the radioactive isotope of carbon
(carbon-14), and the stable isotope of carbon (carbon-13). Data collected by the USGS through these studies are available on the NWIS database (USGS 2021).
2.5.2.5 U.S. Geological Survey -does this include any of the work by Flints 2019 — in another forum have seen a reference to same, supposedly done countywide
—any info ??7?

Page 9 of 58 — check reference to Figures: The locations of the initial RMPs for each COC are shown in Section 4, and on Figures 4-8-1, 4-8-2, and 4-8-3; Figure 4-
3. Baseline Groundwater Quality Arsenic 2015-2019 page 34 of 57; Figure 4-4. Baseline Groundwater Quality Nitrate 2015-2019 page 35 of 57; Figure 4-5.
Baseline Groundwater Quality TDS 2015—-2019 page 36 of 57

9/10/2021

David Noren

| support the analysis of groundwater elevation and water quality data gaps in Chapter 5. The representative well network should concentrate efforts of
monitoring and further assessment in boundary areas, especially in areas of recharge to the Plain that are outside of the basin boundary. This issue has been
raised many times in the technical advisory discussion as it pertains to the Wilson Grove Formation that borders the western side of the Santa Rosa Plain. The
Wilson Grove plays a significant part in subsurface recharge to the Santa Rosa Plain and additional monitoring networks should be considered as this area that
includes a significant number of private wells, wells operated by the the City of Sebastopol, agricultural wells and three large emergency backup wells on the
western side of the Laguna de Santa Rosa. There is also the presence of the Sebastopol which private well monitoring conducted to date suggests represents a
hydrologic barrier for shallow groundwater flow towards the Santa Rosa Plain from the Wilson Grove.

The data gathering schedule for water level monitoring appears appropriate with the use of pressure transducers in many wells and other monitoring points
being measured monthly and at a minimum semi-annually. A question is how will data be presented to the public and other stakeholders? It has been my
experience that the dissemination of information to private well owners is key to building consensus, participation and willingness to make changes to water use
and individual behavior for the collective good of managing the resource.

9/10/2021

Peter Martin

No comments on Chapter 5, great job covering the data gaps discussion. A few minimal comments on Section 6 are attached.

9/7/2021

Robert Pennington

Page 7 — The Representative Monitoring Point Network for Degraded Water Quality is a bit confusing. It is unclear if there are different sets of RMPs for
different COCs, or if between 2015 and 2019 only some wells were sampled for various COCs. | recommend removing reference to how many wells were
sampled for various COCs between 2015 and 2019 if that information is superfluous. It is also unclear if RMPs will be added automatically as new public supply
wells or public water supply systems are developed.

Table 5-2 describes the gauge at Mark West Creek at Michelle Way as being monitored for Discharge. | understand that OEl developed a rating curve for this
site, but that ongoing discharge measurements and rating curve calibration is not planned. | think this gauge site is very useful and recommend that discharge
and rating curve calibration be conducted, especially during the dry season. This could be very useful for monitoring/validating groundwater surface water
interaction in Mark West Creek.
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There is no stream gauge on Mark West Creek on the west side of the basin upstream from the confluence with the Laguna. | consider this a data gap and
recommend pairing a stream gauge with SRP0709. Mark West Creek is arguably the stream of greatest habitat value within the SRP. Effort should be made to
measure groundwater/surface water exchange along Mark West Creek. To do so, | recommend maintenance of a gauge and regular streamflow measurements
through the dry season at Michelle Way or a site near SRP0707 and at a downstream gauge site near SRP0709.

Figure 5-2 — Remove labels for “Mill Creek”, “Salt Creek” and “Spring Creek”, these are small tributaries and the labels clutter the map.

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON JULY 2021 VERSION

8/1/2021|John Rosenblum On p.3 of the PDF (5.1 Monitoring Network Objectives): “ Monitor impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater” (my emphasis) should apply to the City
of Sebastopol and the three mutual water companies. To me, this would mean monitoring — there are plenty of willing volunteers with historical well level data
and CASGEM data - in the WGH.

On p.4 of the PDF (5.1 Monitoring Network Objectives): “Active supply wells... can be used temporarily...” covers existing data that should have been included in
the GSA’s model/analysis right from the beginning of the process (i.e. as proposed long before the boundary adjustment in 2019).

On p.5 of the PDF (5.1 Monitoring Network Objectives): “... wells outside of the Subbasin, but within the contributing watershed are included in the GSP
Implementation Network”. This is a false statement that is based solely on the inadequate and extremely narrow western boundary of the GSA model/analysis.

On p.9 of the PDF (5.3.1 Representative Monitoring Point Network for Chronic Lowering of Groudwter Levels — Hydrograph Comparability):

@ Analyzing only spring levels is deceptive, since the critical reductions occur in summer/fall, with spring recovery heavily dependent on the winter precipitation.
After the 3rd drought year, spring recovery has not been full, and a single point “trend” cannot reveal causation. However, the SMC has been conceived as a 3-
year average to mask the potential impacts of slower cumulative reductions over time.

@ On the western boundary, the omission of wells farther to the west in Sebastopol’s WGH recharge area cannot be “representative”.

On p.12 of the PDF (5.4.1 Spatial Distribution Data Gap Assesment): “Fig 5-6 presents the data gaps... (8 out of 16 wells) are in the Wilson Grove Highlands
Groundwater Basin to the west of the Subbasin. This is appropriate... providing subsurface inflow to the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin... the GSA will attempt to
incorporate existing wells into the Boundary Network...”

@ All the words are factual, but the meaning is deceptive. The issue for the GSA members in the Sebastopol area is to monitor wells far to the west of the
Boundary Network.

@ The 2016 analysis (O’Connor Environmental, Inc) of the WGH recharge area existed long before starting the GSA modelling/analysis effort, and should have -
at the very least — been the hydrogeological basis for extending the boundary westwards to include the clearly defined area of unfragmented Wilson Grove
Formation.
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On p.13-14 of the PDF (Data Quality Assesment): All the recommendations are good, but do not include expanding the GSA modelling/analysis boundary
westwards into the clearly defined area of unfragmented Wilson Grove Formation. Much historical monitoring data could have already been incorporated
during development of the GSP. Finally, it is unacceptable that known hydrogeological evidence was ignored by limiting the western boundary to the
topographical surface watershed.
7/28/2021|Bob Anderson

p. 3 This section describes the monitoring networks that are planned in the Subbasin and contributing watershed areas for implementation of the GSP and how
the existing monitoring networks described in Section 2.5,

5.2 Description of Monitoring Networks: The monitoring networks included in this subsection are based on existing monitoring networks described generally in
Subsection 2.5:

p. 4: 5.2.1 Groundwater-Level Monitoring Network: The existing groundwater-level monitoring network described in Subsection 2.5

p. 6 Maybe create a chart or text box for the following (lots of important detail gets lost/hard to compare or assess): This network consists of a total of 96 wells
within the contributing

watershed areas, including 85 wells within the Subbasin itself. For the shallow aquifer system

there are a total of 61 wells within the contributing watershed areas, including 57 wells within

the Subbasin itself. Of the 61 shallow (less than 200 feet deep) wells in the GSP

Implementation Network, 41 are dedicated monitoring wells (including municipal test wells), 2

are municipal supply wells, and 18 are private supply wells. For the deep aquifer system there

are a total of 35 wells within the contributing watershed areas, including 28 wells within the

Subbasin itself. Of the 35 deep (greater than 200 feet deep) wells in the GSP Implementation

Network, 15 are dedicated monitoring wells (including municipal test wells), 9 are municipal

supply wells, and 11 are private supply wells.

p. 7 This sentence is within a paragraph above 5.2.3 —is an important conclusion — best highlighted: There are not currently any identified data gaps in the
Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network.
p. 9 Figures 5-3h, 5-3i, 5-3j, 5-3k, 5-3l, and 5-3q) are included — data is missing in Figures

p. 9 Another candidate for chart or text box: This network consists of 14 wells screened within the shallow aquifer system and 12 wells screened primarily within
the deep aquifer system. All of the RMP wells are located within the Subbasin. For the shallow aquifer system, 10 of the Groundwater-Level RMPs are dedicated
monitoring wells (including municipal test wells) and 4 are private domestic wells. For the deep aquifer system, 7 of the groundwater-level RMPs are dedicated
monitoring wells (including municipal test wells), 4 are public supply wells, and 1 is a private domestic well
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p. 10 In sentence below, change period after collection to ; or comma,
transducers for sub-daily water-level data collection. 4 of the RMP wells are monitored on a
monthly basis and the remaining 4 are monitored semi-annually.

p. 15 Check the wording in sentence below re “should be installed” ? ? ? Will be / in the plan:
Lastly, a stilling well and pressure transducer should be installed on Mark West Creek at Fulton Rd adjacent to monitoring well SRP0707 for comparison of
shallow groundwater-level and surface water elevations.

7/31/2021

Wayne Haydon

Page 4, “Construction information (Casing perforations, borehole depth, gravel pack interval and total well depth)” Wells GWLs reflect, and wells produce water
from all aquifers exposed in well bore within the gravel pack interval.

p. 7 Define "DDW"

p. 9 “This network consists of 14 wells screened within the shallow aquifer system and 12 wells screened primarily within the deep aquifer system.” Explain
primarily.

p. 10 ...the InSAR dataset covers virtually the entire Subbasin with no significant data gaps.” Explain virtually.

p. 14 Section 5.4.2 Assessment and Identification of Data Gaps — Surface Water Monitoring Network

Explain how measure surface water and adjacent GWL at same time; install staff gauge in creeks and read when monitor? How often surface water levels
monitored? Don’t recall hearing about stilling wells, page 15.

7/22/2021

Mark Grismer

p. 6 | understand the challenge of regular semi-continuous monitoring, but semi-annual information is hardly worth the effort and should be increased to at
least monthly

p. 7 Re. "There are not currently any identified gaps in the GW quality monitoring network": This is hard to believe given the very limited amount of ground WQ
data available both in time and across constituents. i realize that for the Title 22 and related drinking water issues the primary monitoring wells provide a basic
signature, but I'd think data gaps would include rates of salinity & nitrate contamination of the shallow aquifer at the basic level and then uncertainty about
contamination rates associated with more exotic herbicide, pesticide, PCPs and other pharmaceuticals...

p. 10 5.3.2 RMPs for degraded WQ: see previous comment about semi-annual monitoring being inadequate

p. 10 5.3.3, regarding RMPs for ISW: This is a good start on shallow GW monitoring adjacent to key stream across the basin, but expect more will be required.
Have placed 20 such wells along 6 mile reach of Putah Creek in Solano county on behalf of GSA there and their GWLs show markedly different behavior
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p. 11 Data gaps: Would be really cool to possibly crowd-source GWL info from the 1000s of domestic wells if we could offer a simple method and incentive to do
so; might get folks more invested in the whole GW mgmt process as a shared endeavor. Of course, there are some who would not want to do so...
p. 13 Re. monitoring frequency data gaps: Great, this addresses my previous comments

p. 14 Re. IWS monitoring data gaps: Great - this will help to improve info on the ISW connection while better informing possible policies, or future plans
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8/19/2021

John Rosenblum

6.1.2 Evaluation of Projects Through Scenario Modeling: For the purposes of conducting initial evaluation of projects for this GSP, staff assembled
conceptual projects and actions that are likely to be initiated within the first five years of implementation into two general categories. COMMENT:
“Implementation” means after the 20-year grace period?

1. Those that have identified potential funding sources or are voluntary or incentive-based and are lower-cost (Group 1 projects). The Group 1
projects represent voluntary, incentive-based water-use efficiency and alternate water source projects focused on rural residential and agricultural
groundwater users. Examples include smaller-scale dispersed land-owner projects, such as turf removal, rainwater harvesting, and irrigation efficiency
practices. The exact types of these dispersed projects are not distinguished for the purposes of evaluating potential benefits using model scenarios.

COMMENT: What about mandatory State orders and/or severe drought impacts?

2. New or significantly expanded projects/actions that would require further studies and planning for implementation (Group 2 and 3 projects). Both
Group 2 and Group 3 projects represent managed aquifer recharge projects that aim to maintain or raise groundwater levels and improve summer
and fall streamflows. The Group 2 projects represent stormwater capture and recharge projects that could specifically benefit streamflows within the
Subbasin and help comply with the SMC for depletion of interconnected surface water. Group 3 projects represent aquifer storage and recovery (ASR)
projects that can reduce municipal pumping of native groundwater, help address many sustainability indicators, primarily the chronic lowering of
groundwater levels, and build drought-resiliency. COMMENT: As storms increase in severity and flooding is more frequent?

e Groundwater Levels: In the baseline scenario, groundwater levels in the shallow and

deep aquifers remain above minimum thresholds for the first 20-year period. Groundwater levels generally fall below minimum thresholds in the last
11 years of the 50-year projected baseline water budget, primarily in RMPs in the deeper aquifer, leading to undesirable results. The cumulative
projects decrease minimum threshold exceedances from 66 to 18 and remove all occurrences of undesirable results. CMMENT: 20-year grace period —
“threshold” defined by depth and by the number of wells impacted. 18 is still undesirable. Removing undesirable results assumes recovery

Groundwater storage: Groundwater in storage under a baseline scenario without projects is estimated to decline by an average of 200 AFY between
2021-2040 and 1,400 AFY over the entire 50-year projection period that includes a simulated extreme 20-year drought between 2050 and 2070.
Cumulative projects are simulated to reduce the average decline by 400 AFY between 2021 -2040 and 300 AFY over the entire 50-year projection.
COMMENT Unclear: 200x19=3,800AF loss up to 2040; 1,400x50=70,000 AF loss up to 2071. “by” = “to”?
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Project scenarios help limit groundwater declines during the latter portion of the projected period (affected by the major drought). Although
minimum threshold exceedances are not completely avoided during this more extreme dry period under these scenarios, the exceedances during
severe droughts are not representative of undesirable results unless groundwater levels do not recover during subsequent wetter time periods.
COMMENT: “Get out of jail”?

The major issue is whether there will be recovery between “severe droughts”

Considering current uncertainties due to modeling and project information, these project scenarios show reasonable efforts towards reaching
sustainability in the Subbasin to meet GSP requirements. Additional data collection and project conceptualization during early phases of GSP
implementation will help refine these scenarios and allow for consideration of additional scenarios.

8/23/2021

Bob Anderson

Page 4 of 14 - key sentence but ends up it is stuck in middle, “remove all” that’s big: The cumulative projects decrease minimum threshold
exceedances from 66 to 18 and remove all occurrences of undesirable results.

Page 4 of 14 — 200 AFY decline is then simulated to reduce the average decline by 400 AFY? Groundwater storage: Groundwater in storage under a
baseline scenario without projects is estimated to decline by an average of 200 AFY between 2021-2040 and 1,400 AFY over the entire 50-year
projection period that includes a simulated extreme 20-year drought between 2050 and 2070. Cumulative projects are simulated to reduce the
average decline by 400 AFY between 2021 -2040 and 300 AFY over the entire 50-year projection

Page 4 of 14 — hardly very convincing: Considering current uncertainties due to modeling and project information, these project scenarios show
reasonable efforts towards reaching sustainability in the Subbasin to meet GSP requirements.

Page 5 of 14 — PMAs? Used in text here but not defined: To prevent potential undesirable results and to achieve measurable objectives, PMAs are
planned as part of GSP implementation. As described above, a portfolio of PMAs has been developed and evaluated with the goal of addressing
relevant sustainability indicators. The GSA plans to immediately begin implementation of selected PMAs

Page 5 of 14 —typo add Section before 354.44 as done on page 2 of 14 “This section satisfies Sections 354.42 and 354.44 of the SGMA regulations”
The following sections provide descriptions of the Group 1, 2 and 3 projects, including information required by 354.44.
Page 7 of 14 — cited - needs reference: Russian River Regional Storm Water Resource Plan

Page 8 of 14: In order to continue and/or expand implementation of Group 2 projects, the GSA coordinate with other project proponents who may be
pursing multi-benefit projects, consider providing additional funding in future years and will seek opportunities for grant funding.

P. 12: Only one of these “A total of $30,000 is included in the initial five-year budget”:
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6.3.2 Assessment of Additional Recycled Water Opportunities The use of recycled water for agricultural and landscape irrigation within the Subbasin
has provided substantial benefits to groundwater conditions. During the current water budget period, it is estimated that approximately 10,000 AFY of
recycled water is delivered within the Subbasin for agricultural and landscape irrigation, significantly reducing the need for use of groundwater and
other potable water supplies.

6.3.3 Assessment of Potential Policy Options for GSA Consideration The use of recycled water for agricultural and landscape irrigation within the
Subbasin has provided substantial benefits to groundwater conditions. During the current water budget period, it is estimated that approximately
10,000 AFY of recycled water is delivered within the Subbasin for agricultural and landscape irrigation, significantly reducing the need for use of
groundwater and other potable water supplies

Page 13 of 14 — hidden but attention worthy: Under a curtailment scenario, the GSA would need to determine the amount of water that affected
pumpers could take sustainably, and the pumpers would be required to reduce their groundwater extraction to that allocation. Under such a scenario,
all pumpers subject to allocations and restriction would be required to be metered. In the event of a need to restrict pumping, pumping restrictions
could also be placed on new wells.

Page 14 of 14: restrictions on permits in specific areas could be considered if additional localized pumping could drive one or more sustainability
indicators below the minimum threshold. (URs?)

not very limiting (or very limiting potentially) - “limit”: Limits could also be placed on which aquifers could be drawn from if there was a potential
adverse impact in a particular zone that might affect certain sustainability indicators.

COMMENTS ON APPENDIX 6-A: SIMULATION OF PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Page 10 of 53 — typo. In the Group 2 scenario, MAR of stormwater is simulated by adding water to the soil zone. The stormwater is recharged to the
soil zone by adding it to the external water source option in the in the Precipitation and Runoff Module System component of GSFLOW.

Page 11 of 53 —typo in Rural domestic pumping box Group 1 column

Page 12 of 53: Despite the injection of 940 AFY in Group 3, there is only minor benefit to groundwater storage in this scenario. This occurs because a
number fluxes offset the increased inflows

Page 4 of 53: The Group 1 scenario simulates the impacts of a 20% reduction in all rural domestic use and a 10% reduction in consumptive use for all
vineyards, both beginning in 2025.

Page 12 of 53 — here the Group 1 projects appear to be added in ~2034, AND on Page 17 of 19 — here it is 2023: The project implementation schedule
includes the development and implementation of Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 projects, as described in Section 6. After a short planning period, it is
assumed that Group 1 project implementation will begin in 2023.
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Page 13 of 53 —isn’t it more important to show impact 2021-2040? 2021 — 2070

Page 19 of 53 — typo — need period after period. Maybe not after Table 7 (or drop name of the Table): These values are summarized in Table 7.
Summary of Waterlevel exceedances by depth and period

Page 22 of 53 — check the colors — bit confusing between shallow & deep and WY type

8/23/2021

Mark Grismer

Well done. See comments below.

p. 2, para 2: These seem to be reasonable caveats, but may want to add the possibility of water use restrictions. | realize that these are under GSA and
SWRCB, but thought they should at least be mentioned up front as a means of possible GW mgmt., as they are considered in the final section 6.3.4.
p. 3, Evaluation of Projects through Scenario Modeling: OK, this sort of addresses my previous comment

p. 4, last para: Considering current uncertainties due to modeling and project information, these project scenarios show reasonable efforts towards
reaching sustainability in the Subbasin to meet GSP requirements. COMMENT: 'Progress' instead of 'efforts'

p. 5: 6.2.1.1 Objectives, Circumstances and Timetable for Implementation Objectivesforimplementingthe Group 1 projects are to help achieve
measurable objectives and avoid undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.

p. 7: 6.2.2.1 Objectives, Circumstances and Timetable for Implementation Objectivesforimplementing-the Group 2 projects are primarily anticipated
to help achieve measurable objectives and avoid undesirable results for the depletion of interconnected surface water sustainability indicator.

p. 9: 6.2.3.1 Objectives, Circumstances and Timetable for Implementation Objectivesforimplementing ASR projects are to help achieve measurable
objectives and avoid undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.

9/10/2021

Peter Martin

P.3. "and they have not yet all been sufficiently developed or agreed upon by stakeholders." Not sure if this note is necessary.

9/10/2021

David Noren

Section 6 contemplates future actions that can be implemented as projects and management actions. The GSP should include a commitment of
building incentives for all project levels. This should include agricultural property owners that are both users of recycled water in the Santa Rosa Plain
and also represent the land base in which larger scale projects can be implemented. The connection of the GSA efforts to Farm Plans and other
regulatory and non-regulatory projects is a smart strategy for combining efforts and goals.
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The GSA should also consider working with the update of the Sonoma County General Plan Resource Elements to require metering for all new wells
and include provisions that allow for a standardized approach for data gathering for private and agricultural wells. The cost and construction of these
items can be lessened if installed during the installation of new wells. Minimal standardized water quality testing may also be considered as a
reporting requirement for newly installed wells to establish baseline conditions.

9/7/2021|Robert Pennington Page 8 — Estimated cost for Group 1 and 2 Projects seem low.

Additional seasonal use of Russian River Water in place of groundwater use could be cost effective. | recommend a future assessment (similar to the

proposed evaluation of recycled water) be specified. In particular, Cal American may have significant potential to use more Russian River water during
the winter months.
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9/1/2021

Bob Anderson

page 3 of 19 —typo ten not nine. As described in Section 1.3.2, the nine member agencies currently plan to continue operating under the Joint
Powers Authority

Page 4 of 19 —typo — no Section 7.1.4. 7.2.3 Annual Monitoring, Data Evaluation and Reporting Monitoring of the five applicable sustainability
indicators is a key component for successful implementation of the GSP. Most monitoring relies on existing monitoring programs, some of which will
be enhanced or expanded as described in Section 5 and Section 7.1.4.

9/9/2021

Beth Lamb

Table 7-3: Total Estimated Five-Year Implementation Costs No 5 year total 5.7 Millionish?

8/23/2021

Mark Grismer

P. 6: "Interconnection of streams to the shallow aquifer system, including seasonal variability

and how groundwater pumping and surface water diversions ean affect streamflow: COMMENT: and stream recharge to shallow and deeper
groundwater systems

P. 7: wellewners-Cooperators instead

p. 7: This information will be integrated with available groundwater level data and

information to assess the relationship between groundwater levels and GDEs. Conduct

field visits as-needed to verify findings from remote sensing assessment. COMMENT: and consider the addition of shallow (<50' bgs) groundwater
monitoring wells adjacent to streams of within relevant riparian areas as identified above.

P. 8: Seen note above: The phrase may better fit here: "and consider the addition of shallow (<50' bgs) groundwater monitoring wells adjacent to
streams of within relevant riparian areas as identified above." at this location: Additionally, it is assumed that remote sensing assessments of
vegetation health will

continue to be performed and reported at key intervals such as the 5-year GSP updates.

p. 11: A sustainability evaluation witleentain a description of current groundwater conditions

for each applicable sustainability indicator and wilHnelsde-a discussion of overall

sustainability in the Subbasin. COMMENT: "that contains" and "and includes."

p. 12, first para: Not sure why these are all in the future tense as that was already indicated at the top. Would simply clarify as edited in first
paragraph above

9/10/2021

Peter Martin

| won’t review section 7 further. | read through quickly late last month and the presentation of budget, reporting, funding etc. to the AC didn’t cause
me any concern. I’'m done reviewing — sorry for waiting till the last minute.
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9/10/2021

David Noren

In Section 7 - | strongly support the communication and outreach process. Private well owners should have many opportunities and forums to get
information and updates that are geared to lay people that distills information in a format that is not a long technical report. The reporting to the
public stakeholders and private well owners should be conducted annually along with the reporting to DWR. Consider using all elements of social
networking, news media and other forums to communicate goals and outcomes. Annual town hall type meetings would also be of benefit. This ties
into the process of fees to provide a service of information to well owners and stakeholders of data, management actions, outcomes, fiscal and
budget requirements and statement and update of goals to a community that to this point has not been regulated or had a requirement for fees for
the use of water.

9/10/2021

Wayne Haydon

P. 7, second point: Interconnected surface water and GDE studies: “The GDE Pulse web app developed by the Nature Conservancy provides data on
long term temporal trends of vegetation metrics, including.” Need to finish sentence.

p. 15: Should we name the consultant hires in August 2021, and discuss/summarize the previous Raftelis fee study, and how the new study will differ
from the Raftelis study?

9/7/2021

Robert Pennington

p. 24:24. |do not see discussion of the GSA reviewing and responding to: a. General Plan amendments; b.  Other local policies related to
groundwater resources; c.  Other public and private projects subject to CEQA . Review and response to GP amendments is required per 65352.5(d).
The report on anticipated effect could take a fair bit of GSA staff time, and it may be worth noting as a future task or administrative task. If the GSA
wants to take an active role in reviewing private projects and requesting specific conditions of approval or mitigation measures, this would also take
staff time and resources. Per the current CEQA checklist includes the following “Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?” Lead agencies will look to the GSA staff to help answer this question, and determine suitable
mitigation measures. Mitigation fees could also be a source of funding for GSA supported projects.
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