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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Monday, January 10, 2022 | Meeting Summary 

Contact: Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: arodgers@westyost.com I Phone: 707.508.3661 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program, opened the 
meeting at 3:00 p.m. and welcomed the group. Bob Anderson, Chair and Rue Furch, Vice-Chair welcomed 
the members to the new year and thanked them for their work. 

General Public Comments 
Joe Gaffney – I resigned from the City of Sebastopol at the end of 2021 but plan to stay connected as a 
member of the public. Please keep me on the mailing list going forward, thank you. 

Agenda Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary, and 2022 Meeting Schedule 
Review 
Sam Magill reviewed the day’s agenda and covered meeting protocol. 

No corrections to the November 8 Meeting Summary were received. If there are any corrections, please 
send them to Andy Rodgers by the end of this week so the summary can be finalized and posted. 

Andy Rodgers confirmed that the Advisory Committee meeting schedule going forward will ideally be one 
two-hour meeting every two months. 

No public comment. 

Recap of SRP GSP Adoption Hearing 
Objective: Inform Advisory Committee of GSP public hearing and adoption by Board. 

Andy Rodgers said that the recent Board meeting minutes and public member comments are included in the 
Advisory Committee meeting packet and asked if there were any questions related to the GSP adoption 
procedure. 

Questions/Comments 
Peter Martin (chat) – Will we be notified when the submission to DWR happens? 

Rodgers – We will let you know when that happens towards the end of this month, it is a 
complicated procedure. 

mailto:arodgers@westyost.com
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Marcus Trotta – There is quite a process to upload references, etc. We will be working on it in the 
coming weeks and plan to submit everything by January 21 ahead of the end-of-month deadline. 
DWR will then do a “completeness check”. Once the Plan is posted by DWR, it will be available for a 
final public review, giving another opportunity to the public to provide comments. 

No public comment. 

GSP Implementation Overview 
Objective: Provide overview of GSP implementation activities and Advisory Committee role moving forward. 
Receive Advisory Committee input on Annual Report Scope and Outline. 

Marcus Trotta thanked the Advisory Committee members for their work over the past years and said we are 
now heading to the exciting part of Plan implementation. He reviewed Section 7, the Implementation Plan, 
saying it would be the guide for the next several years. Most of the items we foresee being implemented in 
the next five years are included in Section 7. Trotta then provided an informational overview of the 
components. The next priority item is the annual report required by SGMA. The annual report for water year 
2021 runs from September 30, 2020, to October 2021. Trotta gave an outline of the 2021 Annual Report. 

Questions/Comments 
Furch (chat) – What “improvements” will be made to improvements & coordination? (incl. multi-level 
monitoring project)? 

Trotta – Modifications to the well permitting process so that information sharing on wells can be a 
little more seamless with the GSA and improve coordination and data sharing. Monitoring program 
improvements to improve the quality assurance and quality control. Making improvements to our 
GUIDE program and completing the three multi-level groundwater monitoring wells in this basin. 
Furch (chat) – Who coordinates between GSP & PRMD? Do we have a scope of their work? 
Trotta – We have been coordinating directly with PRMD. We can share their scope of work with the 
Advisory Committee. 
Furch (chat) – Thank you. I would like the contact & the scope. 

Matt O'Connor (chat) – I am also interested in learning more about the Permit Sonoma work. 

John Rosenblum (chat) – Will PRMD now be adding water levels and quantity? 
Trotta – The current groundwater monitoring program for which PRMD is responsible, is 
discretionary projects that they approve and cannabis projects. The requirements include quarterly 
groundwater monitoring and reporting to Permit Sonoma, as well as reporting of water usage for 
the specific projects. 

Sam Magill (chat) – ASR= Aquifer Storage and Recovery. 

O'Connor (chat) – $6.9 million grant for ASR? Did I hear that correctly? 
Trotta – Yes, the $6.9 is more than just ASR. Part of the project is to retrofit two wells (Sebastopol 
Road and Occidental). It is to retrofit the Sebastopol Rd well to bring it into compliance with drinking 
water requirements and to outfit the well for storage and recovery. For Occidental Road, we are 
proposing to drill a new well because the existing one is compromised in terms of its filter pack, and 
it has water quality issues. The new well would be constructed and designed to implement ASR in 
the future. 
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Bob Anderson (chat) – What's the scope of ASR projects?  How much water added / removed? 
Trotta – Getting the wells equipped for ASR. It will be an iterative process when we get into the ASR 
component. 

John Rosenblum – Everything you are relating to is within the boundaries of the GSA? 
Trotta – All items are from the GSP and within the jurisdiction of the GSA. 
Rosenblum – We will have recharge areas that are affecting us in Sebastopol area. We get our 
recharge and I know that because we are at our lowest level in our well and we have a slight 
increase in manganese and iron. Your ASR examples are where the agency has decided to spend 
money on itself. What kind of cooperation will you be asking from all the vineyards to the west of 
us? 
Trotta – For groundwater levels we've included wells that are outside of the basin within the 
contributing watershed. In addition, we've identified wells that are further to the west and outside 
of those contributing watershed areas. There certainly are data gaps that we flagged and those are 
all documented in the GSP with plans to improve those over time and so I would say that the GSP 
will be collecting data outside of its jurisdiction as part of its routine monitoring as we've 
documented in the GSP itself.  
Rosenblum – When you talk about the GSA, you are only talking up to the surface watershed 
boundary that you have drawn beyond the GSA boundary. 
Trotta – The boundary monitoring network extends outside of the surface watershed. We welcome 
any further input you might have on our data gaps for that monitoring network. 

Rosenblum (chat) – To continue my argument about wells in the recharge area: there are wells west of 
Atascadero creek that should be included. 

Furch (chat) – Have any predictions been developed for impacts of changes to the Potter Valley Project? 
Trotta – It is a moving target for us. At SCWA, we are very aware. I don’t know if there is enough 
certainty to make predictions, but we are keeping an eye on it. I will also note that the net grant we 
received from DWR for the drought funding, there is also funding in it provided to further study 
alternatives at the Potter Valley project. 

Furch (chat) – How big a space is necessary for well sites? 
Trotta – They have quite small footprints, generally less than 1000 square feet per well. 

O’Connor – I am interested in coordination of the Interconnected surface water work group for scoping 
further studies, and I volunteer to join the workgroup. 

Trotta – Great, good to hear, thank you. I agree that close coordination between that work group 
and advisory committees and then reporting up to the Boards will be important for that scope. 

Furch (chat) – I would volunteer to work with coordination with land use/PRMD. 

Rosenblum (chat) – Whole heartedly agree with Matt O’Connor; the groups must be transparent. 
O'Connor (chat) - To be clear, although I agree transparency is important, I am equally interested in 
collaboration between the Advisory Committee and working groups such as Interconnected Surface 
Waters on their scope and technical issues. 
Rosenblum (chat) – I agree "transparency" was a poor choice; AC participation (maybe even 
membership) in the meetings should be required. 
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Annual Report 
Furch (chat) – Did I miss a description of outreach and/or public responses? 

Trotta – We will cover outreach in Section 4, Overview of Implementation Activities. Outreach is one 
of our main implementation activities. 
DuBay – We will only add a small amount of coverage in this annual report, but Section 4 makes best 
sense. 

Deicke (chat) – Could we have the DWR requirements for the Annual Report sent to us? 

AEM 
Arthur Deicke (chat) – Why does it take so long to make data AEM data available? 

Trotta – They are flying these in all medium/high priority basins in the state so there will be lots of 
data to process. There will also be some processing and interpretation of that data, so it takes a little 
longer.  
O'Connor (chat) – AEM is a relatively new technology so I think we can expect some time is required 
to work over the data and interpret it with care. 

No public comment. 

Rate and Fee Study Introduction and Next Steps 
Objective: Introduce Rate and Fee Study schedule and next steps. 

Andy Rodgers provided a short refresher on the rate and fee study completed in Santa Rosa Plain in 2018/19 
and then introduced the Rate and Fee Study Consultant Team headed by Jerry Bradshaw. Rodgers noted 
that SCI Consultants led the recent outreach survey. 

Jerry Bradshaw explained that the current groundwater sustainability fees are set to expire on June 30, 
2022. He introduced Arcelia Herrera, Valerie Flores, and Ryan Aston from SCI, and Rich Pauloo from Larry 
Walker Associates, a company specialized in water and water quality engineering, that will be working with 
SCI Consultants. He said there are meetings planned with staff, liaisons, AC members and the Board in 
January through March, followed by community meetings and a final fee study and recommended actions, 
in the April through June timeframe. 

Challenges include: 
• Who should pay? – Just well owners or all water users?
• What should they pay for? Local or statement management, services provided, and value to the

community?
• Rate levels – Operating budget higher in future years, pay back agencies? Include capital costs?
• How fees are paid – $/AF (like 2019 fee structure), other options.
• Community Acceptance.

Lastly, Jerry Bradshaw provided possible funding options, highlighted policy decisions, and listed next steps. 

Questions/Comments 
Rosenblum (chat) – So far "other sources" have limited the relevance of the GSP to real impacts of climate 
change. A fee requires an election while a rate doesn't but needs to show direct use/benefit. Not including 
capital has landed many agencies in trouble when infrastructure needs upgrading. What about infrequent 
large capacity demands by entities that usually use surface water? 
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Bradshaw – Our baseline approach, estimated water use, is similar to Raftelis. And since it's not 
actual water use for a lot of the users that kind of falls out of the equation. The metered users 
would be charged based on actual use. 
Rodgers – Large users – ag, municipalities are metered like Jerry Bradshaw said. The GSA can’t meter 
de-minimis users. 

Rosenblum (chat) – I am sure you know all this, but will the reconciliations be transparent as you go through 
them? 

Furch (chat) – How do you account for reduced groundwater uses in drought conditions when there will still 
be administrative and sometimes increased action needs? I’m thinking about fees based on an acre-foot use. 

Bradshaw – It is the inverse of the infrequent large capacity demands. The actual payers who would 
pay on a meter system, that would reduce their fees, but also reduce the revenue that you have, so 
that's a concern. I think we need to look at rate smoothing. And I think that leads to having a 
financial reserve.  

Joe Gaffney, Member of Public (chat) – Despite Ann Dubay's best efforts, most of the public reaction to-date 
has been along the lines of "How come I'm just now finding out about this?" 

Anderson (chat) – Are there other GSAs in the state with similar situations of estimated water use? How are 
they handling it? 

Bradshaw – We haven’t seen the exact situation. A lot of the studies aren’t as transparent as we 
would like. Some of them have gone to land use and acreage of different land uses and allocated out 
that way and not gone to actual water or estimated water use; it's more of a potential water use. 
Rodgers – Every GSA is unique, every decision-body is unique. We came up with our proposal 
believing it was the best for our basin. 
Anderson (chat) – Will the three groundwater sustainability agencies in Sonoma County adopt the 
same approach / or have an option for each to select their own? 
Rodgers – Each will select their own option. 

Rosenblum – How transparent will the development of the structure be? There is a tendency to bury certain 
things so one of the issues is whether you can clarify everything and not just do whatever the most 
influential Board members want to do. Since we had that tumultuous meeting at the beginning, the process 
has become more radicalized. Any sense that the public has some of the options that have been buried 
because of preferences by more powerful entities, is going to cause a lot of trouble. I understand you're 
facing a very complex issue. I would like to know a little bit more about how transparent you think you can 
be when you present the options. 

Bradshaw – Our goal is to be completely transparent. We will recommend more than one option, 
hopefully it will be very transparent. We will be concise and sum up points for the Board and bring 
issues to street level. One of the strong points that we have at SCI is to take complex subjects and 
bring them down to street level in lay term. 

David Long – I like John Rosenblum’s comment about the transparency aspect. How confident 
Is the GSA in the 1.2 million per year for the next five years, because that's going to form the nexus of how 
much money we need to collect to offset the expenses. Maybe breaking down some of the 1.2 million into 
buckets would be worthwhile. You alluded to spring-boarding from $20 an acre-foot to $80 an acre-foot for 
the next five years, and that doesn't even include costs of unusual capital projects or a reserve component. 
If you look at those things and do the simple math, you can see rather quickly that we're going to spring into 
the $100 or $150 an acre foot charge for these five years and that might be pretty dramatic for the public to 
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accept but that's not the worst of it. You need to look at what's going on in years six through 10 so I think we 
ought to be very transparent and let people know that. The cost is going to go from $20 to $120 to $220 or 
whatever it might be, by the time you capture all the work that needs to be done. 

Bradshaw – I agree with you. Usually when we do a 5-year projection we work off a 10, 20 or even 
30-year projection and just bring forward the first five years. You are right, if there is another shoe
to fall in years six to 10, we can’t hide that, we need to be transparent.

Joe Gaffney, Member of Public (chat) – While David Long’s comment might be a bit pessimistic, it is a fact of 
life that fees never go down. 

Diecke (chat) – What administrative infrastructure will be in place for billing, collection, accounting, and 
other administrative tasks? 

Bradshaw – I think this is anticipated to be collected on property tax bills since it's somewhat of an 
annual charge. 
Rodgers – We don’t have a decision on that at this point, but in 2019 that is how the fees were going 
to be charged – on the assessor's office bill.  
Bradshaw – And as is often the case, there might be some manual or direct billing that would have 
to happen.  

Rodgers (chat) – With regards to transparency, reminder that the GUIDE program provides parcel-specific 
data and assumptions used to calculate 2019 fees. We had over 4000 visits to the GUIDE webpage/map. 

Elizabeth Cargay (chat) – Do you have all the comments from the various Public Meetings regarding rates 
from the last couple of years so they can be considered? 

Rodgers – We have records of all the meetings and summaries. 
DuBay – We have all the comments. 
Cargay (chat) – I think the public comments should be reviewed as part of the Rate Study so when 
upcoming presentations are prepared, they can at least acknowledge public concerns and how they 
were considered. 
Furch (chat) – Thank you. Previous public comments should be part of the equation. Joe Gaffney’s 
comment about the public feeling they haven’t heard about this is a big part of why I think it is 
important to include that information in the Annual Report. To be clear, I’m not suggesting that all 
public responses be included in the Annual Report. 

Erik Cadaret, Member of Public (chat) – Annual report resources are available online at 
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/resources. The GSP_Annual_Reporting_Guide.xlsx provides an outline. 

Deicke (chat) – Thank you. I just reviewed it. Seems the Annual Report is a data focused report. 

Rosenblum (chat) – Electricity rate structure is a complex process overseen by an administrative judge who 
is a member of the CPUC: (a) is this an option? (b) peak power demands are much more costly than "simple" 
kWh charges; is this an option for large capacity extractions in the middle of a drought? (c) my concerns 
about the unmonitored extractors in the recharge area also needs to be raised in rate-setting. 

Bradshaw – We will make sure to bring this into the discussion. 

Peter Martin – I want to make sure I understand the breakdown between groundwater and all water users. 
In general, with capital projects, it is hard to break out the costs given that some of them may occur whether 
the GSA takes a lead with them or not. It is hard to build anything concrete for capital projects beyond the 
first five years of planning effort. 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/resources
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Bradshaw – All water users include everyone in the basin, it includes folks getting water from water 
agencies, etc. 
Furch (chat) – Does this mean that urban users would pay for water through their city bills as they 
are now and pay for the water in these fees? 
Bradshaw – Keep in mind that there are some municipal pumpers that will be paying these fees and 
that's an extra cost for them that will have to be rolled back out through their rates to the 
ratepayers so indirectly, the people who use water through those agencies would be paying for 
these extra costs added on to the actual cost of the water. 

POLL
What order of priority (1-7) would 
you rank the following Rate and Fee 
Study concepts/components? 
Equity; Simplicity; Affordability; All 
Beneficiaries Pay; Revenue Stability; 
Enforceability; Administrative Ease 

Should the 
current 
approach be 
maintained in 
the Santa Rosa 
Plain? 

Should the 
type of fee be 
consistent 
across all three 
basins? 

What are the primary 
concerns of the 
stakeholders you 
represent? How should we 
communicate with them? 

Ranking Multiple choice 
(Single answer) 

Multiple choice 
(Single answer) 

Word cloud 

Equity; Simplicity; Affordability; All 
Beneficiaries Pay; Revenue Stability; 
Enforceability; Administrative Ease 

Yes Yes Cost; use every method 
possible 

Affordability; Administrative Ease Yes Yes Recharge - how to value 
Simplicity; Revenue Stability; Equity; 
Affordability; All Beneficiaries Pay; 
Administrative Ease; Enforceability 

No Yes Intrusive authority; cost 

All Beneficiaries Pay; Simplicity; 
Affordability; Enforceability; 
Administrative Ease; Revenue 
Stability; Equity 

Yes Yes No Meters! 

Affordability; Equity; Simplicity; 
Revenue Stability; Administrative 
Ease; Enforceability; All Beneficiaries 
Pay 

Yes Yes Transparency; Value; 
Benefit; not paying to 
extract water 

All Beneficiaries Pay; Equity; Revenue 
Stability; Enforceability; Affordability; 
Simplicity; Administrative Ease 

Yes Yes Curtailing pumpage 

Revenue Stability; Affordability; All 
Beneficiaries Pay; Simplicity; Equity; 
Administrative Ease; Enforceability 

Yes Cost; communicate in many 
ways; fairness; protect 
sources 

Equity; Affordability; Simplicity; 
Enforceability; Administrative Ease; 
Revenue Stability; All Beneficiaries 
Pay 

No Yes Actual defensible costs; in-
person communication 
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Equity; Enforceability; Affordability; 
Revenue Stability; All Beneficiaries 
Pay; Simplicity; Administrative Ease 

No Cost and loss of supply 

Equity; Simplicity; All Beneficiaries 
Pay; Affordability; Enforceability; 
Administrative Ease; Revenue 
Stability 

Yes Yes Value; Transparency 

All Beneficiaries Pay; Affordability; 
Simplicity; Administrative Ease; 
Revenue Stability; Enforceability; 
Equity 

Yes Yes Beneficiaries pay 

All Beneficiaries Pay; Equity; Revenue 
Stability; Affordability; Simplicity; 
Administrative Ease; Enforceability 

No No Consist fee structure; email 

All Beneficiaries Pay; Affordability; 
Revenue Stability; Enforceability; 
Equity; Simplicity; Administrative 
Ease 

Yes Yes Value of GSA activities. 

Equity; Affordability; Enforceability; 
Revenue Stability; Simplicity; 
Administrative Ease; All Beneficiaries 
Pay 

Yes Yes Value, impacts; equity / fair 
fees for us, cost 

Joe Gaffney, Member of Public (chat) – What is the difference between ‘Equity’ and ‘All Beneficiaries Pay’? 
Rodgers – Yes, it's just one word and it can mean different things to different people. I think of a fair 
and equitable distribution. 
DuBay (chat) – ‘Equity’ is one’s perception of a 'fair' tax. 'All beneficiaries' refers to whether 
everyone in the basin should pay, or a subset of users. 

Furch (chat) - Should be improved … 

O'Connor (chat) – Please describe the proposition again. 

Rosenblum (chat) – NO means improved. 

Deicke(chat) – Once users need to pay, there will be pushback and changes will invariably be needed. 

Haydon (chat) – County should stop paying fees. 

Should there be consistency across the basins? 
Furch (chat) – Ideally … but more important that it be fair in each circumstance and accepted by water users. 

Haydon (chat) – Not sure I see how basins are different enough to require a different type. 

Primary concerns? How should we communicate with them? 
Rosenblum (chat) – Some areas are majority urban others much less, cost and loss of supply. 
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Haydon (chat) – Meters are a critical component of groundwater management. 
Bradshaw (chat) – The other two basins differ in one important way: they have approximately the 
same level of costs, but many fewer acre-feet pumped. The arithmetic of rates makes their rates 
much higher - four to five times as much. 
Haydon (chat) – Good point. It will be interesting to see how we deal with that discrepancy.  
Government support? Group all three basins together, then split total county cost/total county 
groundwater use? 
Bradshaw (chat) – That has been brought up before. 

Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee – Advisory Committee to ask 
questions if needed. Solicit volunteers for Outreach and Engagement Plan work group. 

Revised Outreach and Engagement Plan 
Ann DuBay – You will remember, we did quite a robust stakeholder engagement and outreach plan that was 
adopted in 2019; it was focused on the period when the GSP was being developed. Now we are going into 
the Plan implementation phase, and we wish to renew outreach to the tribes and disadvantaged 
communities. We would like to put together a mini task force with up to three advisory committee members 
from each basin. Our aim is to hold three 60- to- 90-minute virtual meetings in January through March and 
anticipate two to three hours for reviewing drafts/materials. Today, I am looking for volunteers open to 
serving on the task force. Arthur Diecke and John Rosenblum offered to participate. 

Questions/Comments 
Rosenblum (chat) – The IWS group will be meeting this week and I will let Ann DuBay know what our 
concerns and priorities are (small mutual need outreach for sure). I will ask for volunteers. 

Haydon (chat) – I would be interested in some participation in the Interconnected surface 
water/groundwater group. 

O'Connor (chat): I am also interested. 

Mary Grace Pawson (chat) – Active discussion of rates will improve attendance. 

No public comment. 

Closing 
The next Advisory Committee meeting is on Monday, March 14, 2022 3:00-500 p.m. and the next Board 
meeting is Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:00-3:30 p.m. 

Andy Rodgers thanked everyone for attending and staying involved. Bob Anderson also thanked the meeting 
attendees and Rue Furch echoed their thanks. She mentioned that there are some Advisory Committee 
members who attend meetings less frequently and wondered if there is something we might do to ‘scoop 
them back up’ to make sure that we have the full spectrum of the interest groups represented. 

Sam Magill said Rue Furch’s point was well taken and encouraged everyone’s continued participation. He 
closed the meeting at 5:08 p.m. 
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Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Agricultural representative, Bob Anderson 
Agricultural representative, David Long 
Business representative, Arthur Diecke 
City of Cotati appointee, Craig Scott 
City of Santa Rosa appointee, Peter Martin  
City of Rohnert Park appointee, Mary Grace Pawson 
City of Sebastopol, Ryan Crawford 
Environmental representative, Rue Furch 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria representative, Maureen Geary 
Gold Ridge RCD appointee, Matt O’Connor 
Independent Water Systems appointee, John Rosenblum 
Rural Residential representative, Marlene Soiland 
Sonoma RCD appointee, Wayne Haydon 
Town of Windsor appointee, Elizabeth Cargay 

Advisory Committee Members (absent and/or excused) 
County of Sonoma appointee, Mark Grismer  
Environmental representative, Beth Lamb  
Rural Residential representative, David Noren 
Sonoma County Water Agency appointee, Carolyn Dixon 

Staff/Presenters 
Andy Rodgers, SRP GSA Administrator 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Water, Outreach 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide, (recording meeting summary) 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Arcelia Herrera, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 
Rich Pauloo, Larry Walker Associates 

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

Other Attendees 
Robert Pennington, Permit Sonoma 
Joe Gaffney, Member of Public 
Erik Cadaret, Member of Public 
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