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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting Minutes

April 14, 2022 

Location: Zoom Meeting 
www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Schwedhelm called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m. Directors Coursey, Dutton, Harvey,
Hopkins, Abelli-Amen (alternate for Director Nagle), Salmon, Slayter and Stafford were present. Also,
in attendance at the meeting, were Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager; Ann
DuBay, and Andrea Rodriguez, both Outreach staff; Mitch Buttress and Andy Rich, both technical staff;
Sabrina Marson, GSA staff; and Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting minutes);
Scott Morris, Legal Counsel; Peter Martin, Elizabeth Cargay, Mary Grace Pawson, all SRP Advisory
Committee members; Jerry Bradshaw and Ryan Aston of SCI Consulting Services; Kimberly Bowman,
DWR; Brittany Jensen; Corinna Neve; Herb Roche; Mel Sanchietti; Mia Stornetta; and Michael
Tennyson, all members of public.

2. Consider Emergency Resolution 002-2022
Starting in March 2020, California Governor Gavin Newsom issued a series of Executive Orders aimed at 
containing the novel coronavirus. These Executive Orders (N-25-20, N-29-20, N-35-20) modified certain 
requirements created by the Ralph M. Brown Act (Brown Act), the state’s local agency public meetings 
law. 

In essence, the modifications allowed public bodies to meet via teleconferencing or otherwise 
electronically without the burden of: 

1. Providing the physical address where each public official would be located during the meeting;
2. Posting the meeting agenda where each public official would be physically located; and
3. Providing a physical location for members of the public to attend the meeting.

Other key requirements of the Brown Act continued to apply, including noticing, and posting agendas 
and meeting materials, providing access to all meetings by telephone or through other electronic 
means, and allowing members of the public the opportunity to comment. 

The executive orders were slated to expire on September 30, 2021. However, legislation sponsored by 
the California Special District Association (CSDA), AB 361, was signed by the Governor on September 16, 
2021. This legislation allows remote meetings to continue without having to comply with requirements 
1-3 listed above. The legislation requires that legislative bodies must pass a resolution every 30 days to
continue meeting remotely.
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Andy Rodgers said staff recommends the Board approve Resolution 002-2022 which would allow 
today’s meeting, and the May Advisory Committee and Board meetings to occur remotely. No public 
comment. 

Director Harvey approved Emergency Resolution 002-2022; Director Stafford seconded. Motion passed 
10-0-0.

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

3. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter
jurisdiction of the Board

No public comment. 

4. Consent Calendar
a. Approve Minutes of February 10 Board Meeting
b. Approve Year-To-Date Financial Report

No public comment. 

Director Harvey approved the consent calendar as presented; Director Stafford seconded. Motion 
passed 10-0-0.  

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

5. Directors/Subcommittee Report
Andy Rodgers said the three liaisons met last week and comments will be included in the Action Items. 
No public comment. 

6. Advisory Committee Report
Bob Anderson, Advisory Committee chair, submitted a written report. No public comment. 

7. Information items
a. Drought Conditions Update

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager gave a snapshot of the drought conditions. Lake Mendocino storage had the 
second lowest level on April 11, 2022, compared to all previous years. Lake Sonoma has the lowest level 
on April 11, 2022 compared to all previous years. Shallow and deep aquifer levels are close to historic 
lows. Jasperse listed various drought activities including the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
Drought Resilience Grants; Drought Water Use Efficiency Programs: Sonoma/Marin Saving Water 
Partnership; Regional Water Shortage Resiliency Study; Santa Rosa Plain Drought Resiliency Project; 
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Russian River Management; and the Governor’s recent Executive Order No. N-7-22, which does not 
apply to de minimis groundwater users or public water supply wells. 

Kimberly Bowman, (DWR), gave a more detailed overview of Executive Order No. N-7-22. DWR’s 
comments on the order are currently limited but is putting together a Fact Sheet which will be available 
soon. Bowman highlighted a few components of the Order. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Hopkins – What is envisioned by consultation and to what extent will it be a clear decision-
making process? It is interesting that focus is on wells rather than water use itself. How does the end-
use factor into the decision-making process – golf course versus local food for the community? 

Bowman – We can’t define what consultation is, that is between local agencies and the GSA to 
determine but for regulating wells and not the water, it is for new permits on wells. The idea is take 
the extra step to consider how new wells and new extraction is consistent with the GSP. 
Director Hopkins – Will you look at existing use of water, are there any resources for the GSA? 
Bowman – The Fact Sheet contains resources. I recommend looking at the resources and 
considering them for the new permits. 
Director Hopkins – I mean financial, not intellectual resources. 
Bowman – I will ask this question; I don’t have the answer right now. 
Jasperse – Staff is grappling with this now. 

Director Harvey – It feels like an unfunded state mandate. It hasn’t been considered in the rate and 
fee structure. I understand staff is trying to wrap arms around this. We don’t have a process or 
resources for it. I would appreciate to see the answer to Director Hopkins’ question. I don’t think it 
should be thrown on the Board and GSA to implement this without knowing what it will cost to 
implement it. 

Director Jacobs – My understanding is that this is effective upon the issuance of the Order. [To 
Andy Rodgers/Jay Jasperse] – Do we need to take some interim action or authorization to allow you 
to provide some additional guidance for the Board to consider?  

Jasperse – We met with Permit Sonoma and will meet with them next week again. I can’t 
answer the question accurately at this time. 
Rodgers – We can’t take an action as it isn’t on the agenda. We aren’t the only ones 
wrestling with trying to figure this out. Maybe we will have more information by the next 
Advisory and Board meetings. 
Jasperse – I am on the SGMA ACWA implementation subcommittee and have asked that 
this be added to the next meeting agenda. 
Director Jacobs – I encourage land use agencies to indemnify the GSAs, or I fear we could 
be spending our budget on consultation rather than what we need to be doing – 
management actions and planning. 

No public comment. 

b. GSP Implementation Status

The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was submitted on January 29, 2022, by the Santa Rosa 
Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and initial implementation activities are underway. 
This update provides an overview of in-progress and near-term planned activities for the following 
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implementation components: annual monitoring and reporting, communication, and stakeholder 
engagement, addressing data gaps, land use planning and well permitting coordination, and projects 
and management actions. 

Jay Jasperse provided an update on the Annual Report for Water Year 2021, subbasin conditions, 
and ongoing progress and planned Water Year 2022 activities. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Harvey – DWR has up to two years to reply to our Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Is there a 
similar feedback loop for the Annual Review? 

Jasperse – I don’t think there is an official response for the Annual Report. DWR will look at our 
Annual Report when they review our Plan. 
Director Harvey – So, if there is no set feedback loop, it could be a while till we hear back? 
Jasperse – Potentially. 
Rodgers – The Annual Report can be found at https://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/annual-
reports/. 

No public comment. 

c. GSA Administrator and Plan Manager Updates

Andy Rodgers said staff is exceptionally busy post GSP submittal, working on the rate and fee study, 
drought actions, grant funding, and preparing for what the GSA might look like next year. Our first 
action item today relates to the Fiscal Year 2022-23 meeting schedule. Rodgers said that he will not be 
at the May meeting because his daughter is getting married on the same day. 

Ann DuBay said that the Request for Proposals for Administrator Services closed on March 25; one 
proposal was received. Representatives from member agency staff reviewed the proposal. Interviews 
will be done by the GSA Chairs on May 4, and we anticipate coming back to you with a 
recommendation at the May meeting. 

Jay Jasperse announced that he will be retiring on July 11, he will be working on day-to-day activities 
until the end of May. The Board will need to appoint a new Plan Manager. Jay Jasperse said he plans to 
attend the May Board meeting with a recommendation that Marcus Trotta take on the Plan Manager 
role. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Stafford – Did we get only one proposal? 

DuBay – Yes. 

Director Harvey – Are there any bylaws needed to change the proposed meeting calendar? 
Rodgers – No, we just need to approve the meeting calendar in advance. 

No public comment. 
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8. Action Items
a. 2022 Calendar: Adopt Fiscal Year 2022-23 Meeting Calendar

The Board annually adopts a meeting calendar for the year. At the October 2021 Board meeting, a 
calendar was adopted establishing meeting dates through June 2022. The proposed 2022-23 regular 
meeting dates follow the current Board schedule of meeting the second Thursday at 1:00 pm, except 
instead of meeting every other month, staff recommends scheduling monthly regular meetings starting 
in April 2022. Meetings not needed will be cancelled and noticed in advance. The following proposed 
dates will complete the Board meeting calendar for the remainder of the current fiscal year and full 
next fiscal year. Andy Rodgers said the new meeting schedule allows for more flexibility. The Board will 
meet in May, June, and July (to be confirmed). He envisions a lighter meeting schedule after July. This 
item is to adopt the calendar as shown. 

• May 12, 2022 • December 8, 2022
• June 9, 2022 • January 12, 2023
• July 14, 2022 • February 9, 2023
• August 11, 2022 • March 9, 2023
• September 8, 2022 • April 13, 2023
• October 13, 2022 • May 11, 2023
• November 10, 2022 • June 8, 2023

No questions. No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to accept the calendar as presented; Director Stafford seconded. Motion 
passed 10-0-0.  

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

b. Rate and Fee Study Update
i. Options overview and updates
ii. Consider approval for fee option methodology

Jerry Bradshaw provided a status update on the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
(GSA) rate and fee study. He covered fee options including regulatory fees, well head fees, parcel tax, 
and benefit assessment. Consideration of a methodology will provide staff direction for completing the 
study and preparing for a future Board hearing to consider adoption of a groundwater sustainability 
fee. 

Andy Rodgers explained staff’s recommendation which is to focus on updating the existing rate 
structure with current extraction and budget data and budget for grant revenue (20% to 33% of costs) 
to keep rates down. He said staff will pause further development of other rate/fee structure options. 
Pending Board direction, staff will receive input on a proposed updated rate and fee structure at the 
April 20, 26, and 27 Community meetings; receive input on updated rate and fee structure with the 
Advisory Committee on May 9; review updated rate and fee structure and public and AC feedback with 
the Board on May 12; and consider approving an updated rate and fee structure following the public 
hearing on June 9. 
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Questions/Comments 
Director Abelli-Amen – In your table – the current structure doesn’t comply with SGMA – is that 
because of money or another reason? 

Rodgers – It is uncharted waters. We are going to be preparing grant applications, and we will need 
to show our local interest and investment. We likely would not be out of compliance in year one 
but possibly somewhere in the future. 
Director Abelli-Amen – So, it isn’t the structure but the amount of money that the current 
structure raises to allow you to continue to comply? 
Rodgers – That is correct. If that was the direction the Board wanted us to take, we would need to 
ask the Board to make very hard decisions about what we do or don’t do. 
Director Abelli-Amen – So staff recommendation is to use the structure and increase the rates? 
Rodgers – Yes, the rate and fees.  
Director Abelli-Amen – What about potentially extending county support for rural and ag users? 
Rodgers – That is not something I can decide. We didn’t have a GSP in 2019 so we couldn’t 
communicate with the public on what we wanted to do. Now we have a Plan. 

Director Salmon – On rural residential, is it over 400 gallons per day? Can that be confirmed? I think 
people will challenge that. 

Rodgers – It is an average; we have had many comments. Rural residential parcels include some 
very large parcels, livestock, gardens, etc. Five studies were done, it is based on actual studies. We 
hope we can improve that number. 

Director Dutton – Doesn’t the GSA have an ongoing grant right now? 
Rodgers – Yes, we have the Prop 68 grant which has just been extended. The monitoring well 
installation is still going on, it should extend into fall. 
Jasperse – It does not include implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

Director Harvey – My recollection of how we got to the $337,000 per year need is because the grants 
were already applied. The budget was always higher than that; the budget hasn’t jumped from 
$337,000 to over a million. 

Bradshaw – You are correct, the budget has gone up some, mostly it is because the grant money 
has run out, it hasn’t jumped that much. 

Director Harvey – There were some comments that municipal water users aren’t contributing 
therefore, some people think it should go to all parcels. Since the municipalities pay for their metered 
water and that metered water is billed to the customers, the fees from the water are charged to 
everyone getting municipal water. 

Bradshaw – The fee structure as it is today, charges people for water coming out of the ground, 
that would be passed on to customers. 
Director Harvey – That is my point. People purchasing water in municipalities are paying for their 
proportion of the fee based on what the municipality pumps. 
Bradshaw – It is based on groundwater usage.  
Director Harvey – I think it was assumed that the municipalities weren’t paying anything for the 
water in the system, but they are for the proportion they are pumping from the ground. 
Bradshaw – We did a quick estimate; it is a very small amount, less than $1 a month. 

Director Harvey – It feels like we are trying to include grants in the budget for which we have no guarantee. 
Can we set the budget without grants, and then if we get grants, apply a credit the following year? 
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Bradshaw – The legal structure is that each year you will have to set the rate for the following year. 
If grants come in, you can lower fees. It is a financial calculation; it doesn’t require a rate study. 
Director Harvey – If we move with grant amount as per recommendation, is staff prepared to cut 
the budget? Do we know what we would give up if we don’t get grants? 
Rodgers – We did identify grant eligible tasks.  

Director Stafford – Has the county discussed what contributions they will continue to make? If it isn’t 
required to be in the budget, it shouldn’t be included the budget. The Administrator acknowledged 
there are cuts that can be made. We should only spend money and budget for things we NEED to 
spend. A Parcel Tax and Benefit Assessment won’t work, there is no chance for them to pass. 

Director Dutton – Are there any calculations for ag recharge in your numbers? 
Bradshaw – Not yet; it is a difficult calculation. 
Jasperse – We don’t have information on what it would be in a quantifiable fee study. 
Director Dutton – I hope the county will continue helping with fees for rural residential and ag. 

Director Coursey – It is an annual (not monthly) range of $18-$25 for rural residential, correct? 
Bradshaw – Yes, annual, not monthly. 
Director Coursey – Thank you. I agree with Director Stafford; Options B aren’t viable. The fee is 
small for a lot of water and is much less than I pay as a municipal customer. I wasn’t on the Board 
when the decision was made for subsidy, I would have a hard time supporting subsidizing water for 
ag users, golf courses, private water systems, etc. I also have qualms about Sonoma Water, which is 
paid through municipal users, subsidizing. We need to talk about how we are going to fund this 
agency in the future. If the state takes over, it will be much more expensive. I support going to a 
model to assume 25% grants in the budget and establishing a fee that all groundwater users in the 
basin pay. 

Director Hopkins –We, the Board, should have a conversation regarding the county subsidizing. The 
Lake Sonoma dam doesn’t benefit many people, only the municipal customers of Sonoma Water. The 
Potter Valley project is becoming more important. Does the existing water rate system make sense? 
Could we look at a banking project? We need to have a conversation around water holistically and look 
at the whole system. Congressman Huffman is tracking it closely; it is worth looking into as we consider 
the future of our water supply and the health of our watershed. 

Director Schwedhelm – At the Community meeting there was some confusion about Options A and B. 
Are there any suggestions on how to translate that to non-educated water consumers? 

Bradshaw – Some people think that anything on a tax bill is a tax, even if it isn’t. The best approach 
might be to not talk too much about the collection method. People will call this a tax no matter 
how we collect the money. 
Director Schwedhelm – I am all for doing only statutory requirements until we get feedback and 
approval on our Groundwater Sustainability Plan from DWR. 

Public Comment 
Herb Roche – Regarding the parcel fee – let’s say hypothetically that a landowner has 200 acres divided 
into six parcels, all ag, – and a neighbor has 350 acres, a single partial, with a high-value cash crop. It 
appears the person with six parcels is paying six times as much for less water. Is there a way to 
proportionate it more equitably?  

Bradshaw – You bring up a good point. There are some inequities in the flat rate well head fee. We 
will have to find a way to refine it. 
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Brittany Jensen – I have a few comments. 1) I know there isn’t much information about calculating 
recharge on a parcel basis. I wonder if there isn’t a way to address recharge. 2) I think that as fair as the 
fees are trying to be disbursed, there will be some folks more affected, specifically veggie and orchard 
crops farmers. In thinking about the burden of those fees be shared, this is where the county comes in. 
3) I commend the efforts to do public outreach, but I am still hearing comments about not enough
outreach.

Jasperse – It is a good point that you raise about recharge. One thing we need to keep in mind is 
that not all recharge from a SGMA perspective is equal. We need to be thorough with analysis 
regarding credits for recharge as it will adjust rates for others. There needs to be a certain amount 
of technical work done to justify it. We need to establish a policy for potential credits in the future, 
we aren’t there yet. 
Bradshaw – Regarding disproportionate business impacts. We are aware that some businesses are 
constrained, some farming practices are more lucrative than others. Don’t know where to start 
with the data to factor it in. We are trying to quantify data. There are lots of factors, it isn’t only 
farmers, it is other sectors too. 

Director Harvey – It sounds like in the staff report that there are two numbers for grant budgeting: 20% 
and 33%. I would like to see zero in the budget, but I am willing to put something in it. I don’t want to 
come up short only to discover we need more funds. If we need to put a percentage on it, I lean 
towards the lower one. 

Director Salmon – I support Director Coursey’s suggestion of 25%, we need to look at the grants and 
put them in the budget. 

Director Stafford – I would rather see higher, but I am ok with 25%. 

Director Jacobs – Is staff comfortable with 25%? I would rather overshoot the amount rather than 
undershoot. 

Rodgers – The qualification is that, with this direction, we can narrow it down. 
Director Jacobs – Then I am comfortable with the 25% recommendation. 

Director Hopkins – I support 25%. 

Director Coursey – My suggestion is that if we assume that we get 25%, we can make fees lower by a 
similar amount. 

Director Slayter – We need to be conservative with our revenue projections and spending. 

Director Harvey – It sounds like people are comfortable with 25% and staff will match the budget and 
address fees at that rate. I am happy with it. 

Director Coursey – The fee range is $35-$50. We are assuming 25% on the grants. Does that give us a 
figure instead of a range? 

Rodgers – It will put us at the lower end of the range. We need to come up with a firm number. 
Bradshaw – If the grant is less, fees will be a little higher, maybe more in the $38 range. 

Director Salmon – Can we give rural residential some clarity on acreage and usage as we go forward? 
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Director Abelli-Amen – Director Hopkins and Director Coursey indicated the Supervisors would 
continue having discussions about ongoing support for rural residential and ag. Can we assume the 
conversations will happen before this Board meets again so it can be considered as part of the potential 
portfolio of funding for this? 

Director Schwedhelm – Unfortunately, we don’t control the Supervisors’ schedule, but your point is taken. 

Director Stafford – I would like to reiterate that if there is anything in the budget not necessary or 
required by law, we don’t need it.  

Rodgers – With this direction we will aim to better answer that. 

Director Coursey – I agree with Director Salmon’s comment about rural residential users – there can be 
wide differences between two parcels in the rural residential realm. We are assuming they all are de 
minimis users? 

Rodgers – Yes, the average we apply to rural residential is 0.5 acre-feet. 

Director Stafford – Which fee are we approving? 
Rodgers –The existing structure, we currently have in place, updated with the new rates. 

Director Harvey moved to accept the staff recommended regulatory existing fee structure, updated 
with the new rates, and incorporating 25% expected grant funding; Director Salmon seconded. Motion 
passed 10-0-0.  

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

c. SCI Contracts Adjustments. Rural Community Engagement Contract extension and Rate and
Fee Study Budget Adjustment.

This item authorizes staff to pay on behalf of the Agency for community engagement consulting 
services occurring after the SCI Consulting Group existing contract end date of June 30, 2021. This 
would also authorize a change in the data review, fee analysis and rate setting services contract budget 
to add the amount of $18,475 needed to complete the rate and fee study update work. The project is 
funded through Proposition 68 grant-funded services and included in the fiscal year 2020-21 budget. 

Director Abelli-Amen – Is this going to be enough to finish the project or will we need to increase the 
budget again? 

Rodgers – There is no plan to come back again to increase the budget. 

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to authorize the Administrator to extend the contract for community 
engagement services with SCI Consulting Services until Sept 30, 2021 and authorize the Administrator 
to amend the Rate and Fee Study update services contract to add an additional $18,475, for a total 
contract amount of $63,475, and to extend the time for work until June 30, 2022, Director Stafford 
seconded. Motion passed 10-0-0.  
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Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – aye, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

d. Fiscal Year 2021-22 Budget Adjustment. Adjust the Fiscal Year 2021-22 budget to fund the
remaining balance of the rate and fee study update.

Andy Rodgers explained that at its June 2021 meeting, the Board authorized the Administrator to 
finalize a scope of work and sign a Professional Services agreement with the selected consultant team 
of SCI Associates and Larry Walker Associates (SCI) for a budget amount of $45,000, pending finalizing 
scope and fee negotiations. The scope and fee were finalized in fall 2021 for a total not-to-exceed 
amount of $63,475. To fund the remainder of SCI’s Rate and Fee Study services contract, a budget 
adjustment in the amount of $18,475 is needed. No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to adopt Resolution 003-2022 for fiscal year 2021-22 budget adjustment and 
authorize the Administrator to sign the budget adjustment form; Director Stafford seconded. Motion 
passed 9-0-0. (Director Hopkins absent). 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – absent, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

e. Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget. Review and approve final Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget.

JPA Section 10.06 – Budget 
“The Board shall adopt a budget for the Agency for the ensuing Fiscal Year not later than April 1st of 
each year. The Board may authorize mid-year budget adjustments, as needed.” A revised budget for 
Fiscal Year 2022-23 is proposed to better align revenue and expense items with the Santa Rosa Plain 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan’s Implementation Plan budget. 

The proposed revised budget is designed to operate the GSA for FY 2022-23, implement the GSP in 
accordance with the Plan, and set aside reserves. The revised budget reflects a $50,000 increase in 
revenue primarily to provide for the ability to appropriate agency reserves for contingencies ($42,000).  
Proposed expense line-item changes primarily reflect planned administration efficiencies, added 
revenue collection expenses, accounting for completion of the grant funded monitoring wells, 
adjustment of outreach and technical tasks, and funding reserves (contingencies).   

Questions/Comments 
Director Coursey – On the ‘fees’ line in the ‘total revenue’ column, what is it based on? 

Rodgers – It is based on what we need to operate and move things forward and implement the 
GSP. 
Director Coursey – What number did you base it on? Is that somewhere between $35 and $50 per 
acre-feet? 
Rodgers – Yes, it is somewhere around those numbers. 

No public comment. 
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Director Harvey moved to accept Santa Rosa Plain GSA Resolution No. 004-2022 approving the fiscal 
year 2022-23 budget adjustment and authorize the Administrator to sign the budget adjustment form, 
Director Stafford seconded. Motion passed 9-0-0. (Director Hopkins absent). 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – absent, Director Abelli-Amen – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

9. Legal Counsel Report
Scott Morris, I have had some conversations with DWR Counsel on the Governor’s Executive Order 9A. 
DWR thought they were doing a good thing for GSAs so they could be involved at whatever level they 
wanted to be. Some districts are more involved than others. You will have to decide what level of 
coordination you do, and we will be available to help to minimize concerns that Director Jacobs raised. 

No public comment. 

10. Adjournment
Chair Schwedhelm thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the meeting at 3:34p.m.
The next Board meeting will be May 12 at 1:00 p.m.
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