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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 
Monday, May 9, 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 3:01p.m. and welcomed the group. Bob Anderson, Chair also welcomed the members and said 
this was the last Advisory Committee meeting before the Board meets on June 9 for a public hearing and 
possible adoption of fees. Rue Furch, Vice-Chair thanked staff for their hard work and others for attending 
community meetings. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

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

Arthur Deicke requested a correction to the spelling of his name on page 11 of the March Meeting 
Summary. If there are any other corrections, please send them to Sam Magill or Simone Peters by the end of 
this week so the summary can be finalized and posted. 

The next scheduled Advisory Committee meeting is July 11. The Administrator will look at the schedule in 
the coming weeks and confirm and/or revise meeting dates. Community meetings are being considered for 
the fall, but no dates have been set yet. 

No public comment. 

Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Receive AC input on Rate and Fee Study options and proposed fee amounts. 

Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting gave an update on the Rate and Fee Study progress starting with a refresher 
on the funding structure. The agency was funded through grants and member agency contributions for the 
last three years; that funding will expire at the end of this year, so we need a viable funding structure for the 
next phase, the implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. He confirmed that the average 
budget over the next five years is about $1.1 million per year. He said that a preferred rate structure has 
been selected, and the budget, as per Board direction, assumes 25% grant funding. The current expected 
budget gap to be filled is about $400,000 for Year 1. Ann DuBay said that she and Marcus Trotta have looked 
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at the  budget multiple times. The idea is to streamline the administrative function. Even with that it will be  
challenging to reduce the budget substantially.  
 
Bradshaw showed the three approach options that had been presented to the Board.  
 

1. Option 1  –  Adopt fee this year based on groundwater usage (minimal budget,  plus minus $400,000) 
2. Option 2  –  Adopt fee this year based on groundwater usage (25% grant funding) 
3. Option 3  –  No fee in Year 1 (continue member contributions and develop  options, e.g., regulatory, 
 hybrid, and balloted, for Years 2-5 

 
Questions/Comments  
Deicke  –  I  thought Rohnert Park is getting water from Sonoma Water but,  the  numbers indicate that isn’t  
the case.  

Bradshaw –  We have the pumping data. Rohnert Park  is the largest municipal pumper in the basin.  
Trotta  –  It uses water from Sonoma Water and  groundwater  from their Municipal well field.  
Mary Grace  Pawson:  We  operate on a conjunctive use strategy; with the  groundwater,  we've  
adopted a sustainable pumping rate of 2577 acre-feet per year, we  don't pump over that. We make  
up the difference from Sonoma Water. But in dry spells like we've had, we use our groundwater  
supply strategically to free up Sonoma Water supply for other contractors who don't have the water  
resource portfolio available to them.  
 

Craig Scott –  What is the accounting for the irrigation of pasture?  Are you saying it is  zero  or do we need  to  
add it to the  extraction estimate table?  

Trotta  –  The Raftelis  report done in 2019 found that most  pastures  are either  not irrigated or  
irrigated with recycled  water.  The study was done to come up with an estimate that reflects the use  
of water for livestock.  
Scott –  Does that mean we use recycled water for filling up the troughs with drinking water?  
Trotta  –  The recycled water offsets are  only  offsetting irrigation that is supplied by groundwater.  
Scott –  So,  only small amount of irrigation plus watering the livestock, is that correct?  
Bradshaw –  I believe so.  

 
David Long  –  You mentioned that the Board members indicated they wouldn’t be requesting repayment of  
their contribution. Where did that come?  I would like the Advisory Committee to suggest to the Board that 
they go  on record  to say that some or none of them are going to forgive that money.  

Bradshaw –  At the  June Board meeting,  we will be asking them to adopt a resolution to approve the  
fee study  which will have that  specific  item built into it  for  approval. We will take  it into account as  
we move forward.  

 
Mary-Grace  Pawson  –  My concern  is  that the budget keeps  being represented as done. A lot of people have 
questioned the need for a full $1  million budget and if  there  is a way to be more economical about the  
operations  of the Agency.  Will the  detail  be made available at this time?  

Bradshaw –  There is a feeling  that  the budget is  barebones.  We trimmed some  things  out of  the  
budget  of  one GSA,  but it mainly shifted costs from one year to the next year. Most of the costs are  
shared across the three basins.  By not doing some  things, we  risk not complying with SGMA.  
Trotta  –  We can share the budget. We are revisiting all the budgets  and looking for areas that could  
be reduced.   
Pawson  –  It would be helpful to share the information. Also,  it is important to show what  
items/savings, could  risk  non-compliance with SGMA.  
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David Long –Is it reasonable to put up a sample budget  of what annual fees would look like if contributions  
were repaid?  It  would give everybody some  concept of forgiveness.   

Bradshaw –  We haven’t done  that  calculation.  It depends on how long you spread out the payback.  
There would be a big spike to the budget if you wanted to pay it all back  in the first year, if you 
spread it out over  more time, it would be something else. It would be worthwhile to add the  
information  for the Board meeting this week.  
 

Arthur Deicke  (chat) –  Most indoor  cannabis is serviced by municipal, not wells. Most or  all outdoor is on  
wells.  
 Magill  –  The cannabis numbers continue to evolve.  
 
Trotta  (chat) –  I don't believe the groundwater flow model explicitly simulates  commercial groundwater  
pumping either, unless the business is also a public water supply system which has reported groundwater  
use.  
 
Anderson (chat) –  Please walk through  the changes to turf and how the inclusion of multiple users (lawns  
mentioned)  is  billed via the Assessor Codes.  

Bradshaw –  The changes to turf came up because of feedback from  a property owner in Santa Rosa  
that showed a flaw in our earlier estimates  of urban wells where we were using the presence of  
backflow devices. It turns out that a lot of backflow devices  are installed for reasons besides wells.    
We re-tooled our data.  
Andy Rich –  We use the best available  DWR land use data that identifies lawn types and urban 
vegetation and maps  them  across the basins. We overlay the lawn area  onto all the parcels and 
calculate the lawn area for the parcels. If the parcel is in the service  areas where it could be  
provided municipal water, or if  it is l ess than half an acre of lawn, we don’t include them. We are 
also  working to get better information  from  schools, golf courses, etc.  
Anderson –  You are saying that you can track back to each parcel and the property tax bill will reflect  
a calculation, based on the lawn area?  

 Rich –  Correct.   
 
Anderson –  You have agreement from the schools that they use 3.5  acre-feet of groundwater?  

Andy Rich –  We are taking their input at face value;  we haven’t tracked irrigation depths at this  
point.   
Bradshaw –  I think I published the 3.5 feet per year application for lawn which was on earlier  
estimates.  
DuBay  –  We  reached out to the schools in the basin via email and asked for specific groundwater  
use information to verify which campuses are using groundwater; some use groundwater and some 
do not.  

 Bradshaw –  This is still a work in progress, it allows for corrections before and after we bill.  
 Anderson –  2500 acre-feet is a big number compared to what we  have seen before.  
 Bradshaw –  Yes, I think we were missing a lot of larger lawn areas such as HOA green belts, etc.  
 
Furch (chat)  –  Using DWR data is not necessarily applicable to the SR basin.  Climate, soils … are different 
throughout California.  
 Rich  (chat) –  DWR performs local calculations that incorporate local climate.  

Furch (chat)  –  Thank  you,  is there a place we can look at how/where that is done?  
Rich  (chat) –  This is a good place to start - https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-
Efficiency/Land-And-Water-Use/Agricultural-Water-Use-Models  
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Haydon (chat) – If GSA expenditures are less/more than estimate then rate will change? 
Bradshaw – That is up to the Board. The Board needs to adopt a budget every year, so they will be 
able to make changes as they go. I believe they are doing it on a five-year rolling method. 
Trotta – The budget will vary from year to year, overall, we are comfortable with the costs. 

Haydon (chat) – What is the source of money to fund implementation projects? 
Trotta – Most costs related to projects and management actions are for doing feasibility studies and 
planning to help implement projects. There is some seed money for the water conservation 
efficiency component, and capital costs associated with other types of projects could come from 
grants. Other member agencies have projects they are pursuing that are within the Plan such as 
recycled water use and aquifer storage and recovery. For projects in the future that might be 
needed by the GSA, there would likely need to be a separate rate study. 

Haydon (chat) – Groundwater extraction recorded each year will affect fees? 
Bradshaw – For the public systems where we use actual pumping data, the numbers will fluctuate 
from year to year. For the other two thirds of the extraction pie (estimated), we are modelling 
estimates on land use. One of the downfalls of the system is that we are modelling estimates and 
not actual pumping. We don’t expect these numbers to fluctuate dramatically. 

Haydon (chat) – Would implementation projects ever be sourced from fees? 
Trotta – That is a definite possibility. 
Furch (chat) – I hope so … this is just the beginning! 

Mary Grace Pawson (chat) – I missed the first polling question but will continue to emphasize that more 
transparency on the budget numbers and the need for each line item is important to ensure trust in the 
rates. The unwillingness to provide that information is concerning. 

Haydon (chat) – The public would appreciate any lowering of fees, thru efficiency. 

Pawson – Some of the budget numbers seem quite high. $9,000 to run an Advisory Committee meeting 
seems a lot. 

Bradshaw – I think the exercise has been done, as I mentioned, Petaluma Valley took a similar 
spreadsheet, and cut the fat out, such as less meetings, etc. Some of the tasks would be deferred 
from one year to the next. There will be an opportunity to do adjustments every year. 

Deicke (chat) – This goes to named item ‘operational’ when it appears to be administrative. Administrative 
costs should be detailed. I suggest you break down the budget. You could probably combine administration, 
finance, and communication into one category: administrative, and break down the other to operational. 

Trotta – One of the questions I often get from stakeholders, is if we have meter data or other information 
that can be shared. There was an appeal process that was approved with the 2019 rate study. It lays out the 
protocol for how to appeal but there aren’t standards for type of meters or how to report information to the 
GSA. It would be helpful to get Advisory Committee input, so we have something straight forward and clear 
for property owners and for GSA. 

Public Comment  
Colin Close  –  In terms of reimbursement by the agencies, the  public did pay. My  water customers paid the  
Santa Rosa  Plain portion of the  fee  and  we promised to give them back the money.  The money came largely  
from urban water paying customers. I wouldn’t assume without talking to the  Board,  that they're happy  
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with waiving reimbursement to the urban water customers  who paid those fees ahead of time.  At some  
point there needs to be a  decision. Regarding the schools,  I will look  up which two  schools  are  irrigating  with 
well water,  so they don’t get double counted  made.   
 
Joe Gaffney (chat)  –  What if grants come in at 33%  instead of 25%?  
 Bradshaw –  The Board would probably  lower the rates.  
 
Joe Gaffney  (chat) –  How will any budget surpluses be handled?  

Bradshaw –  There  won’t be much budget surplus the first year. The cash flow would be managed on 
annual  basis, if  it looks like  a  true surplus  that won’t be needed in a five-year window,  they  could 
revise/lower the rates. The Board would make the decision to change rates.  

 
Joe Gaffney  (chat) –  Santa Rosa Plain  Basin has many more parcels than the other two basins.  

Furch (chat)  –  Thank  you,  that isn’t clear to many frightened users.  
 
Permit Sonoma  Presentation  
Objective: Provide updates on Proposition 68 grant opportunities, Governor’s drought Executive Order, and 
well permitting requirements.  
 
Rob Pennington  presented the Prop 68 funded projects that Permit Sonoma  is working on currently.  
 
Questions/Comments  
Haydon  (chat) –  Currently accessible?  

Pennington  –  The GUIDE  program that has been available for two years uses the data set from the  
previous fee study. The updated GUIDE uses the updated database, it is currently under staff review 
and will be available to the public relatively soon.  

 
Anderson (chat) –  Has the  GSA  adopted the criteria to meet the recent Governor’s  order?  

Trotta  –  The GSA has not adopted any criteria to meet the  Governor’s  order.  As Rob Pennington 
said,  it isn’t a huge number of wells  for Petaluma Valley,  but  it will be important to have guidance 
from the GSA.   We  aim  to  have something for the June meeting.  

 
Public Comment  
Joe Gaffney (chat)  –  Does Permit Sonoma's groundwater monitoring overlap or supplement the GSA's  
efforts?  

Pennington  –  Not so much  today, but it is the intent  that all data will be shared so it can improve the  
groundwater level mapping and identify trends in groundwater levels and areas o f concern.   

 
Groundwater  Sustainability Plan (GSP)  Implementation Update  
Objective: Provide update on key GSP implementation items.  
 
Marcus Trotta said that staff has been primarily focused on the rate  and fee study. Other work includes the  
Annual Report (submitted to DWR in April), and the grant-funded monitoring well drilling. The drillers are 
expected  to break ground next week.   
 
Once the GSP was submitted to DWR in January, and they deemed it complete in terms of content, DWR  
opened it up for a 75-day review. We received three comments from California Department of Fish and  
Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries, and a consortium  of different non-governmental organizations. Each of  
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those organizations also submitted comments during our public review draft period last fall. The comments  
were centered around interconnected surface water which is identified as a data gap area in our Plan.  
 
Trotta confirmed that the Governor’s  Order N7-22 issued in March relates to the ongoing drought. Two  
items, 9A and 9B, directly affect well permitting. 9A requires new well permit requests to be coordinated  
between well permitting agencies and the GSA. 9B requires the  permitting agency to determine if extraction  
of the groundwater  won’t likely cause subsidence or negatively affect nearby wells. The Order provides  
exemption for de minimis users and public  supply wells.   
 
Questions/Comments  
Martin  (chat) –  Were some of these  ‘form’  letters that were sent to  all GSAs?  

Trotta  (chat) –  They are similar  in their overall themes  but not  ‘form’  letters.   
Here is a link to the public comments:  https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/comments/136.  
It looks like one additional letter from the North Coast RWQCB was just recently posted, so  there  are  
a  total of  four  letters.  
 

No public comment.  
 
Outreach and Engagement  Plan  
Objective: Present Outreach  and Engagement Plan and receive AC feedback.   
 
Ann DuBay outlined  the  draft  outreach engagement plan given  the  limited budget. Items include:  
 

• Evergreen items: 
o Website updates and maintenance 
o Monthly email update 
o Social media 
o Talking points and materials on topical items. 

• Leveraging partner agency and stakeholder outreach. 
• Planning for new initiatives as part of grant applications. 
• Re-focusing on engagement with disadvantaged communities and tribal governments. 

 
DuBay said they will be revising the engagement plan  so would appreciate any comments and suggestions  
by May 25, her  aim  is to share it with the Advisory Committee  prior to the next meeting for final  
recommendation to the Board.  
 
Questions/Comments  
Colin Close  –  How did the Petaluma  Valley  Community meeting  go?  

DuBay  –  The meeting  will take place  this Thursday.  We anticipate  that some of the folks  who  
attended the meeting  at the Veterans building in Santa Rosa  will  also  attend  this one.  

Furch (chat)  –  Could you put a link to the outreach plan in the chat?  
DuBay  (chat) –  The Outreach plan can be found here:  
https://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/meeting/advisory-committee-meeting-21/  
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Closing  
Rue Furch complimented staff for their handling of the contentious  people at the  community meeting.  She 
also  emphasized the importance of remaining  in contact with the  Advisory Committee’s  constituents and 
staying engaged. Bob Anderson thanked the Advisory Committee for the  good discussion at today’s meeting.  
The next Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 11, 2022 (To be confirmed), the next 
Board meeting will be on Thursday, May 12, 2022, from 1:00-3:30 p.m.  
 
Sam Magill  closed the meeting  at 5:05  p.m.  
 
Attendees:  
Advisory  Committee Members (present)  
Agricultural  representative, Bob Anderson  
Agricultural representative, David Long  
Business  representative, Arthur Deicke  
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  
Rural Residential representative, Marlene Soiland  
Rural  Residential  representative, David Noren  
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  
Independent Water Systems appointee,  John Rosenblum   
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  
Andy Rich, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff  
Andrea  Rodriguez, Sonoma Water,  Outreach Staff  
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide,  (recording meeting  summary)  
Rob Pennington,  Permit Sonoma  
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group  
Ryan Aston,  SCI  Consulting Group  
Valerie Flores,  SCI  Consulting  Group  
 
Facilitator  
Sam Magill, Sacramento  State University  –  Consensus and Collaboration Program  
 
Other Attendees  
Colin  Close, City of Santa Rosa  
Joe  Gaffney,  member  of public  
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Santa Rosa Plain GSA Advisory Committee – AC Poll, May 9, 2022 Meeting 

POLL 

User Name 

Is the fee range appropriate? If not, 
what do you feel would be more 
reasonable? Why? 

Is the methodology for determining 
extraction assumptions/estimates 
reasonable? If not, why? 

Are the extraction 
estimates for all 
water use types 
reasonable? If not, 
why? 

Wayne 
Haydon Yes 

Yes. We should continuously encourage 
private well owners to submit well 
production volumes. 

Yes. We should collect 
actual production 
volumes from private 
wells, encourage meter 
installation, maybe 
even provide 
funding. Many people 
claim to use less than 
0.5 feet. Give them 
chance to correct their 
usage. 

Arthur 
Deicke 

I believe so. The data is as good as it is 
now. We will continue to collect data and 
re-evaluate each year and make 
appropriate fee adjustments. 

It is reasonable without verified data. 
Actual extraction data should replace 
assumptions and estimates as soon as 
users have data available with meters. 

Yes. Good starting 
point. 

Matthew 
O'Connor yes yes yes 

Elizabeth 
Cargay yes, they are appropriate. Yes. Yes. 

Bob 
Anderson 

Not able to see how use on a parcel is 
connected to crop type 

Joe 
Gaffney 

Yes, based on well-founded assumptions.; 
Yes, fee range appropriate. Yes, reasonable. Yes. 

David 
Noren 

The range for the fee to rural well owners The default assumptions of water use by 
seems very appropriate and as a rural well land use are a useful place to start and 
owner, please sign me up. The Rates as defensible at this point in the 
proposed would equate to about $0.07 process. There is a default of 0.5 acre-
per day for a rural well owner. In talking feet per year for rural well owners. This 
with rural well owners however, the seems reasonable as a default; however, 
imposition of any fees will be the actual use of water on a per parcel 
problematic. Most rural well owners state basis may be way more and less. In my 
that they have never paid for using case, we use much less than 0.5 acre-feet 
groundwater. In fact, I believe that it will per year. For instance, in the past 60 
be important for the GSA to make the days, we have used about 75 gallons per 
point that the fees are used for day for all indoor/outdoor use. That 
management of groundwater, and it is not would equate to 0.08 acre-feet per year if 
in and of itself paying to use the average is unchanged. There needs to 
groundwater. More to the point, be a way to incentive more efficiency of 
groundwater resources are a shared water use especially is management 
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resource that under State of California 
laws are Waters of the State - in essence 
waters of the people of California. As such 
and especially in times of drought, the 
management of the shared resource is 
vital for the long-term sustainability of the 
resource for ALL water users. 

There is also proportionality built into the 
proposed fees in which larger water users 
are paid in proportion to use. 

I do feel that the fee schedule should 
incentivize using less water. The default 
water use for rural well owners is 0.5 acre-
feet per year. I meter the water use of our 
well and at our property we are on track 
to use less than 0.15 acre-feet of water 
this year. If a rural well owner is able to 
demonstrate less water use, there should 
be a means to reward by a reduction of 
fees to a de minimis amount. This could 
also be a way to incentivize having water 
metered by rural well users and gather 
data of actual water use. 

criteria show problems. Meters of certain 
wells would be beneficial, and it is 
empowering to know the actual water 
use. 

I had the experience of recently talking to 
a mutual water system operator in the 
Santa Rosa Plain. The average water use 
was over 800 gallons per day per 
household. There is apparently no meters 
on the system and a flat fee. That would 
lead one to believe that both an 
understanding of water use and an 
appropriate fe schedule based upon use 
could and should be used to modify use 

Peter 
Martin Yes Yes 

Rue 
Furch 

The fee range is fine if there is adequate 
explanation to those paying. There are 
concerns about the differences between 
the SR basin and the other basins. Some 
groundwater users question the estimates 
- including small farms, and some
domestic users. 

I agree with David and support the idea 
that has come up before - that proof of 
water use should be part of the fee 
system. That way any user that can 
demonstrate amount used can have their 
fee based on actual use. This could help 
inspire conservation too. 

I suspect this is part of 
the problem ... people 
are not sure. We need 
to be sure that users 
understand this is just 
the beginning AND 
necessary for 
sustainability. The 
alternative of the State 
stepping in is not 
desirable!; I've heard 
there is concern about 
not considering 
groundwater irrigation 
for horse pastures in 
the plain and/or for 
frost protection. 
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Ryan  
Crawford  

It is reasonable,  however an almost 100%  
jump per ac/ft  may be  hard to plan for for  
the larger pumpers in one year and a ramp
up to that fee over  several years  may be 
an  option to consider like in some other  
basins in CA.  

Yes it is, and it's defensible.  We  had to  use  
many of those  same GIS trained/aerial  
image related techniques and  proxy  
evapotranspiration per vegetation types  
while building the water budget and GW  

  extraction  estimates for the Eel River  
Valley Basin GSP since we can't  possibly  
have a flow  meter  on every well at this  
point in the  sustainability planning.   yes  

Mary  Grace  
Pawson  yes  yes  

 
David  
Long  Yes, the methodology is reasonable.  

  

Craig  
Scott  

  
  

 

For the  most part yes  
with two exceptions.  
The pasture irrigation 
rate is accounting  for  
only 1 percent  of the  
total acreage provided  
as  being pasture of  
5,387, as  being  
irrigated which seems  
low. Conversely,  the 
extraction  estimate for  
irrigated turf seems 
high as  the  ETo for this  
area is 3.66 feet per  
year and using 3.5 is  
essentially assuming  
there is zero rain and  
turf is  being irrigated 
year-round.  
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