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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting - Agenda 
May 12, 2022 | 1:00 – 3:30 p.m.

PENDING PASSAGE OF RESOLUTION 002-2022, ITEM 2 ON THE AGENDA, THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD 
VIRTUALLY VIA REMOTE CONFERENCING SERVICE — NO PHYSICAL MEETING LOCATION 

Zoom Webinar: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83335419723?pwd=U21LVU1WN0NtSXMzWnIrT1kwY2Fzdz09 

Passcode: 901440 

Dial: +1 408 638 0968 
Webinar ID: 833 3541 9723 

Passcode: 901440 

Agenda and materials are available at: www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

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

3. Consent Calendar
a) Approve Minutes of April 14, 2022, Board Meeting

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report

5. Advisory Committee Report

6. Information Items
a) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Implementation update
b) Rate and Fee Study Update: Review updated rate and fees based on current

Groundwater Fee Ordinance and methodology, with updated information for
revised fees to prepare for public hearing on June 9, 2022.

7. Action Items
a) Appoint Marcus Trotta, Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water as Plan Manager

for the Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan.
b) Contract for Administrative Services. Consider authorizing the administrator of the

Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley GSAs and the GSA legal counsel to negotiate a
new two-year agreement with West Yost Associates for administrative and grant
administration services. The item would also authorize the Chair to sign the
agreement.

c) Contract with Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann and Girard, LLC. Consider
authorizing the administrator of the Santa Rosa Plain GSA and the GSA legal
counsel to negotiate a new two-year agreement with Kronick, Moskowitz,
Tiedemann and Girard, LLC for legal services. The item would also authorize the
Chair to sign the agreement.

8. Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report

9. Adjournment

1 

This agenda posted this day 6 of May 2022 __________________________ 
Secretary/Clerk of the Board 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting Agenda May 12, 2022 

Directors Alternates 

City of Cotati Susan Harvey Vice-Chair Mark Landman 

City of Rohnert Park Pam Stafford Jackie Elward 

City of Santa Rosa Tom Schwedhelm Chair John Sawyer 

City of Sebastopol Patrick Slayter Neysa Hinton 

County of Sonoma Chris Coursey Susan Gorin 

Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District Joe Dutton Mel Sanchietti 
Independent Water Systems Evan Jacobs Michael Spielman 

Sonoma County Water Agency Lynda Hopkins Susan Gorin 

Sonoma Resource Conservation District John Nagle Bruce Abelli-Amen 

Town of Windsor Sam Salmon 

This agenda has been prepared and posted at least 72 hours prior to the regular meeting of the Board of 
Directors in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act. The Board cannot take action on any unscheduled 
items unless it is declared by a super majority vote of at least three-fourths (3/4) of the Board that an 
emergency exists or there is an urgent need to take immediate action, and the need for action came to 
the attention of the district after the agenda was posted. Agenda items are numbered for identification 
purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the indicated order. Details and supporting 
materials concerning agenda items are available for public reference during normal working hours at the 
Agency Office. 

Special Accommodations: If you have a disability which requires an accommodation, an alternative 
format, or requires another person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact West Yost 
Associates, (707) 543-8506, as soon as possible to ensure arrangements for accommodation. 

Public Comment: The public may comment on closed session items prior to the Board adjourning to closed 
session. In order that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, please be brief and limit your 
comments to the subject under discussion. Each person is usually granted 3 minutes to speak; time 
limitations are at the discretion of the Chair. While the public is welcome to address the Board, under the 
Brown Act Board members may not deliberate or take action on items not on the agenda, and generally 
may only listen. 

Meeting Documents: The associated documentation is available at the offices of the local agencies 
listed above and on the website at: www.santarosaplaingroundwater.org. Any changes to the date of 
the hearing, or any other updates will be noticed on the above website. For more information, please 
contact Andy Rodgers, arodgers@santarosaplaingroundwater.org. 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting Minutes - DRAFT

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 
• June 9, 2022 
• July 14, 2022 
• August 11, 2022 
• September 8, 2022 
• October 13, 2022 
• November 10, 2022 

• December 8, 2022 
• January 12, 2023 
• February 9, 2023 
• March 9, 2023 
• April 13, 2023 
• May 11, 2023 
• 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. 

DRAFT

9 of 38



 
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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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical Project Manager 
SUBJECT: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Implementation Update 

Summary: 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 (1) comments received by the California Department of 
Water Resources during their 75-day public comment period for the GSP and (2) in-progress and near-
term planned activities for the following 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. 

Public Comments Received by DWR 
Following submission and posting of the GSP, DWR opened a 75-day review period for public comments.  
The review period closed on April 23, 2022.  Three comment letters were received by DWR from:  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay-Delta Region; National Marine Fisheries Service; and a 
statewide coalition of the following organizations: Audubon California, Clean Water Action/Clean Water 
Fund, Local Government Commission, The Nature Conservancy, and Union of Concerned Scientists.  
Comments generally focused on the Sustainable Management Criteria for Interconnected Surface Water 
and consideration of domestic wells in the GSP.  The focus of the comment letters is very similar to 
comment letters issued by the same organizations and agencies on nearly all of the statewide 70 GSPs 
submitted to DWR in January 2022. While not required by DWR, the GSA may consider responding to 
comments that are not already addressed in the GSP or prior comment responses. Staff is still in the 
process of evaluating the comment letters and will report back to the GSA Board at their next meeting on 
any recommended responses.   

Update on GSP Implementation Activities 
Section 7 of the Santa Rosa Plain GSP provides the implementation plan which describes the scope and 
schedule for activities needed to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and 
achieve sustainability by 2042. The following provides a status update and summary of the primary 
ongoing activities associated with the implementation plan: 

Annual Monitoring and Reporting 
Monitoring of the five applicable sustainability indicators is a key component for successful 
implementation of the GSP. Routine annual monitoring conducted since submittal of the GSP has 
included the compilation, evaluation and reporting of datasets related to each of the five sustainability 
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indicators for the annual report and planning the coordination of spring groundwater-level 
measurements amongst the various groups and entities involved in groundwater-level data collection.  
The annual report for Water Year 2021 was submitted to DWR on April 1, 2022.  The final report can be 
viewed on the GSA’s website at https://santarosaplaingroundwater.org/annual-reports/.   

Communication and Stakeholder Engagement 
• Under Proposition 68 grant-funded work, consultants from SCI Associates and Larry Walker

Associates have completed a state-grant funded rural community outreach project, which included
surveying rural residential groundwater users and follow up focus groups to help inform effective
development and implementation of GSA and GSP priorities, projects, and initiatives. This report is
being finalized and will be posted on the GSA website in April.

• GSA staff have initiated an update of its community outreach plan based on input from a
community outreach subcommittee.  A draft of the updated plan was be shared with the advisory
committee at their May meeting for input.

Addressing Data Gaps 
• Under Proposition 68 grant-funded work and on behalf of the GSA, Sonoma Water initiated

performance of synoptic streamflow measurements (seepage runs) to assist in identifying and
mapping interconnected surface waters within the Subbasin. The seepage runs will be performed
over a complete hydrologic year and will consist of six measurement events: two primary
measurement events in the spring and fall and four supplemental measurement events to capture
seasonal variations in surface water and groundwater interactions. Approximately 40 locations
were measured in November 2021 and April 2022 along the primary streams and important
tributaries within the Subbasin and a subset of approximately 20 locations will be measured during
the supplemental measurement events.

• Under Proposition 68 grant-funded work and on behalf of the GSA, Sonoma Water has continued
planning for construction of three multi-level monitoring wells in the Subbasin.  The specific focus
is to provide monitoring data in key data gap areas with important features such as fault zones,
basin boundaries, surface water bodies, and/or proximity to areas of substantial groundwater
pumping. Construction of the monitoring wells is planned to begin the week of May 16, 2022. The
wells will be instrumented with pressure transducers and added to the GSA’s RMP network
following construction.

Land Use Planning and Well Permitting Integration/Coordination 
• Under Proposition 68 grant-funded work and on behalf of the GSA, Permit Sonoma is improving the

collection, compilation, and management of groundwater information maintained by the County
and establishing protocols and procedures for sharing groundwater information between Permit
Sonoma and the GSAs in Sonoma County. The scope includes modification of the well permit
application to include categories for proposed well depth, enhance land use options, number of
units for residential, type of crop and number of acres to be irrigated, and increase options for
reason for new well. Permit Sonoma is also updating operating procedures, reporting tools, and
program database for Permit Sonoma to meet the needs of the GSA. Improvement of datasets for
parcel-specific water supply and water use attributes and development of the necessary protocols
and tools to update the GUIDE program are also being conducted under the grant. This work is
scheduled to be completed in June 2022.
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Projects and Management Actions 
Activities related to project and management actions within the Subbasin includes: 
 In December 2021, Sonoma Water was awarded $6.9 million in funding for its Santa Rosa Plain

Drought Resiliency Project through DWR’s Urban and Multibenefit Drought Relief Program. The
Santa Rosa Plain Drought Resiliency Project will add recharge capabilities for future ASR operations
at two of Sonoma Water’s production wells in the Santa Rosa Plain. ASR is one of the key projects
identified for implementation in the GSP that is needed to maintain sustainable conditions within
the Subbasin. Planning and design for the project is currently underway.

Requested Board Action 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

List of Attachments 
None. 

Contact 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707‐547‐1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707‐547‐1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Rate and Fee Study Update 

Summary: Staff will provide a status on the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency (GSA) rate and fee update study based on the regulatory fee methodology that was 
selected at the April 14 Board meeting. Review and comments on the updated, but not 
completed, rate and fees will provide staff direction for completing the study and preparing for 
a future board hearing on June 9 to consider adoption of a groundwater sustainability fee. 

Background 

In June 2019 the GSA Board approved a Groundwater Sustainability Fee as authorized by Water 
Code section 10730 and pursuant to Agency Ordinance No. 19-01. The adopted fee 
methodology was a regulatory fee based on groundwater usage. The 2019 adopted Rate and 
Fee Study identified the following user rate classifications:  

• Municipal and other public service providers
• Agriculture and other irrigation
• Rural residential
• Commercial
• Urban wells

Groundwater use for municipal and other public service providers were based on actual 
metered pumping while groundwater useage for agriculture, rural residential and other users 
were estimated based on land use and other data. 

The fee methodology was adopted after nearly two years of public meetings and workshops 
held by the Santa Rosa Plain GSA Board and Advisory Committee. The approved rate of $19.90 
per acre foot per year (AFY) was intended to cover three fiscal years, during which time the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) would be developed and approved, and after which the 
Board would reevaluate and reconsider the rate. The associated fees based on the approved 
rate have been collected by the GSA from municipalities for fiscal year’s 2019/2020, 2020/2021 
and 2021/2022. During this time, Sonoma County and the Sonoma County Water Agency have 
covered fees for all other private pumpers.  
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The current funding structure is based on an annual GSA budget of $337,000 and includes a 
total of up to $240,000 annually from the County of Sonoma and Sonoma Water to offset rural 
groundwater user fees, as shown in Table 1.  

TABLE 1. Initial Board-Adopted Groundwater User Fees 

Total 16,934 AF 100% $337,000 

User/Class of User 
Total 

Estimated 
Extraction 

Class % of 
Estimated 

Usage 

User/Class 
Annual 
Impact 

City of Cotati 264 AF 2% $5,252 

City of Rohnert Park 1,612 AF 10% $32,089 

City of Santa Rosa 1,598 AF 9% $31,800 

City of Sebastopol 1,004 AF 6% $19,977 

Town of Windsor 50 AF 0% $995 

Sonoma Water 592 AF 3% $11,772 

Sonoma State 
University 

203 AF 1% $4,038* 

California-American 
Larkfield 

524 AF 3% $10,426* 

Small Water Service 
Providers 

1,096 AF 6% $21,812* 

Agriculture 5,345 AF 32% $106,374* 

Rural Residential 
Groundwater Users 

3,664 AF 22% $72,905* 

Urban Residential 
Groundwater Users 

189 AF 1% $3,759* 

Golf Courses 595 AF 4% $11,850* 

Schools 199 AF 1% $3,952* 

* Fees for the groundwater user classes marked with an asterisk are paid for through contributions
by the County of Sonoma and Sonoma Water, as described above.
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The 2019 GSA fee methodology and fee plan, together with various state grants (totaling 
approximately $2M), have successfully funded the GSA’s activities and resulted in adoption of the 
SGMA required Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) in December 2021. Because the Board 
directed reevaluation of the rate and fee plan, the GSA has been conducting an updated rate and 
fee study to explore options for long-term funding of the GSA and implementation of the GSP. 

A  Groundwater Users Registration Program (Ordinance No. 19-02) was also approved in 
December 2019. Since that time GSA staff have been working with GSA member agency staff 
and partner agencies, such as Permit Sonoma and the Agricultural Commissioner’s office, to 
manage a Groundwater User Information Data Exchange (GUIDE) program that was launched in 
2021. Based on the methodology and datasets approved by the GSA Board to determine 
equitable groundwater sustainability fees, the GUIDE Program allows owners of groundwater 
use parcels in the Santa Rosa Plain subbasin, to review and confirm or correct information, and 
provide additional information. Validated new and corrected data collected through the GUIDE 
program has been incorporated into a rate and fee study database update. 

In March 2021, the GSA issued an RFP for consulting services to provide an updated rate and 
fee study. Three qualifying proposals were received, and interviews with the three consultant 
teams were conducted on May 12, 2021. A GSA Board subcommittee selected SCI Consulting 
Group and Larry Walker Associates to prepare the updated rate and fee study to provide an 
analysis and optional approaches to sustainable fund the GSA. 

Discussion 

The rate and fee study update began in Fall 2021, and since then, many activities have 
occurred, including stakeholder engagement and public discussion regarding the advantages and 
disadvantages of multiple funding options, modification of data assumptions and refining, 
eliminating or adding options, multiple meetings were held for the public to provide feedback, the 
Advisory Committee was engaged to discuss groundwater use estimates and associated fee 
range estimates, and information from the GUIDE program further refine data assumptions. 

The following data provided inputs to the Rate and Fee Study update and analysis: 

• DWR Agricultural and Land Use data for applied water estimates
• DWR land Use date for groundwater irrigated crop areas
• Recycled water purveyor estimates to determine agricultural usage
• Sonoma County Recorder-Assessor parcel records
• Urban residential pumping well data form municipalities
• Water purveyor reported groundwater production
• Small water service providers reported groundwater production
• Rural groundwater user studies and estimates
• Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Plan (2021)
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The  core objective of the proposed groundwater sustainability fee is to develop  a  fair and 
efficient funding  mechanism,  using the best available information and industry practices,  to 
create a  financially  independent Groundwater Sustainability Agency for  the  Santa Rosa Plain.
The funding mechanism is intended to incorporate the  unique characteristics of the Agency’s 
jurisdiction while meeting SGMA  and other  legal requirements.

The rate and fee update study includes a review of groundwater pumping data, funding sources
(including possible  grant  funds),  costs, and preliminary fee options.  Two  methodologies  that 
would assess fees only on  parcels  with wells  were evaluated: 1)  Regulatory fees  (including 
options to maintain the existing fee or to  update the fee calculation),  and 2)  Well Head fees.
Two fee methodologies that would spread costs to all parcels in the basin, regardless of 
groundwater use were also evaluated including a Parcel Tax and a Benefit Assessment District.

Selected Methodology

At the April 14, 2022 Board meeting, the Board approved  utilizing  the adopted  (2019)
regulatory fee structure and that the fee amounts be recalculated to meet the fiscal needs of 
the GSA as outlined in the GSP submitted for DWR review and approval.  Further evaluation of 
other fee methodologies  under consideration was  discontinued.  The Board also directed staff
to  continue looking for ways to reduce operating costs and  to  budget  the agency  based on 
receiving  future grant revenues  at  25%  in order  to keep rates down.

Applying this methodology,  rates would range from an estimated $35 to $50  per AFY. This 
option has many advantages, it is equitable, it is already in-place, and it includes credits for use 
of recycled water and for specific groundwater recharge activities.

Community Meetings

The  Santa Rosa Plain GSA hosted three community meetings  that  followed  the April 14, 2022 
Board meeting. The meetings were held on April 20 (virtual), April 26 (Windsor in-person),  and 
April 27 (Santa Rosa in-person).  A total of  120  community members attended the  three 
meetings that included presentations from a Board member, GSA staff, and consultants.  The 
presentations are available on the GSA website.

Public input and opinions ranged significantly from support to concern at the virtual meeting; 
however, a vocal majority of comments at the in-person meetings were generally and strongly 
opposed to the concept of a groundwater sustainability fee.

Staff Recommendation

Review and provide feedback to  staff  and  consultants  to refine and complete the rate and fee 
study update  and prepare for a  June 9 Board meeting and public hearing.



Fiscal Information 
None 

Vote Required 
Information only. 

List of Attachments 
1. None

Contact  
Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Appoint Marcus Trotta, Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water as Plan Manager for 

implementation of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Summary: The California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan Emergency Regulations (GSP Regulations) require the appointment of a Plan Manager. Jay Jasperse 
has been serving in this role since 2017 and is retiring in July 2022. The GSA is proposing to appoint 
Marcus Trotta as Plan Manager starting July 1, 2022.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Background 
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA) requires Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) appoint a Plan Manager who has the authority to submit and amend the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and related amendments, submit reports, and serve as a point of 
contact between the Groundwater Sustainability Agency and DWR. 

To address this requirement, the JPA (at 9.01.02) states the following: “The Board shall 
designate a Plan Manager. The Administrator and Plan Manager may be the same individual. 
The Plan Manager shall serve at the pleasure of the Board of Directors and his/her duties and 
responsibilities shall be set forth by the Board.” 

The JPA further defines the term “Plan Manager” (at 1.01(p)): ”Plan Manager” shall mean the 
person designated by the Board to oversee the preparation and implementation of the GSP and 
who has been delegated management authority for submitting the GSP, GSP amendments, 
annual reports, and five-year assessments and serving as the point of contact between the 
Agency and the Department of Water Resources. The Plan Manager shall be a professional engineer, 
professional geologist or certified hydrogeologist, or someone who has demonstrated 
experience and knowledge in the foregoing areas as determined by the Board.” 

The technical portion of Sonoma Water’s scope of services is consistent with the definition 
and role of Plan Manager so Jay Jasperse was appointed to serve in the Plan Manager role at the August 
10, 2017 Board meeting.  Jay Jasperse plans to retire in July 2022, so the GSA needs to appoint a new 
Plan Manager beginning July 1, 2022.  Marcus Trotta, Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water is a 
professional geologist in the State of California, and therefore qualified to serve as Plan Manager. He has 
been the technical lead on developing the Santa Rosa Plain GSA and its implementation plan under 
direction of the Plan Manager.   
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Vote Required 
This item requires a majority vote of the Directors representing the non-contracted members 
(i.e. the Directors representing all entities other than Sonoma Water). 

Staff Recommendation 
Designate Marcus Trotta, Principal Hydrogeologist, Sonoma Water, as Plan Manager for the 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Plan beginning July 1, 2022. 

Fiscal Information 
No fiscal impact. 

List of Attachment 
1. Summary of Professional Qualifications for Marcus Trotta

Contact 
Andy Rodgers, Administrator, (707) 243-8555, arodgers@santarosaplaingroundwater.org. 

Agenda Item: 7A
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022

23 of 38

mailto:arodgers@santarosaplaingroundwater.org


Sonoma County Water Agency 
Marcus A. Trotta, P.G., C.Hg. 404 Aviation Blvd. 
_____________________________             Santa Rosa, California 95403 

(707) 547-1978
marcus.trotta@scwa.ca.gov

Summary of Professional Qualifications 

Mr. Trotta is a Principal Hydrogeologist for Sonoma Water’s Groundwater Resources Section of 
the Engineering and Resource Planning Division with over 25 years of professional experience 
performing and managing technical studies and management programs of groundwater resources.  
The primary focus of his work at the Sonoma Water includes: 

• Leading technical development of Groundwater Sustainability Plans for the Petaluma
Valley, Sonoma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain basins/subbasins in compliance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act;

• Providing project management and technical support for the ongoing the U.S. Geological
Survey Cooperative Studies of Groundwater Resources in Sonoma County;

• Managing technical studies investigating the interaction and exchange of surface water
and groundwater within the Russian River alluvial aquifer; and

• Managing the Water Agency’s Groundwater Resources Section.
Prior to joining the Water Agency in 2008, he served as a technical consultant in the fields of 
hydrogeology and environmental engineering, which involved assisting private and public sector 
clients in the management and characterization of groundwater resources, the design and 
performance of groundwater contaminant fate and transport studies and the development of 
aquifer restoration programs.  Relevant experiences include: interpreting the geologic, hydrologic, 
and geochemical characteristics of local aquifer systems, groundwater basins, and stream/aquifer 
interaction; the design and analysis of complex aquifer testing programs; assessing the occurrence, 
extent, and transport of a variety of contaminants in groundwater systems; and the development and 
application of numerical groundwater flow models.   

Education 

B.S., Geology, University of California, Davis, California, 1995
Minor in Hydrologic Science 

Continuing education courses: 
International Groundwater Modeling Center, Polishing Your Groundwater Modeling 
  Skills, 2001 
Zweig White & Associates, Advanced Project Management, 2000 
The Princeton Course, Groundwater Pollution and Hydrology, 1996 

Registrations/Certifications 

Professional Geologist No. 7338 – State of California 

Certified Hydrogeologist No. 757 – State of California 
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Professional Experience 

2008 – present Sonoma County Water Agency, Santa Rosa, California, Principal 
Hydrogeologist (2016 to present) and Hydrogeologist IV (2008 – 2016) 

1995 - 2008             PES Environmental, Inc., Novato, California, Consulting Hydrogeologist 

1994 – 1995 University of California at Davis – Geology Department, Student Research 
Assistant 

Representative Project Experience 

Representative Groundwater Management and Water Resource Projects 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development and Implementation, Petaluma Valley Basin, 
Sonoma Valley Subbasin and Santa Rosa Plain Subbasin (2017 to present) – Serve as Program 
Manager for the development and implementation of GSPs, on behalf of the Petaluma Valley, 
Sonoma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain GSAs.  Responsibilities included: 

• Leading a team of technical consultants, Sonoma Water staff, and local stakeholders in
development of the GSPs;

• Coordination with outside agency representatives during development of the GSPs, including
California Department of Water Resources staff;

• Lead or reviewing author on all GSP content;
• Review of technical analysis supporting hydrogeologic conceptual models, groundwater

budget analyses, sustainable management criteria development, monitoring networks and
project and management action assessments;

• Planning implementation activities, including development of annual reports;
• Support for obtaining funding sources for GSP development and implementation, including

grant funding and developing data to support fee studies.

Groundwater Banking Feasibility and Aquifer Storage and Recovery Pilot Testing Programs 
(2010 to present) – Serve as Program Manager for the development a feasibility study for a regional 
groundwater banking program which would involve the diversion and transmission of surplus 
Russian River water produced at existing drinking water production facilities during wet weather 
conditions for storage in aquifers beneath the Santa Rosa Plain and/or Sonoma Valley.  The 
feasibility study provided an evaluation of the regional needs and benefits, source water availability 
and quality, regional hydrogeologic conditions, and alternatives for groundwater banking. Based on 
the findings from the study, led the planning, design and implementation of an aquifer storage and 
recovery pilot test in Sonoma Valley in collaboration with the City of Sonoma. The pilot project 
resulted in the empirical verification of specific hydrogeologic and water quality factors and provided 
information to support planning and implementation of future ASR projects in the region. 
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Sonoma Valley and Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Management Programs, Sonoma County 
Water Agency (2008 to 2017) – Served as Program Manager for the development and 
implementation of voluntary Groundwater Management Programs (GMPs) in Sonoma Valley and the 
Santa Rosa Plain.  Responsibilities included: 

• Supervising and managing agreements and work tasks of technical consultants and scientific
researchers;

• Leading a team of technical consultants, facilitators, Water Agency staff, and local
stakeholders in development of the Santa Rosa Plain Watershed Groundwater Management
Plan;

• Coordinating the collection, management and evaluation of groundwater-level, groundwater
quality, streamflow and geologic data;

• Directing technical studies of groundwater quality, feasibility studies for Aquifer Storage and
Recovery Pilot Studies, scoping studies for stormwater recharge projects, and development of
Salt and Nutrient Management Plans;

• Interacting and negotiating with regulatory agency staff on permitting aspects of Water
Agency groundwater initiatives;

• Obtaining grant funding for the installation of nested groundwater monitoring wells to depths
of up to 700 feet within stratified alluvial and sedimentary formations of the Glen Ellen and
Huichica Formations and the Sonoma Volcanics;

• Directing and supervising Water Agency staff in the development of hydrostratigraphic and
numerical groundwater flow models of the Sonoma Valley;

• Managing stakeholder engagement through preparation of work plans, meeting agenda and
planning documents to support and lead Basin Advisory Panel and Technical Advisory
Committee meetings.

U.S. Geological Survey Cooperative Groundwater Resource Studies, Sonoma County Water 
Agency (2008 to Present) – Serve as Program Manager for a cooperative study program between the 
Water Agency and the U.S. Geological Survey to evaluate groundwater resources in the larger and 
more developed groundwater basins in Sonoma County.  These studies have been conducted in the 
Alexander Valley, Sonoma Valley, Santa Rosa Plain and Petaluma Valley.  Scopes of the studies 
have included compilation of existing and new data into Geographic Information Systems (GIS), 
development of hydrostratigraphic models, collection and interpretation of water quality data, 
development of numerical models for simulating climate futures and future management scenarios.  
Responsibilities have included developing and managing cooperative agreements with the USGS and 
other local agencies to fund the programs, assisting in data compilation and evaluation, review of 
technical reports developed by the U.S. Geological Survey, integrating the results of the studies into 
groundwater management plans and programs, and presenting findings of the studies to the Water 
Agency’s Board, the boards and councils of other local agencies and local stakeholders. 

Sonoma County Water Agency Russian River Riverbank Filtration System Studies and 
Research - U.S. Geological Survey, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and Sonoma 
County Water Agency (2008 to Present) – Serve as Program Manager for studies and research 
conducted to better understand, monitor and evaluate the ability of natural filtration to provide 
adequate treatment to address emerging water quality issues for potable water supply along the 
Russian River. The program has involved: collection and interpretation of geophysical data beneath 
and along the riverbed; instrumentation of seepage meters, streambed piezometers, sediment traps; 
and evaluation and interpretation of collected data.  Key findings of the studies to date include a 

26 of 38



better understanding of the role that sediment grain chemistry, dissolved organic carbon, and 
grain sorting play in promoting natural filtration of Russian River water. 

Hydrogeologic Evaluations and Water Quality Study of Russian River Alluvial Aquifer, 
Sonoma County, California for the Sonoma County Water Agency (1998 to 2003) –Served as 
technical consultant for a series of water resource investigations performed for the Sonoma County 
Water Agency.  The projects have comprised the design and implementation of hydrogeologic 
studies and water quality testing programs to assess the suitability of new locations for the 
development of additional water production facilities along the Middle Reach of the Russian River.  
Responsibilities included: design and installation of high capacity municipal test wells, exploration 
borings, observation wells, observation well clusters, streambed piezometers, and staff gauges; 
interpretation of water-level and water temperature data to assess interaction between surface water 
and groundwater; performance and analysis of step-drawdown and constant-rate aquifer tests; 
computer modeling of groundwater flow; and preparation of technical reports.  Other key 
responsibilities include: 

• Evaluation and assessment of surface water recharge characteristics to the shallow alluvial
aquifer using heat as a tracer.

• Design and supervision of seismic refraction surveys to assess the thickness and distribution
of alluvial deposits; depth to bedrock; presence of previously unidentified faults; and
occurrence and potential water-bearing characteristics of deeper water-bearing formations.

• Design and management of a water quality study consisting of routine surface water and
groundwater sampling and analysis to evaluate the efficiency of natural reduction (i.e.,
filtration and dilution) in reducing the susceptibility of groundwater collector wells
immediately adjacent to the Russian River to common surface water contaminants, including
microbial contaminants.

• Modification and extension of an existing MODFLOW groundwater flow model for a seven
mile-long segment of the shallow aquifer system along the Russian River in Sonoma County,
California.  The objectives of the modeling activities were to:  assess steady-state and
transient groundwater-surface water interactions and estimate the steady-state groundwater
production rate for a proposed high capacity (20 to 30 million gallons per day) collector well
with both a conventional and enhanced horizontal lateral system.

Project-Specific Hydrogeologic Evaluations, Monterey County, California for the Monterey 
County Health Department (2003 to 2008) – Served as technical consultant to the County of 
Monterey Health Department responsible for assessing water-supply issues for proposed 
development projects throughout the County of Monterey.  The scopes of work typically involved 
assessing whether proposed projects water sources represented a “sustainable long-term water 
supply”, as defined by Monterey County’s Subdivision Ordinance.  Project components and work 
tasks included:  (1) assessing the potential effects on the local and basin-wide water balance; (2) 
assessing the potential effects on nearby wells through the development and application of 
groundwater flow models; (3) analyzing potential effects on groundwater quality from increased 
septic system recharge; and (4) assessing potential cumulative effects on the underlying aquifer in 
terms of groundwater quantity and quality.  Project areas encompassed a wide variety of 
hydrogeologic settings including: Santa Margarita, Paso Robles, and Monterey Shale Aquifers of the 
Laguna Seca and El Toro Subareas within the Seaside Coastal Groundwater Basin; and the Aromas 
Formation of the Highlands North Hydrogeologic Subarea.  Projects have involved the close 
coordination and communication with water resource engineers, hydrogeologists, land use planners 
and environmental scientists of many local agencies and water purveyors including the Monterey 
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Water Resources Agency, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District and California-American 
Water. 

Southern Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Evaluation, Sonoma County, California for the City 
of Rohnert Park (2000 to 2001) – Served as technical consultant to the City of Rohnert Park in 
assisting in the development and construction of a three-dimensional numerical groundwater flow 
model (MODFLOW) to assist in the analysis of groundwater conditions within an approximately 30 
square mile portion of the southern Santa Rosa Plain.  The scope of work included: review of 
hydrogeologic, geologic and climate data for the project region; review and analysis of pumping and 
water level data for a 29-year period from 48 municipal supply wells.  Assisted in the technical 
evaluation and text preparation for the Water Resources section of an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the City’s General Plan, and assisted in the development of policies for the General Plan to 
manage future groundwater resource conservation and management.  Applied groundwater flow 
model to assist in the development of a groundwater monitoring program designed to assess 
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the municipal wellfield.  

Geochemical Evaluation and Water Supply Evaluation of Municipal Well Field, City of 
Sebastopol, California (2004 to 2008) – As technical consultant to the City of Sebastopol, 
performed a hydrogeologic and geochemical investigation of the presence of naturally occurring 
arsenic in groundwater extracted from many of the City’s water supply wells, which are 
completed within the Wilson Grove Formation in the highlands area west of the Santa Rosa 
Plain, Sonoma County.  Identified discrete aquifer zones that were contributing the vast majority 
of arsenic to the well based on the evaluation of a borehole flowmeter survey and depth-discrete 
groundwater sampling performed while pumping the well at standard operational pumping rates.  
Provided well rehabilitation recommendations to limit the contribution of groundwater from the 
arsenic-bearing zones and improve well yields from zones with superior water quality.  
Additionally, assisted in designing a replacement water supply well (Production Well No. 8), 
which is capable of producing over 300 gallons per minute of high quality groundwater from 
deeper zones within the Wilson Grove Formation. 

Water Supply Assessment for Environmental Impact Report, Northeast Area Plan, City of 
Sebastopol, California (2007) – As technical consultant to the City of Sebastopol, assisted in 
preparation of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) pursuant to Senate Bill 610 requirements for 
the 54-acre Northeast Area, which is intended to guide the development and conservation of the 
area.  The WSA included: (1) an evaluation of the City’s municipal wellfield; (2) evaluation of 
groundwater-level trends within the Wilson Grove Highlands groundwater basin; (3) assessment 
of water demand requirements for the project area; and (4) assessment of the sufficiency of 
groundwater to meet projected future water demands.  Additionally, recommendations for 
measures to optimize wellfield performance, enhance groundwater recharge, and improve water 
conservation measures were developed. 

Review of Water Resource Element of EIR, Beaumont and Edgar Canyon Basin, San 
Bernadino County (2005 to 2006) – On behalf of a local stakeholder group, reviewed and 
evaluated Water Supply Assessments and water resource evaluations, including related Urban 
Water Management Plans for the City of Banning and the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water 
District.  Development independent analysis of water rights issues, water budgets and adequacy 
of planned water sources from the overdrafted Beaumont and Banning Storage Units. 
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Other Relevant Professional Experiences and Skills 

In addition to the representative projects described above, Mr. Trotta has also employed the 
following hydrogeologic techniques in support of a wide variety of projects, including: 
evaluation and analysis of rising and falling head aquifer tests; preparation and analysis of 
groundwater-level contour maps, flow-nets, and capture zone maps; evaluation of stream-stage 
hydrographs; computer simulations of particle tracking using MODPATH for estimation of 
Wellhead Protection Areas; analysis of aquifer test data to estimate aquifer properties (i.e., 
hydraulic conductivity, transmissivity, specific yield); evaluation of groundwater extraction 
system performance; evaluation and design of enhanced in-situ bioremediation programs for a 
variety of contaminants, including perchlorate and VOCs; evaluation of cost-allocation 
procedures for litigation support; construction of one-dimensional vadose-zone transport models; 
and construction and maintenance of computer databases for the storage of large volumes of 
hydrologic data. 

Professional Affiliations and Advisory Committees 

Association of Groundwater Scientists and Engineers – National Groundwater Association 
Geological Society of America – Cordilleran Section 
Groundwater Resources Association of California 
California Water Foundation, Groundwater Sustainability Steering Committee Member (2014) 
National Groundwater Association, Task Group Member for Development of Best Suggested 

Practices for Aquifer Storage and Recovery (2010) 

Publications/Abstracts 

D.W. Metge, G.R. Aiken, J.C. Underwood, M.  Trotta, J. Jasperse, and R.W. Harvey, (In Press).
The Effects of Riverine Dissolved Organic Matter upon the Surface Characteristics and
Transport of Cryptosporidium parvum Oocysts and Microsphere in Sediments Collected from
the Russian River, California bank-filtration site.

C. Ulrich, S. Hubbard, J. Florsheim, D. Rosenberry, S. Borglin, Y. Zhang, D. Seymour, M.
Trotta (2015), Riverbed Clogging Associated with a California Riverbank Filtration System: Ann
Assessment of Mechanisms and Monitoring Approaches.  Journal of Hydrology.

Trotta, M., Development of Baseline Scenarios for Management Alternatives in Sonoma Valley 
(Abstract and Presentation), June 8, 2016.  Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
Symposium of the Groundwater Resources Association of California, Sacramento, California 

Trotta, M.,Geophysical Investigations of Surface Water and Groundwater Exchanges at a 
Riverbank Filtration Facility (Abstract and Presentation), April 30, 2013.  National Groundwater 
Association Summit, San Antonio, Texas 

Trotta, M. Groundwater Banking, Stormwater Capture & Recharge in Sonoma County: 
Foundational Studies (Abstract and Presentation), January 31, 2012. American Groundwater 
Trust Aquifer Recharge Annual Conference, Ontario, California 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Contract for Administrative Services 

Summary: Current contracts for administrative services and grant administration services end 
on June 30, 2022. This item would authorize legal counsel and the administrator of the 
Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley GSAs to negotiate a new two-year agreement with West 
Yost for administrative and grant administration services for the Santa Rosa Plain GSA. The item 
would also authorize the Chair to sign the agreement. 

Background  
Gold Ridge RCD provided administrative services for the GSA from July 2017 through February 
2018. The Sonoma County Water Agency served as the administrator from March 2018 through 
October 2018. The GSA issued a Request for Proposal for administrative services in May 2018 
and West Yost Associates (Consultant) was the winning bid and began providing services on 
November 1, 2018. 

Administrative services include: 

• Board meeting preparation and follow-up;
• Preparing for and staffing Advisory Committee meetings;
• Negotiating and managing contracts for goods and services;
• Managing and overseeing the Agency’s budget and financial transactions;
• Working closely with the Plan Manager, technical and outreach staff;
• Communicating and meeting with member agency staff and the staff of other basins; and
• Working with the Chair, Board subcommittees, consultants and other stakeholders on

issues and initiatives, including fee studies and the GUIDE program.

Sonoma Water has provided grant administration services for the three Sonoma County GSAs 
since July 2017. During that time, it has applied for, secured and managed more than 
$6.5 million in grants and technical assistance for the three GSAs, including about $2.2 million 
in Santa Rosa Plain. Sonoma Water is no longer able to support ongoing grant administration 
for the three GSAs and cannot support administrative services for the Santa Rosa Plain GSA.  

Agenda Item: 7B
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 
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Current Proposal 

As the three GSAs embark on the GSP implementation phase, the Boards decided to 
consolidate services in order to achieve efficiencies and reduce costs. A Request for Proposals 
(RFP) for administrative services and grant administration was issued in March 2022. One 
proposal was received, from West Yost. 

The proposal (Attachment 1) was reviewed by member agency staff and deemed to be 
complete and responsive, although staff requested additional information about the costs and 
staff roles. These questions were discussed in an interview conducted by a panel of the GSA 
Chairs Tom Schwedhelm (Santa Rosa Plain), Susan Gorin (Sonoma Valley) and David Rabbit 
(Petaluma Valley). 

Some highlights of the proposal include: 

• Andy Rodgers would continue serving as the administrator for the Santa Rosa Plain GSA;
• Sandi Potter would administer the Petaluma Valley GSA and Bill Keene would administer

the Sonoma Valley GSA;
• Sabrina Marson and Simone Peters would provide administrative and clerical support

for all three basins;
• Grant solicitation and administration would be provided by Monique Day, an engineer

with deep experience in grant strategies and management; and
• Time is allocated for the Consultant for strategic development of the GSAs, including

possible consolidation and consideration of other ways to reduce costs and
inefficiencies.

• Member agency staff posed questions regarding costs and the roles of staff. In early
May, the Chairs of the three GSA Boards interviewed the Consultant, and discussed the
questions raised by staff and additional questions regarding possible GSA consolidation.

Following the interview with the West Yost team, the interview panel recommended that the 
GSAs enter into two-year contracts for administration and grant administration services. The 
Chairs asked Ann DuBay (who currently serves as the administrator of the Sonoma Valley and 
Petaluma Valley GSAs) to work with the Consultant on reducing overall costs and in developing 
a scope of work. 

Staff reached out to West Yost for clarification on costs specific to the Santa Rosa Plain basin 
and to begin discussions on a specific scope and to reduce costs. Based on the information 
received, the total two-year contract for administrative services and grant administration would 
include the following tasks: 

Agenda Item: 7B
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 
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Tasks (Annual) Annual Costs 
Prepare for, attend and follow-up to 4 Board meetings and 3 
Advisory Committee meetings 

78,000 

Fiscal and contract management 23,500 
Manage 4 inter- and 1 intra-basin meetings 24,800 
GSA strategic development 13,600 
Grant solicitation (one grant annually) and management 36,000 
Total Annual Costs $175,900 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

In total, the two-year annual budget for these tasks is a not-to-exceed amount $351,800.

Staff Recommendation
•  Authorize Ann  DuBay and legal counsel to negotiate a two-year agreement with

consultant for a not-to-exceed amount of $351,800.
•  Authorize the Chair to sign the contract.

Fiscal Information
The one-year costs of the proposed contract are within the FY 2022-23 budget for 
administration, outreach (which includes funding for Advisory Committee meetings) and grant
administration services.

Vote Required
Majority

List of Attachments
None

Contact
Ann DuBay, (707) 524-8378,  ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov

Agenda Item: 7B
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Contract with Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann and Girard, LLC 

Summary: Consider authorizing the administrator of the Santa Rosa Plain GSA and the GSA legal 
counsel to negotiate a new two-year agreement with Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann and 
Girard, LLC for legal services. The item would also authorize the Chair to sign the agreement.   

Background  
The Sacramento-based law firm Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann and Girard (KMTG) was 
selected to serve as general legal counsel for the GSA through a formal solicitation process in 
2017, and a contract was approved by the Board at its August 2017 meeting. The contract 
expired at the end of the fiscal year, and at its June meeting, the Board extended the contract 
through October 2018 and added $20,000. At the October 2018 meeting, the Board approved 
adding $40,000 to the contract, and extending it through June 30, 2019.  

The total budget for KMTG during Fiscal Years 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 was $120,000. At the 
December 2019 meeting, the Board approved to amend the existing contract by adding 
$55,000 and extend it through June 30, 2020.  

KMTG services include: 
• Attending Board meetings, as requested;
• Reviewing Board meeting agendas and specific staff reports at the request of staff or the

Chair;
• Preparing and/or reviewing contracts with consultants and sub-contractors;
• Developing GSA policies and procedures, including bylaws and policies for conflicts of

interest, document retention, contracting, purchasing, and retention.

In addition to providing general counsel services, KMTG has provided legal advice to the GSA 
regarding financing options and has worked closely with staff and consultants on the rate and 
fee study update and the Groundwater User Registration Program. 

Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Board authorize the administrator of the Santa Rosa Plain GSA to 
negotiate a new two-year agreement with Kronick, Moskowitz, Tiedemann and Girard, LLC for 
legal services. The item would also authorize the Chair to sign the agreement. 

Agenda Item: 7C
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 
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Fiscal Information 
The Fiscal Year 2022-23 budget includes $50,000 in funding for legal services. 

Vote Required 
Majority  

List of Attachments 
1. None

Contact 
Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 

Agenda Item: 7C
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 

34 of 38

mailto:arodgers@westyost.com


Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Administrator and Plan Manager Report 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator and Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
SUBJECT: Administrator and Plan Manager Report 

Summary: The purpose of this item is to provide updates on any major developments or 
milestones since the last Board Meeting, and any significant upcoming activities. 

Background  
Since the April 14 SRP Board meeting, most GSA staff activities were focused on preparing for 
and hosting three community meetings, providing coordination and meeting with the rate and 
fee study consultant, evaluating options for addressing the drought Executive Order, and the 
preparations for installing the multilevel monitoring wells. 

Administrator 
April 14 – May 12 activities: 

• Support rate and fee study update;
• Worked with outreach staff to host three Community Meetings, monthly update,

website updates and fact sheets for GSP and fee study;
• Worked with Sonoma Water and GSA financial team on Prop 1 & 68 grants

administration;
• Prepared a comment letter on the Graton Resort Expansion in accordance with the GSA

policy platform to complete time sensitive actions between Board meetings. A copy of
the comment letter is attached to this report.

• Preparation for May Advisory Committee and Board meetings; and
• Attended inter-basin staff meeting to discuss items common to all three basins.

Upcoming activity highlights: 

• Working with fee consultant on rate/fee study;
• Work with outreach staff and fee consultants on preparation and outreach for public

hearing;
• Continue working with technical team and outreach staff on GSP implementation;
• Preparation for public hearing and follow up to Advisory Committee meeting; and
• Secure Agreements for FY2022-2023: Administration, Legal, Technical/Outreach, GUIDE.

Agenda Item: 8
Meeting Date: May 12, 2022 
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Plan Manager 
April 14-May 12 activities include: 

• Evaluating drought Executive Order with Permit Sonoma, GSA council, member staff
from the 3 GSAS, and state-wide dialogue at ACWA;

• Staff working with Permit Sonoma and fee consultant on database updates and GUIDE
program;

• Refinement of GSP budget for fee study;
• Preparation for monitoring well construction; and
• Preparation for and follow up to Board and Advisory Committee meetings.

Upcoming activity highlights: 

• Implementation of Proposition 68 technical tasks, including oversite of monitoring well
• construction (slated to begin in late May); ongoing work with Permit Sonoma for

well/database
• information upgrades; and developing contracts for geophysical surveys;
• Ongoing technical support of fee study.

Staff Recommendation 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

Vote Required 
None. 

List of Attachments 
1. May 4, 2022 Santa Rosa Plain GSA Comment Letter Graton Resort Expansion

Contact 
Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-484-7754, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 

Agenda Item: 8
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Board of Directors 

Tom Schwedhelm, Chair, City of Santa Rosa  Susan Harvey, Vice-Chair, Director, City of Cotati    Joe Dutton, Director, Gold Ridge Resource 

Conservation District     Lynda Hopkins, Director, Sonoma Water   Sam Salmon, Director, Town of Windsor   Evan Jacobs, Director, Independent 

Water Systems    Patrick Slayter, Director, City of Sebastopol   John Nagle, Director, Sonoma Resource Conservation District     Pam Stafford, 

Director, City of Rohnert Park   Chris Coursey, Director, County of Sonoma  

Advisory Committee 

Bob Anderson, Chair, Agricultural    Rue Furch, Vice-Chair, Environmental    John Rosenblum, Member, Independent Water Systems    David Noren, 

Member, Rural residential   Beth Lamb, Member, Environmental   Peter Martin, Member, City of Santa Rosa   Carolyn Dixon, Member, Sonoma 

Water   Arthur Deicke, Member, Business community   Maureen Geary, Member, Graton Rancheria   Mark Grismer, Member, County of Sonoma 

  Wayne Haydon, Member, Sonoma Resource Conservation District   David Long, Member, Agricultural   Ryan Crawford, Member, City of 

Sebastopol   Matt  O’Connor, Member, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District   Mary Grace Pawson, Member, City of Rohnert Park   Elizabeth 

Cargay, Member, Town of Windsor   Craig Scott, Member, City of Cotati   Marlene Soiland, Member, Rural residential  

May 4, 2022 SENT VIA: EMAIL 

Via email: tribalaffairs@sonoma-county.org 

Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 

6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300 

Rohnert Park, CA 94928 

SUBJECT: Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Comments on the 

Graton Resort & Casino Expansion Tribal Environmental Impact Report 

Notice of Preparation 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation for the proposed Casino 

Expansion project. We understand that the Graton Rancheria (Tribe) is preparing a Tribal 

Environmental Impact Report (TEIR) to examine potential off-tribe environmental impact of a 

proposed expansion of the existing resort and casino located on the western edge of the City of 

Rohnert Park and within the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin. 

The Santa Rosa Plain is designated by the California Department of Water Resources as a 

medium priority groundwater basin, and as such must comply with the Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act (SGMA). The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) is a 

public agency formed to sustainably manage groundwater in the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater 

basin. The agency was formed in June 2017 and has a Board of Directors, an administrator and 

an advisory committee. The Tribe has been participating as an advisory committee member. The 

GSA is working to achieve sustainability with input from all stakeholders in the Basin. 

The proposed project would add an additional 144,00 square feet to the existing casino and 

intensify hotel uses, adding 221 rooms, a 5-level parking garage, a 3,500-seat theater, swimming 

pool, and restaurant. The project would increase water use and wastewater generation.  

Please discuss in detail the potential impacts and mitigation on the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater 

basin including the relationship of the proposed expansion to the adopted Groundwater 
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Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the basin (January 2022) Groundwater Sustainability Plan | Santa 

Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency. The GSP documents that groundwater storage is 

declining at a rate of 2,100 acre-feet per year and outlines a range of actions and mitigation 

measures to address these conditions. The TEIR should fully analyze how the proposed expansion 

could exacerbate these identified impacts. The TEIR should identify feasible mitigation measures 

to address project impacts, including funding implementation actions identified in the GSP. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of the NOP. We look forward to participating in the 

public process and reviewing the TEIR when it is available to the public. If you have any questions 

or would like to discuss these comments, please contact Andy Rodgers at 

Arodgers@santarosaplaingroundwater.org. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator 

SANTA ROSA PLAIN 

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY  
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