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1. Call to Order and Roll Call 
Chair Schwedhelm  called the meeting to order  at 1:03 p.m. Directors  Coursey, Dutton,  Harvey  (until 
approx. 3pm)  Hopkins,  Jacobs, Nagle, Salmon,  Slayter  and Stafford  were present. Also,  in attendance 
at the meeting,  were  Andy  Rodgers,  Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff; Ann DuBay, Outreach;  Andrea 
Rodriguez, Outreach staff; and Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording meeting minutes); Scott 
Morris, Legal Counsel;  Peter Martin,  Elizabeth Cargay,  Bob Anderson, Mary Grace Pawson, Rue Furch,
all  SRP  Advisory Committee members; Jennifer Burke and Colin Close, City of Santa Rosa;  Shannon
Cotulla, Town of Windsor;  Jerry Bradshaw, Arcelia Herrera, and Ryan Aston of SCI Consulting Services; 
Robert  Pennington, Permit Sonoma; Karen Donovan,  Mike Martini,  Joe Gaffney, Tawny Tesconi, 
Deborah Curtis,  and Jaime Neary,  all other  members of public.  
 
2. Consider Emergency Resolution 001-2022 
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 001-2022 which would allow 
today’s  meeting  to occur remotely.  No public  comments.  
 
Director  Jacobs  approved Emergency Resolution 001-2022;  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 Nagle  –  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 
 
Deborah Curtis  –  Where can  I get the agenda  items?  
 Andy  Rodgers  –  On the  santarosaplaingroundwater.org  website, under  the  Meetings  tab.  
 
4. Consent Calendar 

a. Approve Minutes of  December  9,  2021,  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  Nagle  –  aye,  Director  Salmon  –  aye,  Director  
Schwedhelm  –aye,  Director  Coursey  –  aye  
 
5. Directors/Subcommittee  Report 
No report.  No public comment.  
 
6. Advisory Committee Report 
Bob Anderson, Advisory Committee  chair, said  the AC  report  is  on page 17 of  the packet.  He highlighted 
the last sentence of  the written report  –  that  the March 14 Advisory Committee meeting will be the  
only opportunity to review  the Annual Report.  
 
Director Stafford  –  Will the Advisory Committee  weigh in on the rate study?  

 Bob Anderson  –  We will when  we see it.  
 

Rue Furch, Santa Rosa Plain Advisory Committee Vice-Chair  added that a small group of representatives 
from all three  basins  met to discuss outreach  with Ann DuBay  and Andrea  Rodriguez.  It was a very  
productive  meeting. You will certainly hear  more about the  recommendations from  that meeting.  
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Director Jacobs  –  The Independent Water Suppliers (IWS)  group of mutual  water companies  is updating 
its nominations for the advisory group at  their  March 9 meeting, it  will be posted on the  website in  
advance. We would love to have interested parties join the meeting.  No public comment.  
 
7. Information items 

a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Updates 
 
Marcus Trotta,  hydrogeologist  with Sonoma  Water,  technical support to the GSA, provided an update  
on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The  Plan was successfully submitted to  the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) and is available for public comment through April  23, 2022, at  
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/preview/136. DWR gave notice that the Plan is deemed  
complete. They  now have two  years to approve or decide if corrective actions are needed.  Trotta  
thanked the Board, Advisory Committee, community members, and technical, facilitation, grants,  
outreach,  and administrative staff for  the team effort in helping achieve the milestone. Trotta then  
gave an overview of primary initial implementation activities with existing funding sources, and Year  1 
implementation activities pending funding availability.  
 
No  questions or comments from  the Board or  the public.  
 

b. Rate and Fee Study Updates 
 
Andy Rodgers confirmed we have  the remainder of  this fiscal year to find a mechanism in place to keep 
our agency operating in compliance  with law. Rodgers gave  an update  to  the  rate fee study and then 
introduced Jerry Bradshaw of SCI Consulting who said much  work had advanced on the project.  
Bradshaw said the reason for  SCI  to be  at the  meeting is  to  show  the progress made, provide  fee  
options,  and to have a discussion  with the Board.  He said the fee study is based in part on the 2019 
study  done by  Raftelis  and verified  that SCI used the 2019 data in addition to 2022 GSP well data  
sources.  Bradshaw provided updated pumping estimates, preliminary annual  average costs, highlighted 
funding sources,  fee options (fees or tax/assessment),  and listed next  steps.  He asked for Board  
feedback on policy questions regarding basis of costs/budgeting, fee structure,  and timing and place.  
 
Questions/Comments  
Director  Stafford  –  Is it possible to re-adopt current rates  for another year  to give us time? I feel like 
this is a huge jump, especially  for folks in unincorporated areas.  Have we thought about the  public?  Do  
we expect an outcry? The  costs seem very high,  particularly  for residential folks. Is there no other  
option besides accept this or  the  state takes  over?  I would like to hear from Board members who  
represent the rural  water users.  

Rodgers  –  I don’t know if it is a matter of  ‘we aren’t ready’. It is a matter of  ‘is  Board representation 
ready’.  We  are looking for  direction  on  options  on which  we should focus.  If we go  a continuation 
route, we will  want  to use  the updated information which is a different budget  and  better  
extraction  numbers. It is a quick timeframe, that is acknowledged. We are hoping to hear the 
option preference of Board members  today  so that we can refine our route. As far as sticker shock,  
that is an important consideration.  We came  up with $9.95 per year in 2019 for an average rural  
residential groundwater user. This budget  without a grant is roughly double of what it  was in 2019,  
approximately $17-$25 per year for an average rural  residential groundwater user.  
Director  Stafford  –  It  has been a long time  to get to  this  point. I  would like  to hear from the  
Advisory Committee and people  who represent rural  water users.  
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Rodgers – At the January Advisory Committee meeting, the members had similar initial reactions to 
this, we will surely get more feedback from them. As to what happens if we don’t have a funding 
plan by the next fiscal year? Member agencies have been underwriting funding for the last five 
years. There is a sense that we need to start implementing (versus only planning) an equitable way 
to manage the shared resource. We need something before July so we can move forward. 

Director Stafford – I would like to clarify that I am not interested in state intervention. 

Director Nagle – Andy Rodgers didn’t answer what would happen if it takes another year to finalize 
this. DWR would come in and negotiate, not just take over. The issue here is equity; groundwater is 
a public resource and who takes care of it. Lake Sonoma has been paid by every parcel in Sonoma 
County, some people directly benefit, some don’t but everyone pays. Groundwater is a public 
resource and should be equitably shared among everybody in the basin. I would support a benefit 
assessment process where it is paid equitably among all parcels within the basin. 

Director Slayter – The parcel assessment tax option – would it be assessed on parcels within the basin, 
not within member jurisdictional boundaries? 

Bradshaw – I think you would be bound to jurisdictional boundaries. 
Director Slayter – 90% of Sebastopol isn’t within the Santa Rosa Plain. Are you saying they would all 
pay? 
Bradshaw – I think it would be only the 10% that touch upon the boundaries that touch the basin, 
that could be asked to pay. 
Scott Morris, Legal Counsel – You can only assess parcels within your jurisdiction, so if the GSA 
raises the tax, it can’t be for the whole city, it can only be assessed on the parcels within the 
groundwater basin. 
Trotta – With the basin boundary adjustment in 2016, the Santa Rosa Plain basin boundary was 
extended to include the City of Sebastopol, that is when Sebastopol joined the GSA. The basin 
boundary includes the majority of the City of Sebastopol. 

Director Schwedhelm – I am uncomfortable balancing a budget on grants that we don’t know we are 
going to get. Can you explain your comfort level with the grants? 

Trotta – We went through our budget and identified some of the items that are capital projects, 
and some of the planning for projects and management actions, and groundwater model updates 
that we felt would be good candidates for grant funding. The main grant we are focusing on is the 
SGMA implementation grant. DWR has $200,000,000 available statewide for ‘round two’ including 
a minimum $1 million grant award. There are 94 basins statewide. If you look at an average award, 
it would be about $2 million if you are successful. It can’t be guaranteed, as the round 2 grants will 
be competitive, but we have a high level of confidence in these grant opportunities. 
Director Schwedhelm – Where does the GSP factor into it? Will the grants be separate from what 
the GSP may or may not have? 
Trotta – Groundwater Sustainability Agencies are responsible for implementing work on their GSP. 
DWR is required to have their review of the GSPs completed. There could be corrective actions that 
DWR notes require additional studies. There are some uncertainties, but we would be eligible for 
that funding. 
Director Schwedhelm – There is a five-year GSP update – is that starting to set aside money or is it 
one big investment? 
Trotta – The spreadsheet doesn’t show breakdown by year, the presentation shows an annualized 
average. 
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Director Jacobs  –  The possibility of using a fee structure  to incentivize metering of  private wells  –  that 
seems like something that could be  accomplished by regulatory fees or under a benefit  assessment.   
Can you speak to the flexibility of  voluntary metering?  

Bradshaw –  Any of the options where you charge per acre-foot,  everyone who is getting the fee  
would know the  number of acre-feet  they are being assessed. If someone is charged for 50 acre-
feet  and only using 20, they  will complain. If they  can show  the information  isn’t correct, you could 
have an appeal.  You  won’t hear from people  being charged for 20 acre-feet but  using 50. There 
needs to be  a process for applying an adjustment.  There is an administrative burden of dealing with 
appeals.  

 Director  Jacobs  –  Which of the models  could we implement?  
Bradshaw  –  Either of the models  that would be per acre-feet.  

 
Director  Nagle  –  The benefit  assessment doesn’t reflect  what was in the presentation. The benefit  
assessment would be  all  parcels in the basin not just  any parcel  extracting water.  

Bradshaw –  Benefit assessment  or direct users of the water, there is no point  going through the  
balloting process when the Board has the authority to do the same  thing with regulatory fees. It is  
only when you go past the actual  well owners, that you need to go to a ballot.  
Director  Nagle  –  Back to  my previous comment about a shared public  resource  and benefit of a  
good productive groundwater basin.  

 
Public Comment  
Mike Martini  –  I  would like  to  thank  the Board, the work you have done is appreciated. I  think you will 
get a lot more interaction from  the public now that you start talking about fees. I support  Director  
Nagle  on  issue of  equity. Everyone should participate in costs,  there  should be incentives  for  
landowners that contribute  towards recharge and water quality. The users imposed with fees will do  
whatever  they can  to conserve. You need to consider leveraging  economy of scale.  Three  million  dollars  
to operate  three  basins seems  like  an  expensive  operation. You need to set maximum  percentages  over  
time as people need to plan. Continue to  look for federal grants.  
 
Tawny Tesconi  –  Thank you for  the hard work on this.  I represent  the Farm Bureau and am  a  rural  
landowner. It has been a  trying time,  especially  for smaller farmers.  There are lots of small farmers in  
Sonoma  County, not just large vineyards. The idea  that this isn’t going to be shared by everyone but  
only by the users when it is benefiting everyone in the community is  going to be on the backs of the  
community that has been paying for  the Warm Springs Dam that  they haven’t been able to use. I  
encourage you to think about agriculture and recharge. The thought of getting monitoring meters  on all 
wells  is challenging, meters are expensive.  It  would be beneficial  to take a step back  and look at what it  
is going to cost the farming community  in the basin.  
 
Joe Gaffney  –  I live in Rohnert Park. One thing to consider is how you treat the parcels within cities. 
Santa Rosa  gets 60-80%  of domestic  water  from  the  aqueduct, not groundwater. Rohnert Park  gets  
between  one and two thirds of its water from  the  aqueduct. You need to account for aqueduct water  
usage by the agencies connected to  the  aqueduct.  
 
Deborah Curtis  –  I am a rural residential owner. How do I find out which Board member represents me  
so I  can communicate with  them? I am concerned with fees and did  relate to  Director  Nagle’s  comment  
about  paying for  Lake Sonoma  on our property tax bill  and now we may be  getting charged more.  
 Rodgers  –  Let’s touch base afterwards and I can put you in touch with the right Board member.   
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Board member feedback to Jerry Bradshaw / SCI presentation questions 

Director Coursey – I wouldn’t want to have more than 20% dependence on grants, it is risky. Delaying 
this decision won’t change the decision we need to make, we need revenue. Taxpayers aren’t going to 
pass a parcel tax or a benefit assessment. I don’t see anyone stepping up to run an expensive campaign. 
I also think fees are unpopular. The fee structure proposed is about $1.50 - $4 a month range per user. 
It would be great if everyone paid but if we need to vote, it won’t happen. 

Director Slayter – I agree with Director Coursey, a tax measure seems a dead end. If a fire tax isn’t 
supported, people won’t pay for groundwater. The idea that all groundwater users reap the benefit of 
Lake Sonoma and Warm Springs Dam isn’t correct. Sebastopol doesn’t benefit from those 
infrastructure projects, we aren’t connected to Lake Sonoma, we have our own series of wells. I think 
the July 2022 deadline feels way too accelerated to get something agreed, we need to hear from the 
public. 

Director Salmon – We all pay for Lake Sonoma. I am looking at the groundwater users and the 
possibility of looking at those that use aqueduct water. I don’t know that a tax will be understandable. 
A decision by July 2022 is going to be difficult to meet. 

Director Stafford – I agree about budgeting with grants. I am more comfortable with Director Coursey’s 
proposal of 20% rather than 33%. To budget on 33% isn’t realistic. Member agency contributions – I 
don’t think anyone is expecting money back. Future contributions – hopefully not. Tax won’t work, we 
need to go with a fee. I still think July 2022 is too soon and we won’t do it properly. 

Director Jacobs – We always intended to pass a regulatory fee. The idea that the folks using 
groundwater will manage it, is a mistake. I support moving forward with a regulatory fee, other routes 
are highly speculative and won’t give us the funding we need. The value of water is always greatest 
when you run out of it. Regarding grant funding, I am very pessimistic. I always thought it was a fool’s 
errant to expect member agencies be paid back fully or even partially. Fee structure – only 
groundwater users. What can we do to incentivize voluntary water reduction? Timing and place – the 
sooner the better. 

Director Nagle – Budget for grant revenue – no. Include any repayment of prior member contributions 
– yes. Look to member agencies for future contributions to keep rates down – no. Only groundwater
users – no. All water consumers – yes. Timing and place – revisit revenue structure in Year 2 or 3.
Director Dutton – I agree with Director Nagle to spread fees, but voter approval will be tough and July
deadline will be hard to meet.

Director Schwedhelm – I think the percentage of grants in the budget is too high. I am OK with member 
agencies not being paid back. Future member agency contributions – no. Only groundwater users for 
fee structure. I am concerned the July date is too aggressive. 

Scott Morris – If this doesn’t get done by July, will we lose one year for collecting fees? There is lots of 
concern for grant funding. If you adopt a lower fee and don’t get grant funding, you are stuck with 
lower revenue, if you adopt a higher fee and get the grant funding, you can always send out bills that 
are lower. 
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8. Action Items  (covered before Information  Items at the meeting) 

a. Administrative, grant administration, outreach, and technical services. Information on
process for future administrative, grant administration and outreach services and provide 
direction on future technical services. 

Ann DuBay explained that  administrative, grant administration, outreach, and technical  contracts  are  
coming to an end on  June 30, 2022. Sonoma  Water has been providing grant, technical and outreach 
services to all basins. They have  also provided administrative  services to Sonoma Valley and Petaluma 
Valley. West Yost has been providing administrative  services to Santa Rosa Plain. Going forward Ann 
DuBay said  Sonoma Water  will no longer be providing services to Sonoma  and Petaluma Valleys,  but  
Sonoma Water is  interested in continuing to provide  outreach and technical services.  Staff proposes  
doing one  joint Request for  Proposals (RFP)  for administrative and grant admin services to be done by  
one administrator for all three basins. The RFP is  expected to  be  issued mid-February, proposals  will be  
due late March,  and interviews  will be  held in April.  Ideally, all contracts  will be in place by July 1, 2022.  
DuBay said she  is  asking for the Board to appoint a member  to  the  administrator selection process and 
provide feedback to staff regarding entering new contracts with Sonoma Water for  technical and 
outreach services or issuing Requests for Qualifications.   
 
Questions/Comments  
Director  Nagle  –  So  Sonoma Water is  no longer interested in providing  grant or  administrative  services  
but  is  interested to continue  with  technical and outreach services  under a contract?  A RFP  will be for  
one administrator and one grant administrator for  all basins?  
 
Director Schwedhelm  –  Is there a recommendation for the  timing of this?  
 DuBay –  Yes.  All contracts  expire  the same day, we could stagger  end dates going forward.  
 
Director  Jacobs  –  Does technical services include modelling, monitoring and well readings, etc.?  

DuBay –  Yes, it  would include monitoring, GSP implementation, etc. and work closely with  the  
Board and administrator.  

 Director  Jacobs  –  Have the other  two  basins provided input?  
 DuBay –  Not yet.  Santa Rosa Plain is the  first.  

Director  Jacobs  –  I  advocate  one  agency for all basins to make it  as  efficient  and cost  effective  as  
possible.  

 
Director  Stafford  –  Do all basins have to  agree? If we give our input,  will the other  basins have to  
agree?  

DuBay –  Not necessarily, but there is a preference to have one company provide administrative and  
grant services  for  all three  basins.  

 
Director  Slayter  –  The timing of this is ideal given  the  Plan  was just submitted to the state.  Any work 
from here forward is revising the current document.  
 DuBay –  We  considered  that when submitting the  contracts originally.  
 
Director  Nagle  –  While developing this, have you been in contact with any  interested  agencies?  

DuBay –  West Yost  is  interested in continuing with administrative  services.  The last  time we did an 
RFP for  administrative services  there  were another two to three  interested parties.  We would be  
using a similar list.  

 Director  Nagle  –  All material –  electronic data, etc. will go with the contract  and aren’t proprietary?  
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 DuBay –  Materials aren’t proprietary to  Sonoma Water; they belong to the  GSA.  
Director  Nagle  –  Similarly, on the  administrative  side,  will all administrative  data be transferred to  
the  new administrator?  
DuBay  –  Yes.  

  
Director Coursey  –  The data generated by this agency is public information?  
 DuBay –  Yes, it is.  
 
Appoint a Board member for the  Administrator  selection process  
Director  Harvey  moved to approve  that the chair appoint a Board member for the  administrator  
selection process;  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 Nagle  –  aye,  Director  Salmon  –  aye,  Director  
Schwedhelm  –aye,  Director  Coursey  –  aye  
 
Direction for technical services  
Director  Harvey  moved to renew  the  contract with Sonoma Water  for technical services;  Director  
Stafford  seconded. Motion passed 9-0-1.  Director Hopkins recused.  

Vote Roll Call  
Director Harvey  –  aye,  Director Stafford  –  aye,  Director Slayter  –  aye,  Director Dutton  –  aye,  Director  
Jacobs  –  aye,  Director Hopkins  –  recused,  Director Nagle  –  aye,  Director  Salmon  –  aye,  Director  
Schwedhelm  –aye,  Director  Coursey  –  aye  
 
Questions/Comments  
 Director Salmon  –  How much work would we foresee for outreach now that we have a Plan?  

DuBay –  The implementation budget includes about $80,000 for outreach but a lot of  that  would 
fall under the administrator’s duties, so the reality is about $30,000 for outreach.  
Director  Salmon  –  Will we develop a budget?  

 DuBay –  Full outreach budget is $80,000 but direct outreach and communications is about $30K.  
Director  Salmon  –  Are we talking about saving money  having this be done through the  
administrator? The question is ‘what is going to be the  most cost effective’.  

 
Director  Nagle  –  Does the fee schedule  already include outreach or are we going to rely on $30,000?  

DuBay –  There is money in the  current  outreach contract to work with the fee  consultant. The fee  
study contract  includes  outreach. Moving forward, the fee consultant has money in the  contract to  
do outreach.  
Director  Nagle  –  I want to make sure there is already budgeted money under  the development of 
the new fee schedule for community outreach.  
Director  Jacobs  –  One of the strengths  of this GSA is the quality of the outreach  and $30,000 is a  
reasonable amount. ‘If it isn’t  broke, don’t fix it’.  I vote  to continue with the services of Sonoma  
Water.  Thank you to  Ann DuBay and Andrea  Rodriguez for quality outreach services.  

  
Director  Schwedhelm  –  Does Sonoma Water  have any  capacity or interest in providing outreach 
services moving forward?  
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DuBay – Yes, Andrea Rodriguez would be taking the lead on that and has time allocated for it. If the 
Board wishes to go in a different direction, that is fine too. 

Director Slayter – Should this motion go forward, Sonoma Water would be interested in responding to 
the RFQ? 

DuBay – Yes, Sonoma Water would probably respond. 

Direction for outreach services 
Director Harvey moved to do an RFQ for outreach services, Director Stafford seconded. The fore-
mentioned motion was superseded by Director Jacobs moving to enter a new contract with Sonoma 
Water for outreach services, Director Salmon seconded. Motion carried 9-0-1. Director Hopkins 
recused. 

Vote Roll Call 
Director Harvey – aye, Director Stafford – aye, Director Slayter – aye, Director Dutton – aye, Director 
Jacobs – aye, Director Hopkins – recused, Director Nagle – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

b. Fiscal Year 2020-21 Audit. Receive report from auditor and consider adoption of audit.

Brett Bradford, Pisenti & Brinker gave an overview of the 2020-21 fiscal year audit ending June 30, 
2021. The audit is in final draft, there are no problems. Based on their audit, the financial statements 
are considered materially accurate and no significant deficiencies in internal control have been 
identified. No public comment. 

Director Stafford moved to receive and accept the audit as presented; Director Harvey 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 Nagle – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

c. Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget. Review and approve preliminary Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget.

Andy Rodgers – The JPA requires adopting a preliminary budget before the start of the upcoming fiscal 
year. Today’s presentation requests review and acceptance of the Fiscal Year 2022-23 preliminary 
budget. Rodgers summarized the FY21-22 budget and the proposed FY22-23 budget. 

Questions/Comments 
Director Harvey – What happens if things go completely sideways with the fee study, and we have no 
income? 

Rodgers – If we are not able to comply with SGMA, the state has the authority to intervene and 
take over operations in Santa Rosa Plain. 
Director Harvey – They would set their own fees and those fees wouldn’t be subject to anyone’s 
choice? 
Rodgers – They have a schedule for what they would charge all well owners as well as an acre-foot 
charge. 
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Public Comment/Questions 
Deborah Curtis – Are we talking about Item 7? Director Harvey was talking about the fees, can you help 
me understand the fees? What does it mean if the state takes over? 

Rodgers – Director Harvey refers to July 1 this year and if the agency doesn’t have a way to fund 
itself, the State of California has intervention authority, if a basin not in compliance with the law, 
the state has the authority to take over and charge fees without providing a benefit. We are 
projecting what we need now. 
Director Stafford – I appreciate the explanation, but would we not be able to continue what we are 
doing with the funding we have? 
Rodgers – The way the GSA is funded, we have used every dollar. There are no reserves going into 
the next fiscal year, so we need to identify a way to continue. 
Director Stafford – Could you explain Engineer service – why does it go from 653,800 to 170,000? 
Rodgers – The DWR grant funded services winds down and is complete. 
Director Stafford – Consulting services is going up a lot – $35,000 to 175,000. Why? 
Rodgers – That is in anticipation of what we have ahead. It is a legacy of the last years. Monitoring 
will be a part of that, it makes up the bulk of that line item. 
Director Stafford – Other professional services? Does this go up because Sonoma Water isn’t 
continuing providing this service? 
Rodgers – Sonoma Water is a legacy from this year and prior. That will be part of the administrator 
function. 

No public comment. 

Director Harvey moved to accept the preliminary budget 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 Nagle – aye, Director Salmon – aye, Director 
Schwedhelm –aye, Director Coursey – aye 

9. Administrator and Plan Manager Report

Andy Rodgers said he has no additional comments but will most likely need the May (currently on hold) 
Board meeting date. He thanked everyone for attending and mentioned that we have a lot to work on 
to bring back to the Board. No updates from Plan Manager or Legal Counsel. No public comment. 

10. Adjournment
Chair Schwedhelm thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the meeting at 3:46 p.m.
The next Board meeting will be April 14 at 1:00 p.m.
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