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 Board  Meeting  
Santa Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability Agency 

Date:  April  11, 2019  
Time: 1:00  p.m.  

Location: Santa Rosa Utility Field Office 35 Stony  Point Rd, Santa Rosa, CA 95401  
Address: 35 Stony  Point  Rd, Santa Rosa, CA 95401  

http://www.sonomacountygroundwater.org    

Agenda  
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  March 14, 2019
b. Approve  Year-to-Date  Financial Report  and In-Kind Member Agency Contributions  for

Fiscal  Year 2018-19

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report

5. Advisory Committee Report

6. Information  Items
a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan
b. Basin  Boundary  Modification
c. City of  Sebastopol GSA  Membership
d. Fee study

i. Fee summary for approved methodology
ii. Results of irrigated pastures study

iii. Status of alternative  proposal to fund  some user  categories
iv. Status of fee  offset grant program
v. Status of  contract with County Auditor/Controller

7. Action Items
a. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair. Board to  elect  Board Chair and Vice-Chair per the

Santa  Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Joint Powers Agreement.
b. (This item will be heard no earlier than 2 p.m.)  Groundwater  User  Registration Program.

Staff recommends  the Board waive first reading and introduce by title only "An Ordinance
Requiring  Registration of  Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing
the Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee."

c. Agency Budget Reserve  Policy. Staff recommends the Board adopt a 2019-20 budget
reserve policy.  Provide feedback to  staff on options for Agency financial reserves.

d. Contract with  Raftelis  Financial  Consultants, Inc:  Consider authorization to amend contract
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for consulting services and as needed  professional financial advisory services from May  1,  
2019 through June 30, 2019.  

8.  Administrator,  Plan Manager  and Legal Counsel  Report  

9.  Adjournment  

Member Agency  Directors  Alternates  

City of Cotati  Susan Harvey  Mark Landman  

City of Rohnert  Park  Gina Belforte  Pam Stafford  

City of Santa Rosa  Tom Schwedhelm  Vice-Chair  Chris Rogers  

County of  Sonoma  Shirlee Zane  Susan Gorin  

Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District  Joe Dutton  Mel Sanchietti  

Independent  Water Systems  Evan Jacobs  Michael Spielman  

Sonoma County  Water Agency  Lynda Hopkins  Chair  Susan Gorin  

Sonoma Resource  Conservation District  John Nagle  Walt Ryan  

Town of Windsor  Debora Fudge  Dominic Foppoli  

 
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 Ann DuBay, (707)  524-8378, as  
soon as possible  to ensure  arrangements for accommodation.   

Public Comment:  Any  member of  the audience desiring to address the Board  on a matter  on the agenda: please 
complete a Speaker Card and hand it to the Clerk  at the beginning of the  meeting or prior to the time the  Board Chair 
closes public comment  on the  item about  which you  wish to  speak.  When called by the Chair, please  walk  to  the  
podium, state your name  and make your comments.  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@westyost.com.   
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Board Meeting  
Santa Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability Agency 

 
Regular Meeting Minutes  DRAFT  

March 14, 2019  
1:00 p.m.  

City of  Santa Rosa, Utilities Field Office  
35 Stony  Point Rd,  Santa  Rosa, CA 95401  

http://www.sonomacountygroundwater.org   
 

Member Agency  Directors  Alternates  
City of Cotati  Susan Harvey  Mark Landman  
City of Rohnert Park  Gina Belforte  Pam Stafford  
City of  Santa Rosa  Tom Schwedhelm  Vice-Chair  Chris Rogers  
County of  Sonoma  Shirlee Zane  Susan Gorin  
Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District  Joe Dutton  Mel Sanchietti  
Independent Water Systems  Evan Jacobs  Michael Spielman  
Sonoma County Water  Agency  Lynda  Hopkins  Chair  Susan Gorin  
Sonoma Resource Conservation District  John Nagle  Walt Ryan  
Town of Windsor  Debora Fudge   

 
  

1. Call to Order and Roll Call  
Lynda Hopkins,  Chairwoman, called  the meeting  to order at  1:03  p.m.  noting  that a  quorum 
of the  Board was present, consisting of the following Directors:  Joe Dutton; Deborah Fudge; 
Susan Harvey;  Lynda Hopkins;  Evan Jacobs;  John Nagle;  Chris Rogers,  Alternate for Tom
Schwedhelm  (departed 3:45 p.m.);  Gina Belforte;  and  Shirlee  Zane  (departed 3:45 p.m.). 
Others present i ncluded  Andy Rodgers,  Administrator;  Jay Jasperse,  Plan Manager,  Sonoma 
Water;  Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water;  and  Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Assistant.  
 

2. Public comment on matters not listed on the agenda but within the subject matter 
jurisdiction of the  board 
No public  comment. 
 

3. Consent Calendar  
a. Approve Minutes of  December 13, 2018  
b. Approve Year-to-Date  Financial Report and In-Kind Member Agency Contributions 

for FY  2018-19 
No public  comment.  
Director  Jacobs  moved to  approve the  Consent Calendar  as presented,  Director  Dutton 
seconded. Motion carried.  Two  (2)  abstained  (Director  Harvey and  Director  Rogers).  
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report
The Ad hoc met on February 6 to discuss the Community meeting on January 30. Their
recommendation was to add more Community meetings and to postpone the February
Board meeting to March 14, 2019. They also discussed the need for a grant program and
review of the GSA rate calculations.
No public comment.

5. Advisory Committee Report
Bob Anderson, SRP Advisory Committee Chair, gave a brief update. The Advisory Committee
met on March 11. Fourteen of the 18 members were present (the four missing members
included one city, one agricultural, one rural, and one environmental representative). They
discussed what was learned at the Community meetings, looked at revisions to the rate/fee
study and groundwater user registration program, and reviewed a new set of numbers.
After discussion, no recommended revisions. Also dealt with new information on the basin
setting and they have until the end of the month to make comments.

Public comment/questions
Are AC meetings open to the public, who are the members? How do you find out about the
meetings?

o Response – There are 18 members appointed by the Board who review
information as it becomes available and assist with developing plans. There were
no public members at the last meeting. The website
www.sonomacountygroundwater.org has agenda and dates.

What time are the Advisory Committee meetings? At 3:00 p.m.? Is that really opening it up 
to the public? Why are you not doing this at a time when people can show up? People work. 
I am involved now because I received a postcard for one meeting that was held in the 
evening. I think the Board doesn’t want public to show up. 

o Response: Four town halls were held in the last month. It is difficult to
accommodate everyone and challenging with different work schedules and
commitments. We can recirculate the question about the time of meetings.

Director Hopkins thanked Director Rogers for standing in at this meeting for Director 
Schwedhelm, who had recently undergone surgery. 

6. Information Items
a. Basin Boundary Modification Status

Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water presented an overview of the Basin Boundary
Modification status. Since the last meeting, DWR finalized the basin boundary
modifications that affect the Santa Rosa Basin. Main outcome - the Santa Rosa Plain
Basin now includes the entire city of Sebastopol and three water mutual companies.
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Sebastopol is now eligible to be a member of the Board. The basin prioritization 
change, of Wilson Grove from very low to medium, is still not finalized. If changed, it 
will mean Wilson Grove would have to be in compliance with SGMA. We will know 
in late spring. 
Director Jacobs noted that the Independent Water Suppliers have met with the 
three Mutual Water Companies, they are very interested to participate. 
Director Hopkins communicated that the Mayor of Sebastopol and some members 
of their city council have concerns about the potential dollar amount for joining. She 
suggested to invite the City of Sebastopol to the next Board meeting to discuss this 
topic publicly. 

b. Community Meetings’ Update
Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain GSA Administrator, mentioned that an interactive
map will be available soon on the website. After that, he said that the
Board wanted to have this meeting today for a discussion of the fee methodology.
Rodgers gave an overview and take-aways of the January 30 Community meeting.
Three additional meetings were scheduled – Santa Rosa (100 attendees), Rohnert
Park (30 attendees) and Windsor (30 attendees). The smaller meetings were slightly
refined/re-formatted based on input from the January 30 public meeting and
worked well. All meetings were recorded, and the audio will be available on the
groundwater website.
Ann DuBay, Communications Affairs, Sonoma Water, thanked Advisory Committee
and Board members that attended the Community meetings. She welcomed any
good ideas on how to better publicize events.

Board member comments
Director Zane observation – She attended the January 30 meeting where there was
standing room only, and lots of attendees that were hostile with the proposed rates.
Generally, an uncomfortable setting. Pretty consistent feedback from the public at
all four meetings on how to gain their trust and get their buy-in as we move forward.

Director Harvey – Attended two of the smaller meetings. Noted lots of frustration.
The reality is that this isn’t something we just came up, it is being imposed on us. It
isn’t easy because of the complications to come up with a fair and equitable system.
We need to be very specific with the data we use. We are trying to do the best we
can.

Director Fudge – Attended the Windsor meeting and noted lots of pro and con
comments. The biggest point of contention was the law of averages – amount of
daily use. Would like the agency to call out “why we are doing things” so that people
know their voices were heard.
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

c. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update 
Marcus Trotta – Gave an overview of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The next 
task to comply with SGMA is to develop and submit a complete sustainability plan by 
January 2022. They are now working on the basin setting sections and will continue 
working on them over the next couple months. They aim to have the Plan completed 
and ready to go by summer 2021 so there is time to get everything wrapped up and 
submitted to DWR. 

Board member comments 
Director Nagle – Commented that Paso Robles is in the middle of writing their plan. 
They withdraw 71,000 acre- ft/year out of their basin and moving forward, need to 
reduce pumping by 14,000 acre- ft per year. To do that, they will have to bring in 
surface water costing $18 million in projects. It is estimated that it will cost $93 per 
acre- ft- per year for 30 years to pay for it. Eventually, everyone will be under a 
management program and their water usage will be capped. Everyone will be 
authorized the same acre-ft water use per year and if they use more, will have to 
pay a premium over the $93 acre-ft/year. In contrast to the Santa Rosa Plain basin, 
were we use 17,000 acre-feet per year, our basin is not nearly as expensive. 

Public comments/questions 
Douglas Emery - The information that is getting some “blowback” is the organization 
of this Board. He doesn’t feel there is proper representation on the Board for rural 
residential users that aren’t associated with agricultural or viticultural interests. He 
would have liked to see two to three persons on this Board to represent the rural 
residential users. He thinks the common person doesn’t know how this Board was 
formed or that they even had an opportunity to be on the Board. Maybe there could 
be a way for rural residential well owners to be on the Board. 

o Director Hopkins – When the GSA was formed, it was delineated by state 
regulation, you had to be a GSA eligible entity. It was why we formed the 
citizens’ Advisory Committee to provide information and represent the 
common user. 

Board member comments 
Director Harvey – Requested that Rodgers come up with an FAQ for the 
groundwater website including how the GSA, the Board, and the Advisory 
Committee were created. 

o Andy Rodgers response- There is an FAQ on the website, but it could be 
updated based on recent input. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

7. Action Items 
a. Technical Support Services:  Authorize Administrator  to  enter into a  grant 

agreement  with  Department of Water Resources  (DWR) for Technical Support 
Services.  DWR will pay for the construction, drilling, and logging of the wells.  No
additional funding  is required. 
No public  comment. 
Director Harvey moved to approve  the Administrator entering into  a grant 
agreement with  DWR for Technical Support Services,  Director  Jacobs  seconded. 
Motion passed u nanimously. 
 

b. Fiscal  Year 2017-18 Audit. Receive  report from auditor  as described  and consider 
adoption of audit.  One adjustment for In-Kind  Professional Services needs to  be 
made (refer to  7.c below). 
No public  comment. 
 

c. Fiscal  Year 2017-18 Budget Adjustment.  In conjunction with 7.b. above, approve 
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget Adjustment for In-Kind Professional Se rvices. 
No public  comment. 
Director Harvey moved to approve Fiscal Year 2017-2018 budget adjustment for in-
kind professional services,  Director  Belforte seconded.  Motion passed  unanimously. 
 

d. Fiscal  Year 2018-19 Revised Budget. Due to additional income, expenses and
recommendations  of the auditor, the Board was  presented with an updated Fiscal 
Year 2018-19 budget. 
No public  comment. 
Director Harvey moved to approve  the  Fiscal Year  2018-2019  revised budget, 
Director Belforte seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

e. Fiscal  Year 2019-20 Budget.  Review and approve preliminary  2019-20 budget. 
Director Hopkins  suggested to adopt a reserve  policy, possibly  put this topic  on  the 
next or  other  future meeting. 
No public  comment. 
Director Belforte moved to approve  the preliminary Fiscal Year 2019-20 budget, 
Director Harvey  seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

f. Rate and  Fee Study.  Consider approval for fee option methodology  and provide staff
and consultants direction to complete the fee study.  Andy  Rodgers provided an
overview and said he  was  looking for Board  agreement  on the presented model. 
Board preference was provided to  have item g.  Groundwater User Registration 
Program  presented,  then the board and  public comment on both items,  f  and g, will
be opened. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Director Harvey moved to approve the fee option methodology as presented, 
Director Rogers seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

g. Groundwater User Registration Program and Draft Ordinance. Review and provide 
feedback for registration program elements and the draft ordinance framework. 
Andy Rodgers presented the proposed user registration program. It is being 
proposed because SGMA requires some form of regulation to assess fees on de 
minimis groundwater users. Also, the program could provide important information 
about wells and areas that may benefit from future programs. 

Board Comments/Questions 
Director Nagle – What does it mean that SGMA requires some form of regulation? 

o Response – In order for the GSA to assess fees on de minimis users, SGMA 
required the GSA to regulate users. The act of requesting information is our 
proposed form of regulation. 

Director Nagle – With regards to the Ordinance, would it not be worth including 
some regulatory language around not metering wells of de minimis users? 

o Response – I will check with legal counsel. If we can’t put it in the Ordinance, 
we could put it in the package that goes with it. 

Director Zane – Why can’t we do a registration of wells without attaching fees? The 
fees are a tough sell and the other two GSAs aren’t imposing fees. We are mandated 
by the state to do a plan within the next three years. I think developing the trust of 
the rural well owners is a big deal and I am worried we will lose their trust if we 
attach fees right now. Can we do the registration program without attaching fees 
given we have a million dollars to write the Plan. 

o Response – we will do what the Board asks us to do. Essentially, if you decide 
not to assess the fees, the 24% of the GSA costs would be borne by the other 
users. There still are fixed costs for the GSA. 

I was suggesting we look at what the other agencies are doing with regards to 
member agency contributions and we hit the pause button for the moment. 

Director Harvey – On the implementation of the registration program, if we move 
forward with the fee, when does the information have to be at the Assessor’s office 
to move it forward? It seems we might not get through all the registrations before 
the data has to be there. 

o Response – The registration has already occurred as the information is in our 
database. When this goes forward, in parallel with the fee adoption, we will 
send a letter out to parcel owners and groundwater users. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

So, you are assuming that based upon the information you have, you are registering 
the folks for them, and they don’t have to do anything? 

Response – Correct. We are regulating by registering and providing an 
opportunity to submit additional information or correct information. 

Director Harvey –Regarding member agencies contributing for another year, we 
have had this discussion a few times already. We are being asked to pay a much 
larger contribution than our constituents, and the member agencies don’t have the 
money to pay for another year. It is currently Sebastopol’s dilemma. Petaluma and 
Sonoma are in a different situation. 

Director Zane – Some of these comments come from the Town Hall meetings and 
seeing the anger that is there. If we are to be successful in asking people to pay for 
water they use, we need to build their trust. If we can’t build trust, it will be 
problematic. The deadline is three years away, we need to listen to the public when 
we do outreach. 

Director Fudge – Regarding the summary of the groundwater-use chart, there are 
assumptions for golf courses and schools. Windsor High School and golf courses are 
irrigated with recycled water. It might not apply too much to Windsor but it could in 
other cities, I would like notes in the plan to DWR where there are special cases 
(offsetting). 

Director Jacobs – A comment about the appeals process for the proposed 
Ordinance, we should retain maximum flexibility. It would be good if it didn’t have to 
come to the Board for every single decision. 

Public Comments 
Mike Martini, Santa Rosa – The concept of maintaining sustainable groundwater is a 
good thing to do. My frustration is with the fees. As an example, Healdsburg enacted 
additional fees to support affordable housing. Fully a third of the money raised went 
to salaries and compensation. You are looking to fund $337, 000 a year for this 
program and not one penny is going to water sustainability projects. The other two 
basins chose not to go this route or do a fee study. Their costs are a little lower. The 
argument they would pay more doesn’t ring true to me. A farmer can’t go to a buyer 
to say he is going to increase the fee. You can change the fee. Mr. Trotta identified 
ten monitoring wells, Jackson Family wines spent a lot of money on a recharge 
project at one of their ranches. There are things we could be doing. The fees aren’t 
going to go down, they will go up. Let’s spend money on the problem. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Nassu B. – I am new to public comment. Water is important to me, I live on a half-
acre, paying a small fee is almost a mountain for me. You have a lot of reliance to 
dispensing information on the internet. Not everyone has the skills or opportunity to 
use the internet. I ask for more time to evaluate and communicate with one another 
before you impose a fee. In my neighborhood there are lots of elderly people 
without internet access. Your website is complex. I need time to read, absorb and 
understand the data and your deadline is short. 

Douglas Emery – I think there is a tier of huge extractors missing from your Plan. Huge 
extractors are driving the SRP plan at the cost of rural residential users and at the cost 
of what we are all doing. The huge extractors are going for profits – wine export. That 
fund could be looked at another tier ratio to offset the survival of rural residential. 
When does it become unreasonable for this Board to set fees for groundwater use? 
Prop 26 allows for a reasonable fee allowing for a monitoring or regulation. What 
addresses the gross expenditures that prescribes such fees to enable inefficiency? If 
there is inefficiency in this plan development and already $2 million spent, how can 
this Board ask people to pay a fee to enable and compensate for this growing 
inefficiency? Will there be public or private exclusions for hardship/ the impacted 
user? Will there be public access to the books? Will we be double taxed? 

Susan Bahl: Thank you for all that you do. Groundwater is being used by the small 
home well owner to live, to drink, and to produce food. It should be a separate 
category from those that are making a huge profit. Trust is an issue. We should be 
able to vote by mail. How much did the postcard-mailing cost? $5000? Surely you 
could send out a mailing in your budget for $5,000 to find out from the homeowners 
what they need and want. You have no statistics about the water going into the 
ground. I believe we produced more groundwater than we used. We don’t use 455 
gallons/day. Get some meters going so we have some reality to the numbers. Really 
questioning if you don’t have a plan. Why is there no moratorium on vineyards being 
planted? I would like a written answer. 

Michael Hilber – The 24% burden that goes to the rural residential homeowner is 
unfair and inaccurate and isn’t supported by the evidence. Not only could the fee be 
postponed but the whole thing should go back for re-calculation. The easiest thing 
to do is to assume the .5 -acre foot per homeowner but it isn’t the right thing to do. 
You estimate .1 for external use for homeowners with additional wells, it is probably 
the other way around. You charge all the parcels the same and they aren’t the same 
size. You need to ask how many people live on the property, how much turf they are 
irrigating, how many fruit trees there are, etc. Ask how people are using water. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Phil Graf - I am a rural residential homeowner in Sebastopol. You are talking about a 
fee, to me a fee is a service and getting water isn’t a service. How does this fee 
increase the amount of water or decrease its usages? For years the state has insisted 
no more hydro-electric dams be built. You really want to save water, maybe we 
need to limit the number of people coming into the county. Not sure how the state 
or county has jurisdiction on my private well/property. I can afford the annual 
amount you are proposing but I expect fees will go up. I cannot understand how you 
have spent $3 million dollars in a couple of years to only arrive at this point. The City 
of Sebastopol might have opted in, I didn’t. What is the benefit of this process to the 
Board? How many salaries and retirement plans are we going to have to fund? 

Board member comments 
Director Hopkins – In order to assess fees, we need a super majority of the Board. If 
there are reservations, it is critical we share those reservations. If we don’t have a 
super majority, we need to consider alternatives, and may have to go to “Plan B”. 

Director Harvey – Do we have a “Plan B”? I haven’t heard one expressed. 

Director Hopkins – I have had some thoughts, Director Zane has as well. There has been 
conversation out in the community and with staff on what a Plan B might look like. 

Director Nagle – Director Fudge talked about credit for water. Until we have a plan, and 
the plan delineates what the problem is, and the solutions to the problems are done, 
who knows what the credit is worth? I want landowners who are recharging to be able 
to have credit. Until the plan is done, we are stuck with the administrative activities of 
getting this done. The more studies, the more consultants, the more our costs go up. I 
agree how we have been spending our money hasn’t been effective. If we could have 
carried on the process with contributions until getting through the plan, that would 
have been great and might have cost less. I am not excited to impose a fee schedule, 
but unless we have an income stream to pay for participation of getting this activity 
done, the costs need to fall on somebody, it doesn’t happen for free. 

Director Harvey – We need the Plan, but we need to get to the Plan. It is very 
specific what we need to give to the state. Studies and data need to be done and it 
all costs money. We have had multiple discussions about this already. It will take us 
five years to get through the Plan. We have already thrown out four or five different 
methods in the last year on how to pay for this, but we always come back to square 
one. I am a little frustrated and I hear the frustration of the rural residential well 
owners. If there is data available, people need to provide it and we need to get it. I 
don’t know if we have the support to move forward with this, but I also don’t think 
we have the funding to move forward. I don’t feel we have a Plan B, so I feel stuck. 
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Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting date: April 11, 2019 

Director Rogers – Our Council has been very clear, we were willing to fund this to get 
the program, but we don’t have the funds to shoulder the load long term. The 
consequences of not moving forward on the City and our constituents will be far worse. 

Director Fudge – I asked for stories/footnotes to be in the plan. We have done a lot 
but still need to study our groundwater basin. I don’t know where people are coming 
from with not instituting these fees. Windsor probably wouldn’t agree to continue 
paying. If member agencies were to continue to pay, it would have to be based on 
actual rather than estimated usage. Looking at the figures, Windsor would only have 
to pay 1/5th of what The City of Cotati does. The City of Santa Rosa, the County, and 
Sonoma Water would all be paying more. The Town of Windsor would be paying less, 
and it would unbalance the budget. I would be interested to hear Plan B. 

Director Belforte – Rohnert Park is one of the biggest users of water. We have been 
self-monitoring for many years. We also use lots of recycled water. My Council is 
fine with the methodology being used. 

Director Jacobs – The independent water suppliers is a group of mutual companies 
that provide anywhere from 20 to 2300 water connections, serving small homes 
mainly in the unincorporated parts of the county for domestic use. We think people 
should be charged for what they use. The system should be equitable. The 
opportunity with the fee would be to relook at it in three years. Hopefully, the 
amount will be lowered then. It really is a three-year planning fee. 

Director Zane – A few of us were at the Town Hall meetings. It concerns me that we 
got a real sense of hostility from the participants. We are tasked by the state to 
come up with a plan for the basin and we have three years to do it. We could look at 
our expenditures and make adjustments. I fear we may end up in court. The plan 
should be equitable. I think we have some funding available to work on the plan 
from the $1 million received from the state. I fear we will have lost the public’s trust 
at this point regarding financing. I think we should hit the pause button. I get a sense 
of mistrust from the public. They think we are charging them because we are paying 
for a bureaucracy when in fact the state is asking for the development of a plan. It is 
critical to look at the details and the expenditures. See if we can trim expenditures 
and buy some more good will and do more outreach with the public. 

Director Dutton – I agree with what everyone is staying. I am not excited about this, 
but if there is a Plan B, I would like to hear it. 

Director Hopkins – I have had some preliminary conversations with the CAO about 
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potential County contribution and we would like to discuss funding with the County 
Board of Supervisors. I have reservations about moving forward with the existing fee 
structure. I sympathize with the rural residential people who don’t feel they use the 
amount of water we are assuming. We need to make some broad categorizations, it 
seems unfair to the rural residential people who are using less water than the 
average assumed amount. I am interested to pursue this with the Board of 
Supervisors and investigating if there might be an alternative to cover the costs that 
might otherwise be borne by the rural residential residents. 

Director Rogers - A question to members from the county – if you were to move 
forward with the conversation, would part of the conversation be about the county 
funding even without cities willing to contribute? 

o Director Hopkins -We are looking at different options, we are specifically
looking at county contribution.

Call it a Plan C then. I am wondering if you are going to have conversation about 
what would happen if the county chooses to fund the county’s portion, but the cities 
aren’t willing to continue to fund, then what? It still doesn’t get us to a solution that 
is workable. 

Director Nagle – If the cities are willing to go ahead and pay the 39% of the costs as 
already laid out, then the county could figure out the county portion with the rural 
residential and contribution from agriculture, what they could pay. If the city is Ok to 
pay, we might be able to figure it out on the county-side, and then figure out 
everything else. 

Director Harvey – We need to understand what Plan B is. If you are asking us to go 
back to our Councils and ask for more funds. You implied the county might 
contribute more but the cities don’t want to pay more. What is Plan B? How much 
does the county want to cover? What is the expectation of the cities? I don’t think 
cities have a problem to pay for what they use. 

o Director Hopkins – We are only discussing a fee mechanism that goes
beyond the fee structure for what the county could do for the rural
residential well owners that live in the unincorporated areas.

Would that include the other 61%? Some of the other examples (schools, golf 
courses, vineyards) may not be in a city. How are we going to differentiate it? We 
need to be clear. 

o Director Hopkins – By geography, by actual jurisdictional boundaries.
This is where it gets complicated when you get into other categories. 

o Director Hopkins – These have been very preliminary conversations until now.

Andy Rodgers – This discussion that alternatives are being looked at clearly 
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represents the Board has heard what the public is saying. I suggest what we 
presented today be considered as a backstop. It would be great if you could consider 
giving us input on the proposed methodology provided today as we aren’t approving 
the fee today. 

Director Belforte – Do you think the county would be willing to work with small 
property owners who are dry farming to pay for meters to be put in and charged on 
actual use? 

o Director Hopkins – That conversation hasn’t taken place yet but is certainly 
something to be considered and would certainly be part of phase 2. The 
question right now is how do we get through the gap years? We hear 
complaints that it isn’t fair and public perceiving they are paying for a 
bureaucracy. 

What is the timeframe on this? 6 months? One year? I am sure you will want more 
public input. 

o Director Hopkins – The timeline of this Board is driving the timeframe. We 
are pushing for the month of April to see if there is even an appetite for this. 

Director Jacobs – In another basin I am involved in, the county funds the rural 
residential and small ag user through a property tax. It is an issue of equity. 

Director Nagle – I just want to be clear that the numbers on the chart are OK 
directionally except for the rural residential user? And we can work from this to 
come up with Plan B? 

Director Zane – I think we should do that. It reflects the issue of equity among our 
colleagues. 

Director Nagle – I have looked at that data and one thing to consider is that Sonoma 
State University is a major groundwater user and that other category accounts for 
about one fifth of that water use so it is worth looking at. 

Director Harvey – Do we have the data to pull out the other categories and divide 
them up by municipality? You wouldn’t get all the rural residential users because 
some of the cities have people that are considered rural residential. 

o Andy Rodgers – I think it is doable, we can explore it. 

Director Harvey – Are you suggesting that you are basing it on municipal 
boundaries, you would do unincorporated and the cities would pick up what is in 
their municipality area? 

o Director Hopkins – It is one model; another model would be categories. In 
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general, I  feel more responsible for rural residential than urban  residents.  
Director Harvey  –  I just want to  be sure we  have  the capabilities before we suggest a  
certain direction.  

o  Jay Jasperse  –  It has been separated out on the chart,  the 25% are  the  
unincorporated, the  1% are  in t he urban jurisdiction that use  groundwater.  I 
believe Director Hopkins  was talking about the 25%  in the context of Plan  B.  

Director Harvey  –  I thought there are also some residents in cities that are not on  
city water,  they rely on a  well for water.  I understood it was all  rural residential well 
owners no matter where  they are physically located.  

o  Marcus  Trotta  –  That is accurate. There are  some  residents  in  incorporated  
areas only on a well.  The data would be available to break the information  out.  

 
Director Hopkins  –  One  challenging thing  is how to  do better  outreach.  It  is hard for 
some of us to justify  if we feel we are potentially  overcharging rural and agricultural 
users. I think  there is an interest in  Plan B. We will investigate and bring  back more  
information at  the next  GSA Board  meeting. In the meantime, we  have a proposal 
from the Administrator to move  forward with this as a backstop  measure.   
No public  comments.  
 

8.  Administrator, Plan Manager and Legal Counsel Report  
 

9.  Adjournment  
The meeting adjourned at 3:55  p.m.  
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Consent Calendar  Item  

 

TO:    BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers,  Administrator  
SUBJECT:   Financial and In-kind Report through  April 1, 2019  

 

 

Summary:  The Agency’s  total revenue is $446,083.13  and had $ 276,824.80  in expenses through  
April 1, 2019.  

 

Background  

This report covers the  first nine  months  of fiscal year 2018-19.  

The Agency’s budget for  FY 18/19 is $687,000.00   

Reported in-kind from Gold Ridge RCD through  March  is  $20,000.00  
Reported in-kind from Sonoma County Water  Agency through March is $30,722.12  
 
Income for FY 18/19 is  $446,083.13  
Expenses for  FY 18/19 is $276,824.80    
Accounts receivable balance is  $87,239.28   
Accounts payable balance is  $0  

Net Income balance  for FY 18/19 is in the  positive  at $169,258.33   

List of Attachments  

1.  Agency Budget Performance as of April 1 , 2019.  
2.  Member agency contributions received as of  April 1, 2019.  

 
Contact   

Andy Rodgers,  Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com  
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Santa   Rosa  Plain GroundWater   Sustainability Agency 
 Financial    Report ‐ Budget  to  Actual  as  of 04/01/19

   FY 2018/19 
  Year‐to‐Date 

 FY  2018/19  (as of 
Account  Account Description  Adopted  Budget 04/01/19)          %  of Budget 

42601  County  of Sonoma              $ 64,000.00         $ 42,500.00 66.4% 
42610  Other  Governmental  Agencies (SCWA)              $ 64,000.00                     $ ‐ #DIV/0! 
42611  City  of  Santa Rosa              $ 64,000.00         $ 64,000.00 100.0% 
42613  City  of  Rohnert Park              $ 64,000.00         $ 64,000.00 100.0% 
42615  City  of Cotati              $ 64,000.00         $ 63,500.00 99.2% 
42619  Town  of Windsor              $ 64,000.00         $ 64,000.00 100.0% 

 City  of Sebastopol                          $ ‐
42627  Special  Districts  (Sonoma  and  Gold  Ridge RCDs)              $ 84,000.00         $ 35,300.00 55.2% 
46029 Contributions  Inkind         $ 50,722.12 60.4% 
46040 Miscellaneous   Revenue  (Independent  Water Suppliers)              $ 64,000.00 

 Total Revenues            $ 532,000.00 
        $ 60,738.60 94.9% 
     $ 444,760.72 83.6% 

Interest           $ 1,322.41 
 Total Interest           $ 1,322.41 

44050  Un  contracted  Net  Income  from  FY 17/18 
46022  Capital    Grants ‐ State (DWR) 

 Grand  Total Revenues            $ 532,000.00      $ 446,083.13 63.3% 

51021  Communication Expense  (Outreach)              $ 30,000.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 
51041  Insurance ‐ Liability                $ 2,250.00           $ 2,250.00 100.0% 
51201  Administration  Services  (West Yost)            $ 120,000.00         $ 83,468.65 53.2% 
51204  Property  Tax/Assessment  Admin  (Fee  Study/ Raftelis  )              $ 65,000.00         $ 71,343.37 81.7% 
51206  Accounting/Auditing  Services (Pisenti)              $ 10,000.00           $ 2,790.00 46.5% 
51212  Legal  Services (Kronick)              $ 60,000.00         $ 57,996.09 96.7% 
51213  Engineer  Services  (SCWA  Tech Support)            $ 180,000.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 

 51226  Consulting  Services  (AC Facilitation)              $ 35,000.00           $ 6,893.82 32.8% 
51244 Permits/License/Fees   (Well Reg/PMRD/AgComm)                     $ ‐ 0.0% 
51249  Other  Professional  Serv  (SCWA  Grant Administration)              $ 18,000.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 
51251 Claims  Processing                $ 2,800.00           $ 1,248.06 44.6% 
51301 Publications   and  Legal Notices                $ 4,000.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 
51226  Consulting (In‐Kind)         $ 50,722.12 60.4% 
51421 Rents   and    Leases ‐ Bldg/Land  (Meeting Room)                $ 2,400.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 

       Subtotal Services            $ 529,450.00      $ 276,712.11 41.6% 

52031 Food                   $ 500.00                $ 12.44 2.5% 
52111 Office  Supplies                $ 1,050.00              $ 100.25 9.5% 
52117  Mail  and  Postage Supplies                   $ 500.00                     $ ‐ 0.0% 
52118 

51000 

 Printing  and  Binding Supplies                   $ 500.00 
       Subtotal Supplies                $ 2,550.00 

Grand   Total Expenses            $ 532,000.00 

                    $ ‐ 0.0% 
             $ 112.69 4.4% 

     $ 276,824.80 

 Net Income                          $ ‐      $ 169,258.33 

Agenda Item: 3B, attachment 1 
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 Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

 Deposit Detail
 July 1, 2018 through April 1, 2019 

Date Name Amount 

07/24/2018  City  of Cotati 21,000.00 
07/30/2018  Sonoma  Resource  Conservation District 6,600.00 
07/30/2018  City  of  Rohnert Park 21,000.00 
08/27/2018  Town of  Windsor 21,000.00 
10/02/2018 City  of   Santa Rosa 21,000.00 
11/06/2018  Willowside  Mutual  Water Company 4,442.00 
11/06/2018  County of  Sonoma 21,000.00 
11/06/2018  California  American Water 50,758.48 
11/08/2018  Branger  Mutual  Water Company 2,276.32 
11/15/2018  Canon Manor 1,630.90 
12/11/2018  Canon Manor 1,630.90 
12/27/2018 City   of  Santa Rosa 21,500.00 
01/10/2019  City  of Cotati 21,000.00 
01/17/2019  City  of  Rohnert Park 21,000.00 
01/29/2019  City  of Rohnert  Park 500.00 
02/04/2019  County of  Sonoma 21,500.00 
02/04/2019  Town of  Windsor 21,500.00 
02/11/2019  Gold Ridge  RCD 22,000.00 
02/11/2019  Sonoma  Resource  Conservation District 6,700.00 
03/12/2019  City  of  Santa Rosa 21,500.00 
03/19/2019  City  of  Rohnert Park 21,500.00 
03/19/2019  Town of  Windsor 21,500.00 
03/19/2019 City  of  Cotati 21,500.00 
Total 394,038.60

Agenda Item: 3B, attachment 2 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Information Item  

 

TO:    BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:   City  of Sebastopol GSA Membership  

 

 

Summary:  Discussion of  GSA membership for the City of Sebastopol.  
 

Background  

A Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement  (JPA) consisting  of  nine  board members for the Santa 
Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  (GSA) was  executed in June 2017. At the time,  
the  City of Sebastopol  (City), an  eligible member of the  Santa Rosa Plain  GSA according to  the  
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), elected  to  participate in  the formation of  
the  Santa Rosa Plain  GSA and serve on an advisory committee,  but  not join the board.    

At the time the  JPA was  being developed, only a  small portion of the City  was located within the  
Bulletin 118  boundaries  of the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater sub-basin, and a majority of the  
City (including all of its municipal wells) was located in the Bulletin 118 boundaries of the  
Wilson Grove Formation  Highlands groundwater basin.  In collaboration with  the Santa Rosa 
Plain GSA, the City applied to  the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) for a 
jurisdictional modification to  the Bulletin 118  boundary to  incorporate the entirety of the  City  
within the Santa Rosa Plain groundwater basin. DWR approved the jurisdictional boundary  
modification in February  2019.   

To-date, the current board membership has  funded the operational costs  for  the Santa Rosa  
Plain GSA, elected to defer reimbursement of contributions  until after the  first  five-year  period,  
and successfully  secured  a $1,000,000 grant to fund development of a Groundwater  
Sustainability Plan (GSP). A rate/fee study  to equitably assess  fees on groundwater users, now  
including  the City, in the  Santa Rosa Plain  basin, is nearly complete,  and if  approved will assess  
fees in FY 19/20.   

The City has expressed an interest to serve on the board of the  Santa Rosa Plain  GSA during  this  
next important phase of  the  agency. The  board would like to have an open discussion about the  
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benefits, process and terms of the City joining the Santa Rosa Plain GSA board. 

The JPA provides the following guidance on new membership: 

“Upon submittal of an application for membership, new Members shall be admitted to the 
Agency so long as: 1) the new Member is located or has jurisdictional boundaries within the 
Basin; 2) the new Member is a local public agency or another entity authorized by SGMA that is 
qualified to join the Agency under the provisions of SGMA and the Act; and 3) the new Member 
agrees to the terms of this Agreement, including applicable financial obligations, which may be 
determined based at no more than an equal share of the unreimbursed Funding Commitments 
of the other Members pursuant to Section 10.02 or as established pursuant to Section 10.07. 

“Once an application is accepted by the Board of Directors, this Agreement is executed by an 
authorized representative of the new Member, and the new Member satisfies any applicable 
financial obligation of the new Member, the attached Exhibit “A” shall be amended to reflect 
the new Member, and such action by the Board shall not be subject to the requirements of 
Section 12.02.” (JPA at 5.03) 

Section 12.02.02 requires the unanimous consent of the Members, acting through their 
governing bodies for any change in Board composition, except as already provided for in the 
Agreement. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Board consider the interest and application from the City of Sebastopol 
to serve on the board of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency at the 
June 13, 2019 board meeting. 

Fiscal Information 

Board membership for the City of Sebastopol will include a contribution toward the operating 
costs of the GSA plus fees assessed for groundwater extraction. 

Vote Required 

None.  Provide staff direction. 

List of Attachments 

1. March 19, 2019 City of Sebastopol City Council Agenda Item

Contact 

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

 

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

 

 
Summary:  Staff will provide an  overview  and status  of the  rate and fee study being conducted  
for the Santa Rosa Plain  Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)  based on the groundwater  
sustainability fee  assessment  methodology  approved in March 2019. Updates will include  
results of a recent study  completed  on irrigated pastures, an alternative  proposal to fund some  
groundwater user categories, a  proposed fee  offset grant program, and a contract with the  
County Auditor/Controller.  

Background  

The GSA is currently funded by contributions from member agencies. The Joint Exercise of  
Powers Agreement (JPA) expects that contributions will be made  through  June 2019, at which 
point it is anticipated that the GSA will become self-funded. The GSA will need a funding source  
to ensure that it can meet basic operational expenses and pay for  the preparation of the  
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). While  the  $1 million  Proposition  1  grant will play a  
significant role in meeting the costs of preparing  the  GSP, the GSA will also need  a source of  
funds  to  operate, complete and begin implementation of the GSP as required by  Sustainable  
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and  the JPA that governs GSA operations.  
 
In June 2018, the  Board directed staff to develop a   fee structure in accordance with the  
requirements of Proposition 26.  If funding is  not established to comply with the requirements of  
the SGMA, the state could place the Santa  Rosa  Plain  basin on probation and charge groundwater  
extractors significant  fees to pay for  the cost of SGMA implementation under state direction.    
 
A study of possible rate  or fee options  began in  December 2017, and since then,  the  following  
activities have occurred:  
 

•  Consultants  met with GSA staff, legal counsel, Advisory Committee and Board to discuss  
GSA goals and objectives, and to identify and discuss the pros and cons of funding options;  
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•  Multiple funding  options were identified, including fees based on  parcels,  acreage,  
land-use  type, estimated groundwater use,  or combinations of the  above. Data was  
gathered  from a variety  of sources, including Sonoma Water;  Permit Sonoma; water and  
recycled water suppliers; Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District;  
UC  Cooperative Extension; Department of Water  Resources; US Geological Survey;  
State  Water Resources Control Board, and  others;  

•  Data assumptions and funding options were reviewed with staff,  the  
Advisory  Committee, Ad hoc committee and Board, and the feedback was used to  
modify  assumptions and  refine, eliminate or add  options;  

•  A community  workshop was  held in March  2018, and  the  feedback  received  further  
informed data  gathering and refinement o f o ptions;  

•  Estimates of fees were calculated  for a variety of  options, with multiple scenarios, and  
presented to the  Board;  

•  At its  June 2018 meeting, the Board agreed  to eliminate a parcel tax as  a possible  
funding option because  of the high cost of placing a measure  on the  ballot. The Board 
also agreed to continue  with the  rate/fee study  in accordance with the requirements of 
Proposition 26  rather  than pursue ongoing member agency contributions;   

•  At its August meeting, the Board voted to  extend the contract with Raftelis Financial  
Consulting (Raftelis)  to complete  the rate/fee study;   

•  In September/October  2018 Raftelis met with the Advisory Committee and Ad hoc  
committee twice;  

•  At its October 2018 meeting, the Board  was  presented with an update on the progress and 
projected schedule of the rate/fee study including  refined groundwater use  estimates;   

•  In November, Raftelis met with the  Ad hoc committee  twice and a  dairy/irrigated  
pastures committee;  

•  The Board held a  rate/fee study session at its December 2018 meeting  to  provide  
staff/consultants clarity  and  direction for moving forward;  

•  The Advisory Committee met in January 2019 to  discuss groundwater  use estimates and  
associated fee range estimates;  

•  A community meeting was held in Santa Rosa on  January  30, 2019  to  present the  
proposed groundwater sustainability fee and groundwater user registration  program.  
High attendance and a broad range of input and questions highlighted  the  need to  
expand outreach  efforts,  including postponing the  February 2019  board meeting  to  
March 2019 and hosting  three additional community meetings;  

•  Community meetings were held and recorded in Santa Rosa on March  4,  Rohnert Park  
March 6,  and Windsor  March 7, 2019;  and   

•  The Advisory Committee agendized discussion of  community meeting input and the fee  
study at March 2 019  meeting.  

•  At its March 2019 meeting, the Board approved the rate  and fee study methodology,  
and directed staff to support exploring alternatives for funding some  user categories.   

The core objective of the proposed groundwater  sustainability fee is  to  develop  a fair  and  
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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 be designed to incorporate the  unique characteristics of  
the Agency’s jurisdiction  while meeting SGMA’s  legal requirements.  

The proposed groundwater sustainability fee methodology presented at this board meeting is a  
result of many key decisions that have been made during the past year  in public meetings by the  
Board and Advisory Committee. Key elements of the fee methodology include the following:   

•  Based on actual (municipal, public water systems  and some commercial) and  estimated  
(Rural residential, agriculture and others) groundwater  use  

•  Fixed for  three  years  
•  Goes into effect  July 1, 2019  
•  Collected on Property Tax Bill  
•  Total annual amount needing  to be recovered $337,000 (for  three years)  
•  Principal  fee  classes are:  

a.  Municipal Water  and Other Water  Service Providers   
b.  Agriculture  and Other Irrigation  
c.  Rural Residential  
d.  Urban Wells  

The average annual amount of funding needed to operate the GSA in compliance with SGMA  
after Department of Water Resources (DWR) grant funding and member agency deferred 
repayments are considered and included is  $337,000.  Dividing the annual  cost of operating  the  
GSA by  the estimated annual groundwater extraction from the Santa Rosa Plain basin  
(17,000  acre-feet) equals a rate  of approximately  $20  per acre  foot. This rate is  half of the  
$40  per  acre foot rate that  the state established it would charge groundwater  users in the  
Santa  Rosa  Plain if the state were to intervene.   

Using a rate  of $20 per acre foot multiplied  by the actual and  estimated use factors,  the  
following  range of fees is proposed:   

•  Rural residential (de mimimis) groundwater users would pay  $8-$13 a year  
•  Large  groundwater users  would pa y between $16-$26 per acre foot  of water 

pumped  annually  
•  Urban well owners would pay between $1-3 a year  
•  A vineyard with 100 acres of irrigated vines (60 AFY) would  pay between 

$960-$1,560  annually.    

Since  SGMA  requires  “regulation” of de  minimis groundwater users  (those who pump  up to  
two  acre-feet annually  and don’t use  water for  commercial purposes)  before they  can be  
charged  a fee, a  groundwater user  registration  program has  been de veloped i n parallel to the  
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fee study. The groundwater user registration program is described in item 7.b. 

Agricultural groundwater pumping was estimated by using the crop acreage and multiplying by 
applied water per acre factors from DWR. Only parcels identified by DWR as being irrigated 
were considered. Parcels with access to recycled water and documented recycled water use 
had the amount of recycled water used subtracted from their calculated pumping. 

The proposed fees would be levied for three years, after which time the Board could end, 
extend, or replace the fees. 

At its scheduled meeting on June 13, 2019, the Board will consider approval of the groundwater 
sustainability fees. 

Staff Recommendation 

Discuss and provide staff direction regarding the updated study results, the alternative proposal 
for funding some groundwater user categories, and the proposed grant program to offset fees 
for some user categories. 

Fiscal Information 

Estimated fees summarized on attached table. 

Vote Required 

None. 

List of Attachments 

1. Groundwater use summary table (updated April 11, 2019) 
2. Groundwater sustainability fee estimates (updated April 11, 2019) 

Contact 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
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Meeting Date: April 11, 2019 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:   Election of Chair and Vice-Chair  
 

 
Summary:  The JPA for the Agency (at 6.04) requires the Board of  Directors (Board)  elect  
officers annually  for a term of one year commencing July 1. The  officers that must  be  elected  
include: Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson (JPA at 6.03).  
 
 

Background  

“Officers  of  the Agency’s Board shall consist  of a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson.  The  
Chairperson shall preside at all meetings of  the Board, while  the Vice-Chairperson shall  
perform  the duties of the Chairperson in the absence or disability of the  Chairperson. The  
Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson shall exercise and  perform such  other powers and duties as  
may be  assigned by  the  Board.” (JPA, at 6.03)   

“The Board shall annually elect  the Officers of  the Board from the Directors. Officers  of  the  
Board shall hold  office  for a term of two years commencing  on July  1 of every other calendar 
year and they may serve  for multiple consecutive  terms. Officers of  the Board may  be  
removed and replaced at any  time, with or without cause  by a Board vote. In the  event that 
an Officer of  the Board loses their position as a Director,  that Officer of the Board position  
shall become vacant  and Board shall elect a new Officer from existing Board members to  
serve the remaining Officer term.”  (JPA, at 6.04)  

As there is conflict in the language in section 6.04 of the JPA it has been advised the  most  
conservative  course of action is to elect officers at the  February Board Meeting. It has been  
noted by  Counsel  that this section of the JPA requires editing.   

Process of Election: Election of officers must be  by a motion to nominate,  supported by a  
second, and  followed  by  a vote of the Board of Directors. Any person wishing to nominate  
themselves may  do so. Such a nomination must receive a second before going  to a vote.  

Fiscal Information  

N/A  
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Staff Recommendation 

That the Board of Directors accepts nominations and elects a Chair and Vice Chair of the 
Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency. 

Vote Required 

This item requires a majority vote of the Board. 

List of Attachments 

None. 

Contact 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
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Agenda Item: 7B 
Meeting Date: April 11, 2019 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:    BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:   Groundwater User Registration  Program  
 

Summary:  Staff  will provide  updated status  of a groundwater user registration  program  and  
introduce  "An Ordinance Requiring Registration  of Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User 
Reporting and Authorizing the Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee."   

 
Background  

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)  requires some form of regulation  to  
assess fees on de  minimis  groundwater users (i.e., most rural residential groundwater users).  
De minimis  water users  (those  using  less than 652,702  gallons per  year for domestic  purposes)  
pump about  one-quarter of the  total groundwater used in the Santa Rosa  Plain  (SRP)  basin.  
SGMA does  NOT authorize  the GSA  to meter de  minimis  users.  

The Groundwater User Registration  Program is a  simple,  free  (to registrants), one-time  
registration program that will allow  the GSA to verify basic information about groundwater use  
and could provide important information about wells and areas  that may benefit from future  
programs.  The following  summarizes direction  from the GSA  Board in  developing the  
groundwater user registration program:  

•  Assemble  and  review  data from multiple  data sets to ensure  the most current and 
accurate information is used regarding  groundwater use in the SRP basin.   

•  Review and utilize successful  frameworks and elements for long-established registration  
programs in  other areas.  

•  Work with Advisory  Committee, agency staff,  Sonoma County  Agricultural  Commissioner 
and Permit Sonoma to  develop  a simple, clear,  free, one-time registration program.   

•  Create  an interactive webmap  to allow owners of parcels  to  easily d etermine  whether  
parcels are located in  or out of the  SRP basin.    

•  Provide owners of parcels a variety of simple and  convenient means  (online and  
hardcopy) to submit additional information and/or  to correct GSA information.   

•  Provide owners of parcels with options  to contact a variety of agencies, such as  
Ag  Commissioner and  Permit Sonoma (in addition to the GSA)  for assistance with the  
registration program.   
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•  Incorporate  ongoing input from  GSA  Board and align  the program with development of 
the  fee study.  

•  Include groundwater user registration  program elements being  developed in GSA  
outreach materials and  presentations.  

If the groundwater user registration program is approved, the  following process is proposed to  
be implemented:  

•  Step 1. Owners of parcels  assumed to use  groundwater  in the SRP basin will receive a letter 
from the GSA that includes  parcel number, address, parcel size,  and type of land use.  

•  Step 2. If information is correct, groundwater users  are not  obligated to do anything;  
however,  the  GSA will provide  a means to submit optional additional information  
(i.e.  well location, depth, water quality concerns,  etc.)  on a voluntary basis.  

•  Step 3. If information is incorrect, groundwater users can  go online  or contact GSA  to 
make corrections.  

Implementation of a groundwater  user registration program would be through GSA Board 
approval of a groundwater user registration  program ordinance. Staff recommends that the  
proposed ordinance be introduced at today’s Board meeting and adopted on June 13, 2019.  

Staff Recommendation  
Staff recommends the Board waive  first reading  and introduce  by title  only "An Ordinance  
Requiring Registration of Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing  the  
Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee." The adoption of the proposed ordinance will  be  
considered at the June 13, 2019 Board meeting.   

Fiscal Information  
Cost of  implementing  and maintaining the  registration  program is still being  developed pending  
additional  input  and estimating a level of effort for responding to and addressing groundwater  
user inquiries. For FY  2019/20,  staff is estimating  $45,000 to  update and maintain a program  
webpage and webmap,  database,  assist  owners of parcels  submitting additional information or 
correcting information, coordinating with Ag Commissioner and PRMD,  and  reporting to  the  
Advisory  Committee  and  Board.  

Vote Required   
Government Code section 25131 requires that the ordinance be introduced prior  to its  
adoption.  Section 25131  also requires that an ordinance  be  read in full at either its introduction  
or meeting at which it is  considered  for adoption. As an alternative  to  reading the  entire  
ordinance in full, the Board may vote to waive first reading and introduce the ordinance  by 
reading its title  only, which is the staff recommendation. A supermajority  vote at the  
June  13,  2019 second reading will  be required to  approve adopting  the ordinance.   
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List of Attachments 

1. Draft version of "An Ordinance Requiring Registration of Groundwater Use Facilities,
Water User Reporting and Authorizing the Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee."

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:   Agency  Budget Reserve Policy  

 
 
Summary:  Discuss options for a  financial reserve policy, and provide  feedback to staff for  
possible adoption of a  policy at a future Board meeting.  
 

Background  

The GSA is in its second year of operations and is  funded by member agency contributions.  At  
the end of the last  fiscal year (2017-18), the adjusted ending balance (plus  uncollected revenues  
from Sonoma Water, which was invoiced and received in August) was $70,570.22  –  or less than  
one-third of the  total GSA budget of $350,000, not including $110,000 in  match from the Gold 
Ridge RCD and Sonoma  County  Water Agency.  

In  March, the Board decided to  consider approving the proposed fee option methodology  and 
provided staff and consultants direction to complete  the fee study.   At the same meeting,  the  
Board discussed the need for  a  policy to provide guidance  for the  amount o f fu nding that 
should be maintained as  reserves  and funding to be  carried forward i n f uture  years.   

The  purpose of this item  is to get Board feedback  on a reserve policy that could inform  
upcoming fiscal year 2019-2020 and future  annual  budgets.   

To research reserve  options, staff spoke to member agency staff and to Brett Bradford (partner  
from Pisenti & Brinker, who is supervising  the GSA’s 2017-18 audit) and contacted the California  
Special District  Association (CSDA), which provided its “Special District Reserves Policy  
Guidelines.” These resources provided the  following general guidance:  

• Reserve  policies should be  based on operating numbers; 
• Generally, reserves are either (1)  a percent of  the  operating  budget or (2) the operating 
expenses  needed to cover the costs accrued in a  specific time  period;  and 
• Each  district is  different, and  the reserve policy  should reflect the agency’s unique 
circumstances.  

In addition,  the Government Finances Officers Association (GFOA) website  provides guidance  
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regarding reserve policies. GFOA proposes that agencies “maintain unrestricted budgetary fund 
balance in their general fund of no less than two months of regular general fund operating 
revenues or regular general fund operating expenditures,” but note that the amount/time-
period should be dictated the unique circumstances of the agency. For example, Sonoma 
Resource Conservation District’s Operating Cash Reserves Policy, sets a target of “an amount 
sufficient to maintain ongoing operations and programs for a period equal to three months of 
ongoing operational expenses.” GFOA refers to the following factors to help agencies 
determine appropriate reserve levels: 1. The predictability of revenues and the volatility of 
expenditures; 2. Potential exposure to significant outlays from disasters, state budget cuts, etc.; 
3. The potential for the general fund to be drained by other funds; 4. Possible impact on the
agency’s bond ratings by a negative fund balance or the need to borrow to meet operating
expenses; and 5. Existing and potential financial commitments and assignments. The following
table provides an analysis of the GSA’s current risk of cash levels dropping to a point where it
would be challenging to meet expenses.

RISK FACTOR PROBABILITY EXPLANATION 

Revenue volatility Low Revenues are collected from fees 
fixed for 3 years beginning FY 19/20 

Potential exposure to significant 
cash outlays from one-time events 

Low Not a disaster agency; revenues not 
based on outside funding sources 

Potential for fund to be tapped by 
another fund within the agency 

Very low Currently, there are no other funds 
within the GSA 

Possible impact on bond ratings Low Currently, the GSA has no capital 
projects or bond funding 

Existing/potential financial 
commitments and assignments 

Medium The GSA agreement with State for 
$1 million grant includes matching 
fund commitment. All other 
contracts can be cancelled if 
revenues aren’t available. Initiating 
assessment fee in FY 19/20 which 
may increase staff time initially until 
program is established. 

Delay in reimbursements from 
DWR for invoices submitted for 
Prop 1 grant funds 

Medium high Sonoma Water will invoice GSA for 
all work, including grant-funded 
tasks. The GSA will then invoice the 
State for reimbursement. Could be a 
lag time. 

Based on this analysis, staff seeks Board feedback on the following reserve policy questions: 
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1. Reserve amount  -- Maintain a targeted reserve amount equivalent to:  
a. Two months’  cash operating  expenses. This is equivalent to approximately 

$56,167  in 2019-20; 
b. Three months’  cash operating expenses  (approximately  $84,250  in 2019-2020);  
c. Other?  

2. Annual approval  –  Board approves  the targeted reserve amount as part  of the budget
process –  yes or no? 

3. Targeted reserve amount will be  funded with surplus  operating cash –  yes  or no? 
4. Reserve will carry forward to following  fiscal year  –  yes or no? 

Type of Vote Required  

None. Feedback only.   

Fiscal Information  

No immediate  impact but could impact 2019-2020 budget.  

Staff Recommendation  

Receive  Board feedback on reserve policy  questions.   

List of Attachments  

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:   Contract with Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc.  

 

 
Summary:  Authorize  Administrator to amend  the existing contract with  Raftelis Financial  
Consultants, Inc.  (Raftelis)  for consulting  and  as-needed professional financial advisory services  
supporting on-going analysis of multiple  unanticipated financing scenarios  and incorporate  new  
information to  complete  the Agency’s  Rate and Fee Study and add funding  not  to exceed  
$22,000.  

Background  

Local governments have  limited options  for raising revenues, and because  of constitutional  
requirements, raising revenues generally requires  rate studies conducted by specialty  firms. In  
August 2017,  the Board  authorized the Administrator to release a Request for Qualifications for 
fee and rate study services, in cooperation with  Petaluma Valley and Sonoma Valley GSAs. Five  
firms responded with Statements  of Qualifications, and a three-basin 11-member staff team  
reviewed statements, held interviews, and checked references. After a rigorous  process,  the  
team recommended that the Board enter into contract with Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc.  
(Consultants) for  an amount not to exceed  $85,000. Work began in  December  2017.  

While it was originally anticipated  that the rate/fee study would be completed in July  2018,  
work was delayed  by several factors,  primarily Department of Water  Resources’  release of  
basin reprioritization data,  which differed significantly  from local estimates of groundwater use.  
Consultants and staff  spent a lot of time understanding the  differences and attempting to  
reconcile the  numbers.  In August 2018,  the contract was amended to add  $50,000  to  
accommodate the additional work and enable  the completion of the study.  This brought  the  
not  to e xceed  contract amount to $135,000.  

Since the  2018 amendment, additional  unanticipated  factors have  increased the  frequency and 
time required of Raftelis  to support requests by  the  Santa Rosa Plain  GSA.  Some of  the primary  
factors include  the extended delay of approving the study beyond February 2019;  the addition 
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of the entire City of Sebastopol area and three mutual water supplier area datasets to the fee 
model; evaluating and adjusting for new information including revised groundwater use 
estimates from dairies and irrigated pastures; further refining information for de minimis users 
within in each member’s jurisdiction; fee range refinements for board meetings; responding to 
questions generated from staff, board, board ad hoc and advisory members; evaluation of 
alternative funding proposals developed by interest groups; and support for development of a 
potential grant program. 

Santa Rosa Plain GSA staff have responded to board direction by minimizing any unnecessary 
reliance on consultants in order to preserve operating funds. However, as the timeframe for 
developing the rate study has been extended significantly beyond the anticipated hearing date, 
and multiple unanticipated analyses and evaluations have been conducted in support of creating 
an equitable and representative fee study, the associated costs have increased by $22,000. 

In order to complete the rate/fee study, staff recommends that the contract be amended to 
add funds to compensate for the unanticipated work required by the Santa Rosa Plain GSA. 

Raftelis will continue work on the primary purpose of the contract: The refinement of the actual 
fee amount to be provided to the Board for its consideration, and pending Board adoption, the 
final data set to be provided to the assessor. Staff anticipates that this amendment and addition 
will be the final amount needed to complete the study, and does not anticipate any future 
extensions of the contract. 

Staff Recommendation 

Authorize Administrator to amend the contract with Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. to 
compete the analysis fees/rates needed for short-term Agency operations and to add $22,000 
in funding, for a contract amount not to exceed $157,000. 

Fiscal Information 

$65,000 is allocated for the rate/fee study in the FY 2018-19 budget. This contract amendment 
would add $22,000 to the Raftelis budget for a total fee since FY 2017/18 of $157,000. 

Vote Required 

Majority. 

List of Attachments 

1. December 5, 2017 contract between Raftelis Financial Consulting and Agency 

Contact 

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