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 Board  Meeting  
Santa Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability Agency 

Date: June 13, 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  April  11, 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. Action Items
a. Groundwater User Fee  and Registration Program. Consider adoption of  "An Ordinance Requiring

Registration of Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing the Adoption of
Groundwater Sustainability  Fee."

b. Raftelis  "Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  Rate Study Report". Consider
Acceptance and Approval of Report to be used to as a basis to establish a groundwater sustainability
fee as authorized by Water Code section 10730 and pursuant Agency Ordinance No. 19-01.

c. Resolution  Establishing  a  Groundwater  Sustainability  Fee.  Consider  adoption of  resolution  to  establish  a
groundwater  sustainability  fee  as  authorized by  Water  Code  section 10730  and pursuant  Agency
Ordinance  No. 19-01.

d. Agency Reserve Policy. Review and consider adoption of policy  for Agency financial reserves.

7. Information  Items
a. Sonoma  Water and Sonoma County’s plan to  offset proposed groundwater fee
b. Groundwater Sustainability Plan
c. Draft process for  considering new GSA  membership

8. Administrator,  Plan Manager and Legal Counsel  Report

9. Adjournment
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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  

NOTICE OF PARTICIPATION VIA  TELECONFERENCE  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN,  as authorized by Government Code Section 54953, that Board Member  Debora Fudge  
will participate  in the Board Meeting by telephonic conference call. Members of the public may attend and 
participate at either the address  given above or  via teleconference from the location below:  

The Seelbach Hilton Louisville  
500 Fourth Street  
Louisville  KY 40202-2518, US  
(502) 585-3200 

This agenda shall be available at this location.  

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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Draft Minutes

 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

Lynda Hopkins,  Chairwoman, called  the meeting  to order at 1:05  p.m. noting that a  quorum of
the Board was present, consisting of the following Directors: Joe Dutton; Deborah F udge;
Susan Harvey; Lynda Hopkins; Evan Jacobs; John  Nagle;  Tom Sc hwedhelm; Gina  Belforte; and
Shirlee Zane. Others  present included Andy Rodgers, Administrator; Jay Jasperse,  Plan
Manager, Sonoma Water; and Adriana Stagnaro,  minute–taker,  Gold Ridge  Resource
Conservation District  (RCD). All directors present.

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

Michael Hilber  –  I found out that John  Nagle is a manager with Gallo  and  receives
compensation  exceeding  $100k.  I see  this as a conflict of interest. Why should homeowners be
paying  for  this agency when the vineyards  have such an incredible interest in the  resource and
have  adequate finances?

Orlean Koehle –  When SGMA was passed in 2015, I  heard a presentation by a  group at the  Grange.
I asked them “what would happen if we have a  sudden flood  and there is no longer a water crisis,
will all of  you go away?”  The group said,  “No,  we  will be here to stay,  we  will always have a water
crisis here  in CA.”  I think this fee is ridiculous. We have fluctuating periodic droughts,  why should
we  worry about our wells?  I truly believe that the well  goes  with the property owner. I  am totally
opposed to this organization and your control over  our groundwater.

Deborah Tavares  –  We are not running out of water, it  is a renewable resource, and it resides
below the  Earth’s mantle. Ernst  and  Young is a London based company  and  was hired  by the
City of Santa Rosa  to work on new forms of revenue. Is this connected to the well water  fee? Is
this how S anta Rosa  is making its  new revenue? I  heard that the  fees would be attached to our
property  tax bill. This expense could be  debilitating to some of our residents. This is  one of
many  scams  around the world  and it  must stop.
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Susan Bahl  –  I disagree with  the charge on the property  tax. I  disagree  because it wasn’t voted 
upon, and the last time I  spoke to you I said that I  think  this should go  for  a vote. Why won’t 
this go to a vote? If money is the issue, could we  vote by  mail?  This would encourage  people  to 
be on  the same page with you. Secondly, if we are being charged, I would  really like to see an  
outcome from  it. I would like to see that my groundwater no longer has  herbicides in it. I want  
non–potable and  potable water in all new buildings. Why aren’t  these things  in the  new Plan?  

Justin Morse  –  My concern is  that there is no  limitation on future fees. What if  five  years from  
now, the  fee doubles and continues  to grow uncontrollably? Is  there a limitation on increasing  
the fees? Does it go into  the general fund and get distributed, or will it be  more  discrete and  
visible,  so we can all see  it?  

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 
No public comment.  
Director Belforte  moved to approve  the Consent  Calendar as presented,  Director Harvey  
seconded. Motion carried. One (1) abstained  (Director Schwedhelm).  

4. Directors/Subcommittee Report 
None. 

5. Advisory Committee Report 
Director Hopkins  noted that the  Advisory Committee  reported on activities at the March 14 
Board meeting and  haven’t  met again before this Board meeting. The  next AC meeting is 
scheduled for  May 13. 
Bob Anderson  had no additional comments. 
No public  comment. 

6. Information  Items 
a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan  (GSP) 

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager  –  In t erms of the GSP, we continue  to work with  the 
Advisory Committee  on the front–end sections of the  Plan itself. Sections 1 and 2  are 
complete and  we are starting work  on  Section 3.  Over the next year, we will be looking 
at sustainable management criteria  and a monitoring program. We will continue to work 
together with the Advisory Committee and check  in regularly with  the Board. 

• Director Harvey  –  When we get d one with the  Plan, we will look at the  six  areas and 
there will be some suggestions. Worst case,  we will have to figure  out how to fix 
some things.  Will  monitoring progress  happen into the  foreseeable future? 
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o  State will have to approve our progress and monitoring.  There will be annual 

reports, and every  five  years we will do larger reports, all  to show that we have  
been sustainable  for 50 years.  

•  Director Schwedhelm  –  We’ve had  a lot of  rain  recently, how d oes that effect  the  
GSP?  
o  Jay  Jasperse  –  Wet years  do not change our  tactics,  they  are part of our climate  

and we have captured that in our models.  In our work ahead, we will be  working  
to  better capture the water  that comes from  those wet years.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Can you speak to recharge rates?  Some  aquifers don’t benefit,  
right?  
o  Jay Jasperse  –  There are  different levels in different  aquifers. We will look at  

recharge very carefully as a management  practice and  see  how to enhance  it as  
best we can. Not all recharge will move the  needle on SGMA  compliance,  
unfortunately. It may not work in shorter term time scale,  but in terms of  
depletion of surface slows in streams or shallow aquifers, recharge will make a 
big difference in short term.  

 
Public comment  
Deborah  Tavares  –  I am still worried about  the  World Bank and what they  don’t tell  us  
about the  world’s water supply. Atmospheric water is only a part of  the water cycle. The  
primary water cycle is most important. Take geysers and waterfalls  for example. It even  
rises from the ocean floor. This agency’s  misunderstanding of the primary water cycle  
concerns me. If  we could access  primary water here in CA, then we would  solve our 
problems.   
 
Pat Mitchell  –  I’m very concerned about what’s going on. The more  agencies we create  
that need funding,  the more  funding goes  to high  salaries. Are  the  agencies  doing any  
good? Scientists tell us that  as oceans warm, more rain comes  down. Our concerns  
about drought is miscalculated. We are seeing  more  crabs come  up from the ocean than  
we have ever seen  before. We are projected  to have a wetter climate.   
 
Paul Heck  –  I’m a real estate agent  and have  sold country property for a  very long time.  Half 
my business left California  last year  because  we are  taxed so much.  I’d like to  know how 
much water is being sent to Las  Vegas. They are  watering lawns  with our water! I’m not sure  
about water science but I  am sure that living  is too  expensive here because of government 
rules. I can sell one house  here and buy three homes in another state.  

 
b.  Basin  Boundary  Modification  

Jay Jasperse  –  The Basin boundary has been resolved by the  state  except for the Wilson  
Grove basin. The state is  still in  the  process  of evaluating data  to see  priority  level for  
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this. They will have  a draft  recommendation in May, followed by a 30-day comment  
period. They’ll make  their decision after.  
•  Director Hopkins  –  Should we have a  meeting  during those 30 days?  

o  We have a June meeting  that might capture  that.  
•  Director Hopkins  –  It would be good to comment and approve a  draft letter at that 

time.  
 

Public c omment  
Deborah  Tavares  –  I understood you  would  have  a meeting  for public comment. I’ve 
attended many  Advisory Committee  meetings and they  do  not seem to take  public  
comment  into consideration. It’s disappointing.   
 

c.  City of  Sebastopol GSA  Membership  
Andy  Rodgers, Administrator  –  In June  2017, a  Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA)  
was executed for  the agency (nine  board  members).  The City of Sebastopol elected to  
participate in the Advisory Committee  but not the Board for  this  organization. In  February  
2019, the  Basin Boundary modification  was approved, and now the Santa Rosa Plain  Basin  
includes Sebastopol. In March, the Board asked that we have an open conversation  about  
the  City of  Sebastopol  participating at Board level. The  nine  board  members  have  
contributed  almost $1  million  for the first five  years of work.  The GSA also  received  a  
$1  million  state grant to  fund writing the Plan. Sebastopol  would like to  be  on the Board  
and recognizes  the benefits. Rodgers  thanked the  Sebastopol representatives for being at  
the meeting and asked for direction from  the Board. The  groundwater sustainability  fee is 
scheduled for consideration of adoption  on  June 13, 2019.  
 
Director Hopkins  thanked Mayor Hinton  for all  she  did in the recovery of  the flood.  
 
•  Mayor Hinton  –  The initial estimated costs  of board membership  gave us sticker 

shock. Wilson Grove was designated as  low  priority  at fi rst, then modified to  
medium, which is why we desired to join the Board and  the Santa Rosa Plain  Basin’s  
work. Could we have an  adjusted rate, since we are coming in midstream? It would  
help to have less  upfront cost. The  budget subcommittee  for Sebastopol recognizes  
the expenses of the recent flood, and we are low  on funds. Adding this would be  
difficult.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Tell us more  about your capacity, what you could do.  
•  Mayor  Hinton  –  We  hope to have a  prorated  amount. We  are just getting our sales 

tax revenue report and will be able  to look at that. Businesses closed by  the flood 
are just starting  to  bounce back. We are looking at a  deficit.  

•  Una Glass  –  If you’re wondering why we didn’t join in the first  place, it’s the geology  
of our area. We do not sit in the Santa Rosa Plain  Basin. We didn’t need to join it for  
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this reason, and it made sense financially. We also have the smallest budget of all nine  
cities in the county. We trusted you would do a great job managing it all. But then the  
state changed our categorization, and we are now faced with being the only  
incorporated city in our  basin. It could lead to a multi–million–dollar cost for managing  
our own GSA  so, we want to spare  the cost and join the  existing GSA.   We are trying to  
manage a disastrous fiscal situation, and it  is why we asked the state to make the  
boundary modification. We hope  you understand  the  reasons for our actions.  

•  Director Jacobs  –  What is Sebastopol’s  budget?  
o  Una Glass  –  $8.6 million. We are very, very small.   

•  Director Nagle  –  We talked about this  in the Ad Hoc meeting we  had  two  weeks ago.  
We thought a  prorated fee would be acceptable.  

•  Director Fudge  –  I understand y our  situation and would be  OK  with  a prorated fee.  
•  Director Harvey  –  I  am OK  with a p rorated fee,  but we don’t have a process for  

doing  it, and that concerns me. I would feel more comfortable  for  determining a  
basis for  this. We might have other entrances  in the future.  Policy  and procedure  is  
needed. Another issue is  the reimbursement  of our fees—we  don’t know yet if they  
will be  reimbursed. This could become  problematic. While I  feel for Sebastopol,  my  
town also had the same  decision to make as a small town, and yes it hurts. I think we  
must be fair  by  having  a policy.  

•  Director Schwedhelm  –  I’m OK  with a prorated fee but I would also  like  a procedure  
for this.   

•  Director Zane  –  I welcome Sebastopol. It’s  frustrating for  all of us that the  state  
moves the mark. The cost of participating should  be  reflective  of the  time on the  
Board,  a prorated fee  is OK  with me.  

•  Director Belforte  –  I  would  like  to look at the fee  being prorated over a few years  
because of t he flooding and financial hardship y ou face.   

•  Director Jacobs  –  We need  policies and procedures around this. We were  clear at  
the  outset that this agency  must  be  paid for. Let’s set  a good precedent. My business  
also has a small budget. I  agree to  the longer–term  proration, but  I’m not inclined  to  
give  a deduction.   

•  Director Dutton  –  I’m OK  with prorating.  
•  Director Hopkins  –  We  have majority support for  prorating. I’m in support  too. I also  

like the idea of giving more time to  pay the  prorated amount. I direct staff to bring  
back options on policies for our consideration. There are other instances where other  
neighboring basins may have similar problems. Let’s set  a good precedence. I think  
there needs to  be conversation around a start–  up cost for late joining agencies.   

•  Andy  Rodgers  –  If Sebastopol  comes in, what would the  prorated amount be?  I’m 
thinking  60% less than what’s  been contributed so far, about $71k.  If this is  an  
option, we can  talk to Sebastopol  and our finance people  about this.  
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•  Mayor Hinton  –  We came  today  to speak to your organization  and see what is  
possible. If you think  that is  possible, I will take it  back and get it on  the  Council 
agenda. I’m sure we will need to talk again to know the  firm price.  

•  Director Harvey  –  Make  sure when we  determine the price that it falls into  
reimbursable or  not.  I want to  make sure we  don’t have to circle around again  with  
that question.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Take  this to the Ad  hoc meeting to flesh things out.  Mayor  Hinton,  
please attend that meeting.  

•  Mayor Hinton  –  Sounds great.  
•  Director Schwedhelm –  Mr. Rodgers,  I’m looking  for a win–win, and want to  

determine  the process first.  
 
Public comment  
Susan Bahl  –  Since  January, I’ve been trying to figure out the  details of this agency. If the  
rural  homeowner is now  25% of the  pie, I believe  there should be  two  people  on the  
Board that are rural home owners.  That isn’t the case  as far as I can see. Secondly,  the  
money  funds a seat on the  Board,  and the  Board determines how  the funds are used.  
How do I get my voice into  this  agency’s activities, how  do I get  a say? Organic food  
producers should be on the Board as well.  The rural homeowner representatives  on the  
Board should not be making money  with  the water.   
 
Deborah  Tavares  –  Is everyone familiar with the Climate Action Plan? It follows the lines  
that water resources are  limited. Please see how this is happening right now.  I  am 
concerned about Sebastopol, how does their participation affect residents’  fees? The 
state will always have a moving target on this. The Climate Action Plan was voted in, and  
you should see the dismaying information within it. It is connected to a global water plan.  
We are facing this problem together, and it will result in increased fees.  
 
Doug Emery  –  I’ve spoken here  before. From a rural residential  perspective, I agree that  
rural residential homeowners  should be on the  Board too.  Not just the heavy use  
extractors,  but some of us  regular  folks  too. It a good idea. Sebastopol jumped into  the  
Santa Rosa Plain Basin, but they left behind 40,000 people who will  pay  the tax  they  
decide on.  I am calling it  a tax  because that is what it is, let’s call it what it  is. We have  
no representation on this  Board as  Ms. Bahl points  out. Rural Residential  is about 30% of 
the  pie. We need representation.  Director Zane  is the only one who represents  the  
unincorporated county.  
 
Director Hopkins  –  You need  to  be a governmental agency or quasi government agency  
to  be  on  the Board and  part of  the JPA. I want to clarify that per state law you  need to  
meet certain eligibility criteria.   
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d.  Fee study  

i.  Fee summary  for approved methodology  
Andy  Rodgers  –  Summarized the  proposed fee study and provided an  update.  He  
mentioned that other  technical work is going on refining  numbers and evaluating  
options, plus  incorporating Sebastopol into  the agency.  
•  Director Zane  –  I am feeling frustrated, at our last Board meeting we  had some frank  

discussion about  this.  What alternative governance structures could we  have?  I hope  
we have an open discussion about this  again.  I’m putting  this  out there at  the  
direction of the  Chair.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  You are ahead of the game, and we  will be  talking about that  
shortly.  

 
ii.  Results of irrigated pastures study  
Andy Rodgers  said  a committee completed evaluation of  all the parcels  that  the  
Department  of Water  Resources has listed under  this category and found that they are  
not using groundwater for irrigation.  The state coefficient factor irrigated pastures is for 
0.3 AC/feet  per year,  but locals say this is not accurate.  This factor  has been corrected in 
the fee methodology.  Essentially,  there  is no irrigated water from groundwater being  
used for pastures as  there is enough recycled water available where  needed.   Mr.  
Rodgers  acknowledged his  appreciation of the  Farm Bureau, UCCCE and RCDs for their  
work collaborating on this.  

 
iii.  Status of alternative  proposal to fund  some user  categories  
Director Hopkins  gave  an update  on “Plan B”. The Board of Supervisors  met  regarding  
this issue  and  discussed the possibility  of ongoing  member contributions  from the  
County of  Sonoma. They  were supportive;  $143,000  was allocated for Petaluma  Valley  
and  $117,000 for  Sonoma Valley  Basin  by the  County this  year. Sonoma Water will pay  
similar amounts. No amount was disclosed  for Santa Rosa Plain.  The amounts were  
allocated  because they  recognize a common good in protecting  our groundwater.  It  is 
not a subsidy,  it is enacting a common good.   Once  the Plan  is  implemented, users will 
have to pay  fees, no question.  Director  Hopkins  continued with a new idea  (Plan B) 
which would  make  fees commensurate with use.  The question is  to have  the  RCDs pay 
$10,000 per b asin. She suggested  Sonoma Water  continues with member  contributions. 
This could drive costs  down for everyone, including the mutual water companies.  A well  
registration program has considerable costs, and it may result in cost overruns. If that  
program  can be  eliminated, we can reduce costs.  The Ag commissioner,  the County, and  
Permit Sonoma w ould review this idea and  Director  Hopkins  expressed  concern  about  
their staff resources.  Rural Residential and small  agricultural interests aren’t  
represented  on the  Board. This solution would address that. And it would make  Santa 
Rosa Plain  more  like  the  other basins, which is important to avoid undue confusion.  
Director Hopkins  said she hears the complaint that  we are not estimating  water use  
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accurately enough. Postponing the fee would allow time  to more accurately do this.  It  
would also give  users  the time to get used to  the idea of a fee and we will have a more  
accurate fee  amount to present to the public  on their  property tax.  She then requested 
input from  the  RCDs and  the mutual water companies.  

 
•  Director Zane  –  I like  Plan B, but I want to emphasize  that budgets have  

expenditures and income. We  have  been spending a lot on consultant fees, we need 
to focus more  on where  our money is going. We  have $1 million  from Prop 1,  a 
significant  funding source  to use over  five  years. Let’s use this  time to develop a  
good plan  and  ask for everyone’s trust.  I want to  put that at the  top of our list.  The  
other two basins have come up with a good model.  Let’s make a leaner, meaner  
budget to get this done  in the Santa Rosa Plain.  

•  Director  Nagle  –  The issue of trust is why we have such a large  Board here. This  Board  
is meant to represent everyone. The RCD reps are  here to represent Rural Residential 
and Agricultural interests. The RCDs who contribute to this Board, do not have funding  
for this.  They  are grant funded, and  their  mission is to protect natural resources. This 
participation is a significant burden o n them. Plan  B is a much smaller cost than the  
other options, though it is still a nonrefunded cost to  the  organizations.  

•  Director Harvey  –  It’s nice to see something, even in the rough. But I’m still  
concerned with this. Are  you asking members to fund this  for  the next five  years? 
We  agreed to fund  it  for the  first two  years and fees would cover it  after that. We  
can’t pay  for three  more  years. This is a very  big change. I have mentioned this over  
and over and I feel like a broken  record. This will be a big  hit to small cities. Even if  
you go with actual use, it is still going toward something  that we initially said would 
be self–funded. That’s my concern. Unless we implement the  fee,  there is no way  
small cities can afford it.  
o  Director Hopkins  –  My understanding is that you  would be  paying  the same in  

either situation.  
•  Director Harvey  –  Is it a  fee or not?  

o  Andy Rodgers  –  If I understand Plan B, we are talking about not adding any  more  
contributions from  the  city. The cities will only  pay for pumping  per the  approved 
methodology.  

•  Director Harvey  –  But that means we  need  to institute  a  fee.   
o  Director Hopkins  –  If this is a cost of doing business, providing water,  then this is  

a cost you can pass  on to the consumer.   
o  Legal  Counsel  –  Another way to interpret  this is that you are  providing water  to  

your constituents and,  so yes, you can do that.  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We are  not talking about changing anything  regarding  the cities.  

Its about additional revenue that will come in to  cover some  of the  user  
categories  that we mentioned.  
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•  Director Harvey  –  Will the numbers be the same  as what we  talked about  before?  

The County won’t kick in money and then the  numbers  change? I  want the  method  
to be  clear.  
o  Andy Rodgers  –  We  are moving forward  with the  method approved  at the  

March  14 Board meeting.  
•  Director Harvey  –  Will we get enough money  to cover the  remaining amounts?  

o  Director Hopkins  –  Cities will come out the same  or better with Plan B. We will 
investigate this further.  Plan B is still  a draft, more information will be  coming  
soon.  

•  Director Harvey  –  So no  well registration program? We need this data to  refine our 
fees and understanding.  
o  Director Hopkins  –  We  would register wells but  not right  now while we are  

developing  the Plan. It would happen later, in three years.  
•  Director Harvey  –  The  earlier we can get started on the  well registration, the better.  

It wouldn’t surprise  me if it  didn’t take  a year to get it set up, so it behooves us  to get 
on it earlier. I want  us  to  make progress.  As to  Director  Zane’s  comments,  we are a 
little more expensive  because of our  rate studies,  and then we do not use  the results  
of the rate studies. We  need to use the  information  we get from the studies.  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  I  have a  groundwater user registration item that I will  talk about 

later. But staff will recommend that we improve the data we have now,  of  
course. The real savings  of Plan B  is  not having  the initial surge  of  responding to  
inquiries. With  Plan B we will have  far fewer  requests coming in to address.  

•  Director Jacobs  –  Director  Nagle  made a good point about trust. We all  want equity.  
My concern is  that this penalizes Mutual  water companies  and their  users. These  
folks do not get the benefit of the County subsidy  and people will not be  happy  
about that. We can build trust by compromising and moving  forward. But I will 
continue to highlight these issues. Another thing–  our Mutual is  a smaller budget.  
We’ve paid over $40  per connection to fund this agency. None of us asked for  this,  
the state required it, but  our  users  have  taken issue with this and I want to remove  
burden from them as soon as I can.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Please work with  Mr. Rodgers  to stay informed about  Plan  B  as it  
moves forward. You are  right  that we  need to talk a bout the  disproportionate  
impact to  your users.   

•  Director Belforte  –  What about the  Sonoma Water  payments?  
o  Director Hopkins–  Sonoma Water is  making some contributions, and if they  

could also do some on a  per acreage  basis, and some as a  member contribution,  
we’d like to know.  

•  Director Belforte  –  If Permit Sonoma has no capacity, what is the alternative on  
that?  

 
 

 

Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

9 

11



 
 

  
  

 

 
 

 

Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

o  Andy  Rodgers  –  Methods are approved. What we are  talking about now is  how  
to improve our user data over time.   

•  Director Belforte  –  How  long will it  take for you to  get  back to us?  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  When we bring  the framework to you in June, it will have  

information  on how we are  going to  do this.  
•  Director Belforte  –  So if  you look at  this in June, if  we  decide to establish  a fee, will 

we have enough time to  get it on the  tax roll this year?  
o  Andy Rodgers  –  Yes.  

•  Director Belforte  –  This was supposed to be done in July  of 2018. We have pushed 
this  back again  and again, and we are being asked to spend  additional  money for 
further assessments. I  don’t think this is good governance.  Good governance is  
making decisions when they have to be made and that is in advance.  I get nervous  
about being  pushed up against a timeline and the state coming in and  taking over.  
All of this could cost the  people  too much, I don’t want higher rates. I want to  decide  
in June 2019  at the  latest.  

•  Director Schwedhelm  –  This is an unfortunate situation. We want to avoid the  worst– 
case  scenario (state involvement). But we are  different from Petaluma and Sonoma in  
our constituents. I  feel we are kicking  this  decision down the road trying  to be more  
like the other basins.  Instead,  we need to  decide  and move ahead. I’m supportive of 
Plan B  because it is  better. But I  am concerned about the continuous  delay.  

•  Director Jacobs–  There are dozens of other water systems in the basin. Will they be  
charged similarly, such as SSU?  
o  Jay  Jasperse  –  With Plan  A, the method charges  based on pumpage records.  We  

need to figure out options for Plan B.  
•  Director Hopkins  –  Thank you all. There is willingness to consider a Plan B, but we  

can’t delay and must decide in June. Is that right?  
•  Director Harvey  –  If we  need to go back to  our councils,  then we  need information  

way before June to gather their input.   Until we see real data, we don’t know what  
we are voting  on.  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We will put things  together as  quickly as possible.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  We are doing good governance  by  responding to  public input 
with Plan B.   

Public  questions/comments  
Doulas  Emery  –  I appreciate the  discussion from the Board  and  I appreciate a Plan B that  
includes public input. Plan A was a tax plan,  not a water sustainability plan,  which is your 
biggest responsibility. If you fail, we will not have  groundwater  in the  future.  I think Plan  B 
could bring relief  to residential users.  It  is fairer. It still doesn’t address the tier of huge  
extractors, and that needs to be looked at. Thank you everyone for your  frank discussion.   
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Orlean Koehle –  I have been concerned that this issue is connected to protecting trout and  
salmon. But people who live near streams  have found that fish protect themselves. I also  
am concerned about the  fine that was to come if we didn’t submit a  Plan. People  were  
told they had to submit their information via computer, which was hard for people  
without computers. Please don’t do that again. I hope that Plan B is better.  The Water  Bill 
was passed,  and it limits individual water usage, this is also Draconian  if there is no water  
crisis. How does this Plan  fit in with  the Water Bill?  
 
Pat Mitchell  –  Thank you, I’m impressed with the  Board, and I think you are well 
intended,  but I am going  to repeat that well water is not free, it is already  expensive. We  
have  to  pay for maintenance. How are  irrigated  pastures using recycled water? Is it  
through the water cycle? Should I charge you for  air? This is ridiculous. How could you  
make groundwater sustainable?  What w ould you be doing  with th e fees for  the public  
good? You’d be better  off resisting  the state on this law.   
 
John Rosenblum  –  I’m  from Belmont  Mutual Water Company. Our Board elected  to  
join this  groundwater s ustainability program.  We are concerned about sustainability.  
We are also concerned about  the viability of our  own water supply at home. We  have  
neighboring  vineyards  and a school.  The Department  of Water Resources  costs are  
enormous and we want to avoid that.  Then I want  to  look at the equity issue. We  
could be paying $60  acre foot  per year  for our members,  and that w ould be  
disproportionate  to other users. With  more  transparency and willingness to  
collaborate,  we  could rapidly develop a data  base that p inpoints how  much water  
agriculture  and  rural residential  is using.   

 
Mike Martini  –  I am here in support of Plan B. Thank you Chair  Hopkins. I  want to  
second Director Schwedhelm’s  comments saying not all three basins are the same.  In  
my opinion,  Sonoma Valley  is the most challenged  with identifiable saline  intrusion. 
Petaluma Valley  is the  easiest  in the sense their overdraft might be in the  realm of  
50  acre/ft of water. The Santa  Rosa Plain  is larger but it  has  another  advantage. In 2015 
they spent $2 million to  produce a document that was called “The SRP watershed 
(groundwater)  Management Plan”. They don’t  have to start from scratch, they can use a  
lot of the  existing data.  Can we  use the  information  here and save some time and  
money? How many  times do we ignore past work and reinvent the wheel? Let’s not do  
that. And I second that this agency must look at the expenditures and the  incomes.  
Please adopt  Plan B, take three years to make  a g reat plan  and bring it back  to us.  
 
Phil Graf  –  This fee seems to  act like a tax. If so, will it  be limited in growth  as taxes are?  
I’m nervous about infinite growth on the fee. And does it even increase our water  
supply? Could it affect public usage? Not in my  opinion. Will  the interactive map be  
made  for online  use? Are we supposed to send reports/information  back to  
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Sacramento?  Most of us  don’t know what Primary Water is, but if I were  on the  Board, I  
would appoint a subcommittee  to look  at  this,  maybe there is something  to it.  And I say  
more dams,  more hydroelectric  power.  We need to be building  these  again.  What  is the  
benefit of my  fee? That’s my question.  
 
Chris Bates  –  I’m on the  Advisory  Committee  representing  the independent water  
companies.  I also represent  Ranger mutual water company. We are very supportive of  
this  program. We  had a well run dry  recently and may need to drill a new  well. So, we  
support your work.  Though equity is still an issue. We average 0.4 AFY/parcel.   
 
Tawny Tesconi  –  Thank you for  proposing Plan B.  There is a need for more  data moving  
forward. In the simplest  terms,  the cities are being asked to cover for their water use,  
and the  rural residential users  are being covered  by County and RCD, so it’s all the same,  
just a  question of who is  picking up  the  tab. We  have farmers in all three  basins. We  
want an even  playing  field for all farmers. Farmers have  been willing to participate in  
water monitoring/recharge/use programs.  

 
Michael Hilber  –  You should have exempted de   minimis users months ago. The fact that  
they don’t need to  be metered suggests that they  don’t need to be part o f the user  
charge either. You  would  save a lot of money on studies and consultants and it would 
simplify your life. It minimizes  the budget.  We aren’t even  affecting  the aquifer in a big  
way. Plan A is a scam intended  to  rip  people off.  You don’t have  the  legal right to  
assume  that  the average is true  for all people. If you make  any mistakes, you might have  
to make refunds. You ought to give serious  thought to redirecting this ship.  
 
Deborah Tavares  –  I am for Plans  F (Facts) and T  (Truth). Primarywater.org.  Go to PG&E  
for information about solar energy and abandoning the Potter Valley  projects  and 
nuclear plants. This is  because they are going  to  space–based power.  We are  ignoring  
this issue and focusing on water resources instead.   
 
Board  questions/comments  
•  Director Belforte  –  I’m hearing comments about  average use. Is there a way to  

charge lower rates for those who  use  below  the average?   
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  Not right now, but in the future,  it may be possible.  

•  Director Harvey  –  Thank  you to the public  for your input. It is frustrating for you and  
for us. We  all want something that is  fair and equitable. It’s a challenge  not knowing  
how much water you  use, you just do not know how much you use until  you  install  a 
meter.  And SGMA prohibits GSAs from metering. So, we are working  the  best we can  
with the  information we  have. And we  need a Plan to guide us, and the  Plan costs  
money.  Please  continue to provide us with comments.   

 
 

 

Agenda Item: 3A 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

12 

14

https://Primarywater.org


 
 

  
  

 
iv.  Status of fee  offset grant program  

Andy  Rodgers  –  The  Farm Bureau has made  the  offer to  do  this at no cost to  
Administration. If we could  identify  a grant  contribution to fund it, it could become  
part of Plan  A.  This is something  we are working  on. We will bring in more  
information  in June with  a framework presentation.  

 
v.  Status of  contract with County Auditor/Controller  

Andy Rodgers  –  I will bring the revised contract  to  the Board  in June. July 15  is the  
target  date to  give data  to  the  Assessor’s office.   
 

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.  
No public  comment.  
Director Zane  moved  to elect  Director Hopkins  (Chair)  and Director Schwedhelm  (Vice– 
Chair)  for the  next two years,  Director Belforte  seconded.  No  other nominations. 
Motion passed u nanimously.   

b.  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."  
•  Director Nagle  –  Section  K, Small service provider, is that the same definition  used 

by  
CA Water Code?  
o  Director Jacobs  –  I think  it is,  but we can confirm  that.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Have  staff confirm  by next meeting.  
•  Director Harvey  –  You  intend  to match the wording?  

o  Director Nagle  –  Yes, I  don’t want to make  up a new definition.  
•  Director Jacobs  –  The same with Section J, we need to  double check that  definition.  

o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We’ll be sure  to do so.  
 

Public  questions/comments   
•  Unknown  –  Will this  be put on a  consent  calendar where  public can’t  discuss it?   

o  Legal  Counsel  –  No, it won’t be on the  consent calendar, it will be an action item 
and public  notice  will be posted,  it  will be discussed  like everything else.   

•  At the  last special election we had in Sebastopol,  we were voting on something and 
the process was taken outside of public view. I  just want to make sure it is  
transparent.   

Director Belforte  moved to introduce  by title only,  Director Harvey  seconded. Motion  
passed unanimously.  
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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.  
•  Director Belforte  –  I would like  to see at least three months’ reserves  or 15%.  
•  Director Schwedhelm  –  I  defer to  staff on this  issue.  
•  Director Zane  –  What is our  FTE for the  agency?  

o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We have none. I’m a contract person.    
•  Director Zane  –  Let’s not be  excessive with how little staff we have.  
•  Ann DuBay–  We  got this recommendation in the Petaluma Valley  GSA an d  a 

recommendation  for two  months in the Sonoma  Valley GSA. Given the risk of  these 
agencies (relatively small), we decided  to go with  a relatively liberal reserve policy.  

•  Director Hopkins  –  Feedback from the Board is  that we want three  months.  Let’s 
bring  that back to adopt  at a  future Board meeting.   

•  Andy  Rodgers  –  Role this over to the  next fiscal year then?  
•  Director Belforte  –  Can we  remove  our reserves? No slush fund?  
•  Director Hopkins  –  Good idea.   

 
No public  comment.  
Director Hopkins  –  Let’s  table this for the  next  meeting. No motion taken.   
 

d.  Contract with  Raftelis  Financial  Consultants, Inc.  –  Consider authorization to amend 
contract for consulting services and as  needed professional financial advisory services  
from  May 1, 2019 through June 30, 2019.  
 
Board questions/comments  
•  Director Zane  –  What is their hourly fee?  Can you  explain  the math of this  proposal?  

Seems like we’ve gone well above and  beyond what we initially asked  for.   
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  The GSA has gone well above and beyond the contracted Scope  

of Work, and the timeline has  been significantly extended.  
 

•  Director Nagle  –  Plan B is based on existing  data  we have. What work  does Raftelis  
still need to do?  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  Complete the  analyses  and  bring  the information together,  

including new scenarios. But perhaps  I  misspoke, because this is  not new data,  
this reflects the extended work and time  frame.  

•  Director Harvey  –  We need more information  before we can decide. We need  to  
avoid unneeded costs.  
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•  Director Schwedhelm  –  What are the  consequences  if we don’t approve this?  

o  Andy  Rodgers  –  Raftelis would need to  provide information that is contracted  
for, but they  wouldn’t  be available for additional support  or incorporating  
new/different scenarios.  

•  Director Belforte  –  Before Plan B, I was going  to say stop with this. But now that we  
have Plan B, I  want to make sure  that this is the best option,  and so, I am supporting  
this.  

•  Director Fudge  –  I also support  it.  
•  Director Hopkins  –  In the  early days, I bemoaned Raftelis’ lack of creativity.  And now,  

Plan B has actually come  out of our own ingenuity. I wished they had come  up with a  
similarly  creative idea. So, what are our rights  to demand under the  existing contract?  
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  The initial  scope envisioned a  three–basin program, and now  

things have changed quite a  bit. I can’t speak  to  the creativity  part, but I do know  
there has been frustration and disappointment.  That said, we need the bones of 
our GSA with a stamp of  approval by an  expert before it’s  delivered.   

•  Director Nagle  –  Three years  from now, will we be able to use this same report  
should we need a well–registration program?   
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  I would think  this is a  foundational document, whatever  we do.  

The  data we have is in  this model.   
•  Director Zane  –  We  are  frustrated that there is an hourly fee  for Raftelis and  there 

hasn’t been a great return on investment.   
o  Jay  Jasperse  –  From  the  Plan perspective, the  basin is receiving a benefit by us  

rolling  up our sleeves to learn about the  fee study and optionsthere is value  
added.   

•  Director Harvey  –  We are not seeing  the progress and products of Raftelis, and so it 
seems to us that we aren’t getting anything. But I  hear  that this data will  be very  
valuable.   

•  Director Hopkins  –  I begrudgingly support this  and trust your judgement on this one  
and appreciate your work on this.  

•  Director Zane  –  Can you come back to  us with a  better cost estimate?   
o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We can,  but we’ve  been at this  for a while, and I  think I’ve  

gotten this as low as I can. Hourly rates–  Sanjay G aur –  $280/hour. Sally  Van  
Etten  $200/hour. Victor  Smith  $175/hour.   
 

Public comments   
Michael Hilber  –  I submitted this document for inclusion in the fee study,  and it was  
blown off as irrelevant. And so I would say  those folks are not  “up to  snuff”, and I  don’t 
want you employing  them. I have  a well and I’m connected  to city water,  
2,200  gallons  per month, or 25/gal/day/person in  sewer water.   
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John Rosenblum–  I  am  a consultant,  so I recognize the  difficulty of rate setting.  It isn’t  an 
exact science,  there are lots of  politics  involved. Someone from Raftelis should be  
attending all meetings, but that would be  far  too expensive. In  light of that,  they  are  
giving you a good product and a deal.   
 
Director Belforte  moved to authorize amending the Raftelis contract for consulting  
services and as  needed professional financial advisory services from May 1, 2019  
through  June 30, 2019,  Director Harvey  seconded.  1 (one) opposed,  Director Zane.  
Motion carried.  
 

8.  Administrator,  Plan Manager  and Legal Counsel  Report  
Director Hopkins  –  This  was a very long meeting. Can we keep  these meetings shorter in light  
of cost of Legal Counsel?  

o  Andy  Rodgers  –  We have his  time in our budget,  I think  we are  OK.  
 

9.  Adjournment   
The meeting adjourned at  4:40pm.   
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Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Consent  Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:  Financial and In-kind Report through  May 31, 2019   

  
 

Summary:  The Agency’s  total revenue is $501,130.54  and had $ 361,394.59  in e xpenses through  
May 31, 2019.  
  
 
Background   

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

The Agency’s budget for  FY 18/19 is  $687,000.   

Reported in-kind from Gold Ridge RCD through  May  is $20,000.00.  
 
Income for FY 18/19  is $501,130.54  
Expenses for  FY 18/19 is $361,394.59    
Accounts receivable balance is  $52,850.45   
Accounts payable balance is  $28,292.33  

Net Income balance  for FY 18/19 is in the  positive  at $139,735.95.   

List of Attachments  

1.  Agency  Budget Performance  as of  May 31, 2019  
2.  Member agency contributions received as of  May 31, 2019  

 

Contact  

Andy Rodgers,  Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com  
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Agenda Item: 3B, Attachment 1 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual 

Accrual Basis July 2018 through May 2019 

Jul '18 - May '19 Budget % of  Budget 

Ordinary Income/Expense 
Income 

Contributions  (in kind) - 46029 50,722.12 84,000.00 60.4% 
Sales 448,000.40 603,000.00 74.3% 
Sewer/Water  Usage Fees  - 45221 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

Total Income 498,722.52 687,000.00 72.6% 

Expense 
Accounting/Audit Serv  - 51206 2,790.00 6,000.00 46.5% 
Administration Services - 51201 141,247.62 160,909.00 87.8% 
Claims Processing - 51251 1,634.05 2,800.00 58.4% 
Communication Expense  - 51021 0.00 45,000.00 0.0% 
Consulting (In kind)  - 51226 50,722.12 84,000.00 60.4% 
Consulting Services - 51226 8,884.40 21,000.00 42.3% 
Engineer Services  - 51213 0.00 116,000.00 0.0% 
Food - 52031 12.44 500.00 2.5% 
Insurance  Expense - 51041 2,250.00 2,250.00 100.0% 
Legal Services - 51212 67,344.09 60,000.00 112.2% 
Mail and Postage  - 52117 0.00 500.00 0.0% 
Office  Supplies - 52111 100.25 1,050.00 9.5% 
Other Professional Serv - 51249 0.00 18,000.00 0.0% 
Permits/License/Fees - 51244 0.00 60,000.00 0.0% 
Printing and Binding - 52118 0.00 500.00 0.0% 
Property Tax/Fee Study - 51204 86,409.62 87,330.00 98.9% 
Publications  - 51301 0.00 4,000.00 0.0% 
Rent  Expense  - 51421 0.00 2,400.00 0.0% 

Total Expense 361,394.59 672,239.00 53.8% 

Net  Ordinary  Income 137,327.93 14,761.00 930.3% 

Other Income/Expense 
Other Income 

Interest 2,408.02 
Investment Earnings - 44050 0.00 0.00 0.0% 

Total Other Income 2,408.02 0.00 100.0% 

Net  Other Income 2,408.02 0.00 100.0% 

Net  Income 139,735.95 14,761.00 946.7% 
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Agenda Item: 3B, Attachment 2 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019  Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

 Deposit Detail 
 July 1, 2018 through May 31, 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 

05/06/2019 Gold Ridge RCD 899.00 

Total 394,937.60 

Page 1 of 1 

21



 
 

   

 
 

 

Agenda Item: 6A 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:   "An Ordinance Requiring Registration of Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User  
                           Reporting and Authorizing  the Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee.”  

  
 

Summary:  Staff  will provide  updated status  of a groundwater user’s  registration program and  
recommends the  Board  consider adoption of  "An Ordinance  Requiring  Registration of  
Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing  the Adoption  of  
Groundwater Sustainability Fee.”  
  
 
Background   

Adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Fee  -  The GSA is currently funded by contributions  
from member agencies.  The Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA) expects  that  
contributions will be made  through  the end o f June 2019, at which point the GSA will become  
self-funded.  Thus, 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).   
If the Board adopts  this  proposed Ordinance,  the Board by Resolution can establish a fee  to 
carry out the  purposes of the GSA.  The Resolution establishing a fee will  be considered by  the  
Board under  today's agenda item 6 (c).  The  details of the  proposed fee, including  all of the  
procedural steps followed by  the GSA, and the proposed fee methodology, will be covered  
under  that agenda item should the Board pass  this Ordinance.  

Registration of Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting  - 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  
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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 determine whether 
parcels are located in  or out of the SRP basin.    

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

•  Provide owners of parcels  within the SRP basin 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.   

•  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.  

•  Implement groundwater user registration program in  phases over three years.  

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  are  encouraged  to  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. If the ordinance is approved,  
Staff will work with member agency staff and  the  advisory committee to  develop  a plan  to  
implement the groundwater user registration  program in phases over the  next  three years.  The 
purpose  of the phased implementation is  to  focus first on improving and enhancing datasets  
from the largest groundwater user categories. After establishing dataset framework and format  
and refining data submittal interface,  focus on improving and enhancing  datasets from the  
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other groundwater user  categories.  The implementation  plan will be presented to the  Board for  
input at the August Board meeting.  

Staff also plans  to return to the Board in August to  propose  some clean-up  modifications  to the  
ordinance. Possible modifications include adding  clarity to  some of the definitions, aligning the  
methodology description  with the  adopted fee  resolution, and clarifying the appeals process.  
Because of the importance of establishing a  funding source for  the GSA immediately due  to the  
expiration of funding from GSA members,  waiting until August instead of taking action today  is  
not Staff's  recommendation, as the GSA needs  funding now  to move  forward with preparation 
of its Groundwater Sustainability Plan in order to  meet State imposed deadlines.              

Staff Recommendation  

Staff recommends the Board  consider adoption of  "An Ordinance Requiring Registration of  
Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing  the Adoption  of  
Groundwater Sustainability Fee."   

Staff will return to Board in August to  propose cleanup  modifications to the  ordinance  and  
present an implementation plan.  

Fiscal Information  

For FY 2019/20, staff  has budgeted  $45,000 to prepare, launch, maintain  and  report on the  
groundwater user registration program  webpage,  webmap  and  database. Additionally, staff will 
coordinate with  Ag Commissioner and Permit Sonoma, member agencies,  and engage with  
parcel owners  interested to submit additional  or corrected  information.   

Cost of implementing and maintaining  the registration program will be  refined based on Board 
direction and approval  of the  ordinance.   

Vote Required  

Supermajority   

List of Attachments  

1.  "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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ORDINANCE NO.  19-01  

AN ORDINANCE REQUIRING REGISTRATION OF GROUNDWATER USE  FACILITIES, WATER USER  
REPORTING AND  AUTHORIZING  THE ADOPTION OF  GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY FEE  

The Board  of  Directors of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency, State of  
California, hereby ordains as follows:  

ARTICLE 1.  General  

Section 1.  Title  

This ordinance shall be known as the "Groundwater Reporting and Fee Ordinance" of the Santa  
Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency.  

Section 2.  Definitions  

As used in this ordinance, the following terms shall have the meanings stated below:  

A. "Acre-Foot" or "AF" of water is the  equivalent  amount of water covering 1 acre  to  a depth 
of 1 foot, and equals  326,000 gallons or 43,560 cubic feet of water, 

B. "Agency" means the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency. 

C. “De Minimis  Extractor”  means a person who extracts, for domestic purposes, two acre-
feet or less per year. 

D. "Extraction" means the act of obtaining groundwater by  pumping or  other controlled 
means. 

E. "Extraction  Facility" means any device or method for extraction of  groundwater within a 
groundwater basin or aquifer. 

F. "Groundwater" means water beneath the surface of the earth within a zone in which the 
soil is sufficiently saturated with water to allow collection and extraction. 

G. "Municipalities/Large Water Service Provider"  means a system for the provision of water 
for human consumption through pipes or other  constructed conveyances that has  15 or 
more service connections or  regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days 
out of the year. A public water system includes the following: 

(1) Any collection, treatment, storage, and distribution facilities under control of the 
operator of the system that are used primarily in connection with the system. 

(2) Any collection or pretreatment storage facilities not under the control  of the  operator 
that are used primarily in connection with the system. 
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(3)  Any water system that treats water on behalf of one or  more public water systems for  
the purpose of rendering it safe for  human consumption.  

H.  "Operator" means a person who operates  a groundwater  Extraction Facility. In the event  
the Agency  is unable to determine  who operates a particular  Extraction Facility, then 
"operator" shall mean the person to whom the  Extraction Facility  is assessed by the  
County  Assessor, or, if not separately assessed, the  person who  owns the  land upon which  
the  Extraction Facility  is located.  

I.  "Person" includes any  state or local governmental agency, private corporation,  firm,  
partnership, individual, group of individuals, or, to the extent authorized by law, and any  
federal agency.  

J.  "Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Basin" or  "Basin" or  "SRP"  shall mean  the Santa  Rosa Plain  
Groundwater Subbasin which is designated basin number 1-55.01 in  Department of  
Water Resources’ Bulletin No.  118 and as its boundaries may be modified from time to  
time through the procedures described in California Water Code section 10722.2 or by  
the Department of Water Resources under its separate authority.  

K.  "Small Water Service Provider"  means a  system for the provision of piped water to the  
public for human consumption that serves at least five, but not more than 14, service  
connections and does not regularly  serve drinking water to more than an average of 25  
individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year  

ARTICLE 2.  Registration of Groundwater Extraction Facilities,  
Methods of Computing  Extractions and the Recordation of Extractions  

Section 1.  Registration  

All groundwater extraction facilities  within the boundaries of the Agency  shall be registered with 
the Agency within thirty (30) days of notice given to the operator.  

The  Operator of an Extraction Facility  shall register the Extraction Facility  and provide  at a 
minimum the following information on a form provided by the Agency.   The Agency  form may  
ask for, and the Operator shall supply additional information if requested.  

A.  Name,  mailing  address, and email  address of the operator.  

B.  Name and address of the owner of the land upon which the  Extraction Facility  is located.  

C.  A description of the equipment associated with the  Extraction Facility.  

D.  Location of the water  Extraction Facility.  
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Section 2.  Methods of  Estimating  Extractions  

The methodology for estimating groundwater extraction is as follows:  
 
A.  Municipalities/Large Water Service Provider Use: Cities, municipalities and  large  water 

service providers  in the  SRP Jurisdiction use groundwater for municipal water supply.  
Future groundwater use by  Municipalities and Large Water Service  providers  in the  
Agency’s jurisdiction  provide the  amount of  groundwater pumped annually to the  
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Division of Drinking Water (DDW).  
Future groundwater use of these  users will  be projected  based on a running average of 
the last five years of pumping data.  

B.  Small Water Service Provider Use:  The Basin has a variety of Small Water Service Providers  
(SWSPs) that use groundwater for a variety of purposes.  These SWSPs vary between  
Wineries,  Warehouses, Office Parks, Office Parks, Schools, Mutual Water Companies  
(water companies that provide water service to rural areas), and other commercial 
properties. These SWSPs provide the amount of groundwater pumped annually to  the  
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Division of Drinking Water (DDW).  
Future groundwater use of these SWSPs  will  be projected based on an average of the  
available pumping data  for the  last five years.  

C.  Agriculture  and Irrigation Use:  Basin agricultural groundwater  pumping  will be  estimated 
using Sonoma County  Land Use Data from California  Department of Water Resources  
(DWR). Calculated water use of groundwater irrigated  agricultural parcels  will be  
estimated by  applying DWR  applied water  factors  to DWR Land Use Data crop coverage  
data.  Other irrigation uses such as  turf and golf course irrigation  will be  estimated by  
applying the relevant DWR  applied  water factor per acre per year.   

D.  Rural Residential:  Rural residential parcel groundwater use  will be  estimated  using a  
combination of  Sonoma  County Assessor data and  service  areas of water service  providers  
(excluding wholesale  water service providers). Any  parcel  that is  located  outside  of  the  
service  area of  water service provider and has a residential use shall be  assumed  to have  
a well, or share a well with another parcel, within the Agency’s jurisdiction.   Note,  well 
records  on the existence and precise  location for wells within the  SRP are  incomplete  and  
are not sufficient to locate  Extraction  Facilities to individual parcels. An estimated  annual  
use of 0.5 AF  shall be  assumed  for the first  residential dwelling unit. An additional 0.5 AF 
shall be  assumed  for  each additional residential dwelling unit  on  the parcel.   

E.  Urban Residential with Well:  Urban residential parcels  with known or suspected wells  will  
be  assumed  to use 0.1 AFY for outdoor irrigation. It  is  assumed that all indoor potable use  
will  be covered by the water service provider serving the property.   
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Section 3.  De minimis  Extractors  

A.  It is the intent of the Agency to regulate De Minimis Extractors by this Ordinance, as  
provided for in Water code section 10730(a).  

ARTICLE 3.  Groundwater Sustainability Fee  

Section 1.  Groundwater Sustainability Fee  

The  Agency  shall establish a groundwater sustainability fee  by resolution which shall be payable  
by all persons operating groundwater extraction facilities for all groundwater extracted after July  
13,  2019, in the amount as established by the Board. The ground water sustainability fee may be  
collected by  any lawful  method set forth in Water Code section 10730.   

Section 2.  Penalties  

Any operator or person who intentionally violates any provision of this  ordinance, or any  
resolution authorized by Article 3,  shall be guilty  of an infraction, and in addition to the fees due  
may be required to pay a fine to the Agency of not to exceed five hundred dollars ($500).  

Any operator or person who negligently or intentionally violates any provision of this ordinance,  
or any resolution authorized by  Article 3,  may also be liable civilly to the Agency for a sum not to  
exceed one  thousand dollars ($1,000) per day for each day  of such violation, in addition to any  
other penalties that may be prescribed by law.  

Upon the failure of any  operator or person to comply with any provision of this ordinance, the  
Agency may petition the Superior Court for a temporary restraining order, preliminary or  
permanent injunction, or such other equitable relief as may be appropriate. The right to petition  
for injunctive relief is an additional right to those which may be provided elsewhere in this  
ordinance or otherwise  allowed by law.  

The Agency may petition the Superior Court of the County of Sonoma to recover any sums due  
the Agency.  

ARTICLE 4.  Appeals  

(1) Any person may contest the determination that their property is subject to registration under  
this ordinance, the imposition or amount of the groundwater user fee, or  penalties  imposed  
pursuant to Article 3, Section 2 above by requesting a hearing pursuant to the procedures set 
forth in this  section. The request must be made in a written appeal submitted within thirty (30)  
days after the service  of the notice of imposition of penalties. The appeal must contain:   

 (a)  A brief statement setting forth the interest the  appealing party has in the matter.   

(b)  A brief statement of the material facts that the appellant claims supports the  
appeal.  
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(c)  An address  at which the appellant agrees to receive, by first class-mail, notice of  
any additional proceedings or an order relating to the  appeal. Service of such  
notices shall be effective three (3) days following  deposit in the first-class mail.   

(d)  A signature by the appellant under penalty of perjury.   

(2) The failure of any person to file a proper appeal in accordance with this section shall  constitute  
a failure to exhaust administrative remedies, and a waiver of the right to an administrative  
hearing and adjudication of the matter subject to appeal.  

(3) Only after a request for hearing  is received within the required period, shall the  Agency  set  
the date and time for the appeal hearing.   

The hearing shall be set for a date  no more than sixty (60) days from the date of a timely filed 
appeal unless the  Agency Administrator  determines that good cause exists for an extension of  
time.   

(4)  The appellant shall be served with notice of the date, time, and place set for the hearing at  
least fifteen (15) days prior to the  date of the  hearing. Notice shall be mailed to the address  
provided in the written appeal.   

(5) If the  Agency's Administrator or designee  submits an additional written report concerning the  
imposition of penalties  to the  Board of Director's  for consideration at the hearing, then a copy of  
this report shall also be  served on the person requesting the hearing at least five (5) days prior  
to the date of the hearing.   

(6) Hearings may be continued once at the request of the  appellant or the  Administrator. The  
Board of Directors  may  also continue the hearing on  its  own accord for cause.  

(7) The hearing serves to provide full opportunity for a person subject to  groundwater facility  
registration, groundwater user fee,  or penalties  to object to the  imposition of said  regulations,  
fees, or penalties.  

(8) At the place and time set forth in the notice of hearing, the  Board of Directors  shall conduct 
a hearing and consider all written  or oral evidence presented at the  hearing. Administrative  
hearings are informal and need not be conducted according to technical rules related to evidence  
and witnesses, except as provided herein. Irrelevant evidence shall be  excluded, and the  Board  
of Directors  has discretion to exclude  evidence if it its probative value is substantially outweighed 
by the probability that its admission will necessitate undue consumption of time. Each party shall  
have the opportunity to present evidence in support of that party's case and to cross examine  
any witnesses present.   

The  notice  requiring groundwater facility  registration, imposing fees, or imposing penalties  and 
any additional reports  submitted by the  Agency's enforcing officer or  his or her designee shall 
constitute prima facie evidence of the respective facts contained in those  documents.   
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Parties may represent themselves or be represented by any person of their choice.   

(9) The Board of Directors  may continue the hearing and request additional information from the 
Agency's  enforcing officer or the  appellant  prior to issuing a written decision.  

(10) Absent a showing of good cause or the prior  granting of  a continuance in writing, the failure 
of the appellant to appear at the hearing shall constitute a forfeiture of the  appeal  and a failure 
to exhaust administrative remedies.  

(11) No later than twenty (20) days after the date on which the hearing concludes, or after the 
appellant has failed to appear at the hearing, the  Board of Directors  will issue a written decision 
to the appellant to (i) uphold or reject the finding of a violation of this ordinance and (ii) uphold,
modify, suspend, or cancel the  fees or  penalties imposed. The decision shall list the reason or 
reasons for  the decision and may order the  appellant  to comply with this ordinance.  

(12) The decision of the  Board of Directors  shall be final.  

(13) The Board of Director's decision  may  be appealed to the Superior  Court of Sonoma County 
in accordance with the  provisions set forth in Government Code section 53069.4  or Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1094.5.  

ARTICLE 5.  Effective Date  

  

  

 

 

 

Section 1. Effective Date 

This ordinance shall become effective on the 30th day after adoption. 

ADOPTED THIS 13th day of June, 2019, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT:  

 
              
      Chair, Board of Directors  
      Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
By:         
 Clerk of the  Board  
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:  Raftelis "Santa Rosa  Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Rate Study  Report"   

  
 

Summary:  Consider Acceptance and Approval of Report to be used to as a basis  to  establish a  
groundwater sustainability fee as authorized by  Water Code section 10730 and pursuant 
Agency  Ordinance No. 19-01.   
  
 
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. After 
a rigorous RFQ review  process, the  selection team recommended  the  Board enter into contract 
with Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (Consultants). Rate study work began  for the Santa Rosa  
Plain GSA  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.  
Additional unanticipated factors  occurred  including  direction to  develop  alternative  funding  
options, respond to public comments, the  addition of the entire City of Sebastopol area and  
three mutual water supplier are a datasets to  the fee model; evaluate and adjust for new 
information including revised groundwater use  estimates from dairies and irrigated pastures;  
further refine  information for de minimis  users within in each member’s jurisdiction;  fee range  
refinements for board meetings;  evaluation of alternative  funding  proposals  developed by  
interest groups; and support for development of a potential  fee offset grant program.  

Though the timeframe and options explored for the study have gone well  beyond what was  
originally anticipated in  2017, Raftelis and  GSA staff have  had t he opportunity for  broader,  
longer and deeper engagement with  Board members, ad hoc, advisory committee, stakeholders  
and members of the public during  the extended development of the  fee study.  Major 
milestones including  public workshops, community meetings, advisory committee meetings and 
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Board meetings have all contributed to providing GSA staff and consultants direction and 
support to navigate the unexpected developments along the way and enable completion of a 
comprehensive, equitable and foundational fee study. 

The attached Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Rate Study Report is the 
result of this tremendous basin-wide effort. 

Staff Recommendation 

Consider Acceptance and Approval of Report to be used to as a basis to establish a 
groundwater sustainability fee as authorized by Water Code section 10730 and pursuant 
Agency Ordinance No. 19-01. 

Fiscal Information 

None 

Vote Required 

Majority 

List of Attachments 

1. Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency Rate Study Report, June 11, 2019 
(Full report is a handout. Contents of Fee Calculation Memo attached to staff report is 
included in full report).

Contact 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
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Santa Rosa Plain  Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency  
Data Supporting Proposed  Fee  
May 23, 2019  

The Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability  Agency ("Agency") proposes to adopt a fee for all  
groundwater users located  within  the Santa R osa Plain  Groundwater Subbasin  (Subbasin),  which  fees shall  
be  based  on the  data  located  herein.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  as  of the  date  of this  document,  the  
County of Sonoma and Sonoma Water have agreed to contribute the amounts necessary to off-set the fees  
for most  water users  for a p eriod  of  three  years.  Accordingly,  the  Agency  anticipates  that only  the  following  
six large  ground  water users  will  be  charged  the fee for  fiscal years  2019-2020, 2 020-2021, a nd  2021-2022:  
Cities of Santa  Rosa,  Rohnert Park,  Cotati,  Sebastopol, Town of Windsor and  Sonoma  Water.  The  County  
of Sonoma  and Sonoma  Water  are  contributing  funds  to  offset fees  for  all  other  water  users  in the  
unincorporated  areas of the  Subbasin  for a period of three years beginning July 1,  2019.   
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 1.  Groundwater 
Sustainability Fe e 
Calculation and Data 

This  memorandum  was prepared to  show  the  methodology for the  estimated  groundwater usage fee  
calculation, including  fees  calculated  using available data  for the  Santa R osa P lain  Groundwater  
Sustainability Agency  (“Agency”)  groundwater basin area.  Raftelis  Financial Consultants (Raftelis), Board  
Members  and staff  worked together and held numerous public  meetings to  solicit  community  input  (as 
detailed in the final fee study report)  to determine a methodology for creating a mechanism for the  Agency  
to  fund  itself.  This  document  provides  an overview of this  process  and  includes the  data  showing how  the  
fees  were calculated.   

A  key understanding  undergirding the  approach  outlined below  is that given the paucity of much of the  
groundwater data ( e.g.,  number and  location  of  all  wells,  estimates  of  groundwater use)  and  that  many  of  
the  tasks  of the  Groundwater Sustainability  Plan  (GSP)  are  related  to  developing t his  data m ore  fully,  the 
approach outlined  below  relies  on the assumption that reasonable estimates  could  be made, and  in fact that  
estimates must be made,  in order  to  proceed  with any proposed  funding mechanism during  this Phase I  
period. Better  data  will be available  after  the  GSP  has  been prepared  and  adopted  as  a result of those  efforts.  
Consequently,  the  method of  estimation  selected  uses  data  that  is  currently  available  and  applied  in a 
reasonable way, while recognizing that all data is subject to further refinement and that the  Agency  
encourage additional data sources  or other suggestions  that may  help  improve the  data.  

1.1.   Revenue Requirement  Calculation  
Calculating a funding mechanism  for an agency to collect its costs is a multi-step process. It involves first  
determining  the revenue  requirement,  which is the  amount of revenue that must be recovered  for  an agency  
to meet  its budgeted costs less its revenue offsets. The Agency  has several revenue offsets including grant  
funding and funding  from member agencies.  

The Agency’s first  two  years of operations  were funded by member agency contributions.  The  Agency  
plans  to  fund the expenses  in years 3-5 of  operations (FY 2019-20 through  FY 2021-22) with funding  based  
on  fees assessed on estimated groundwater usage.  The next sections explain the process of how the fee was  
developed. The initial funding  provided by member agencies is shown  in  Table  1.  The JPA provides  that  
member agencies can be reimbursed for the first two  years of contributions.  However, member agencies  
have agreed to defer repayment until the completion of the GSP. As a result,  repayment of the initial  
contributions is  not included as an expense in the revenue requirement calculation for  this fee.  
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Table 1:  Santa Rosa Plain  Initial  Member  Agency  Allocations  

Member Agency  FY 2017-18  FY 2018-19  

County of Sonoma  $55,000  $64,000  

City of Santa  Rosa  $55,000  $64,000  

City  of Rohnert Park  $55,000  $64,000  

City of Cotati  $55,000  $64,000  

Town of Windsor  $55,000  $64,000  

Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District  $55,000  $64,000  

Sonoma Resource Conservation District  $20,000  $20,000  

Sonoma County Water Agency  $55,000  $64,000  

Independent Water Suppliers  $55,000  $64,000  

Total  $460,000  $532,000  
 

1.1.1.  OPERATING EXPENSES  
Agency  Staff worked  to create a five-year budget  for the  Agency. As  previously mentioned, the Agency  
was initially funded by contributions from member agencies, so  the Agency’s first two  years  of expenses  
were  met by  member  agency  contributions.  To  create  a  fee  for  the  Agency  to  fund  itself,  the  first step  was  
to determine  how  much revenue  the  Agency  would  require.  The  budget for  the  Agency’s  first five  years  is  
shown below in  Table  2. In FY 2019-20 through FY 2021-22 the Agency has budgeted for an additional 5  
percent above budgeted expenses as a contingency for unexpected expenses.   
 

Table 2: Santa Rosa Plain Five-Year Phase I Operating Budget  

FY 2017- FY 2018- FY 2019- FY 2020- FY 2021-
  

18  19  20  21  22  

Administration Services  $135,827  $155,000  $155,000  $157,500  $157,500  

Communication  $22,000  $30,000  $45,000  $45,000  $45,000  

Engineer Services  $95,000  $180,000  $265,000  $220,000  $75,000  

Legal Services  $60,000  $60,000  $50,000  $50,000  $60,000  

Other  O&M Expense  $147,923  $227,423  $127,423  $112,423  $232,423  

Subtotal O&M  Expenses  $460,750  $652,423  $642,423  $584,923  $569,923  

5% Contingency  $0  $0  $32,121  $29,246  $28,496  

      
 

1.1.2.  GRANT FUNDING  
The  Agency  applied  for  and  received  a  $1  million grant to  assist in funding  development  of  the  GSP.  By 
applying  the grant as a revenue  offset, the grant reduced the  Agency’s  total revenue requirement by $1  
million.  This funding  was  made available to Groundwater Sustainability  Agencies throughout the State as  
a result of 2014’s voter approved Proposition  1.  Funding for this project h as been provided  in f ull or in part  
from  the  Water  Quality,  Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 and  through an agreement  
with the  State  Department of Water  Resources.  This  Proposition, the  Water  Quality, Supply,  and  
Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014, authorized  $100 million be made available for competitive grants  
for projects that develop and implement groundwater plans and projects in accordance with groundwater  
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Total Expenses $460,750 $652,423 $674,544 $614,169 $598,419 
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planning requirements established under Division 6, commencing with  §10000, Water  Code  §79775. DWR  
formed the Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program to provide funding  for 
sustainable groundwater planning and implementation projects through a competitive grant solicitation  
process,  including the development of GSPs.1   
 

1.1.3.  TOTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT CALCULATION  
The Agency’s total revenue  requirement for  Phase  I funding was calculated by  adding its  operating  
expenses for the first five years and subtracting its offsetting grant revenue and initial Member Agency  
contributions.  The  total in the first line  can be  calculated by  summing  the “Total Expenses”  line  from  Table 
2. The  total in the second  line  is calculated by  summing  the  “Total”  line from  Table  1.  The calculation 
shown in Table  3  gives the total amount of revenue to be recovered by the proposed fee for FY 2019-20
through FY 2021-22. 
 

Table 3:  Phase I Revenue Requirement  Calculation  

  

    

Less  Revenue Offsets   

  

Less: Grant Funding  -$1,000,000  

  
 
Calculating  the  total  revenue requirement  is  only  the  first step  in determining  the  fee.  The  second step  in  
revenue requirement calculation is  to annualize  the revenue requirement. In this case, the Agency’s revenue  
requirement is set to be recovered over three years  (FY 19-20, FY 20-21, FY 21-22). The annualized revenue  
requirement is calculated by dividing the total revenue requirement by the  number of years over which the  
revenue requirement is recovered. Raftelis rounded the revenue requirement  up to the nearest thousand-
dollar  increment. This  calculation is  shown in Table  4.  
 

Table 4: Annualized  Revenue Requirement Calculation  

  

  

Divided By: Years  Fee is Assessed  3  

   
 

1.2.  Groundwater Extraction Estimate  
The proposed fee is based on estimated groundwater extraction.  Agency staff and  Raftelis  worked together  
to create a framework for estimating groundwater extraction for classes of users across  the  Subbasin. These 
classes include:  public  water  supply systems,  agricultural  groundwater users,  rural residential groundwater  
users, urban residential groundwater users, golf course groundwater users, and schools and other irrigation  
users.   
 
                                                        

   
  

1Information on Proposition 1 Grants can be found on DWR’s website here: https://water.ca.gov/Work-
With-Us/Grants-And-Loans/Sustainable-Groundwater 
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Description 

5 Years of Operating Expenses 

Amount 

$3,000,305 

Less: Member Agency Contributions -$992,000 

$1,008,305 Total Phase I Revenue Requirement 

Description 

Total Phase I Revenue Requirement 

Amount 

$1,008,305 

Annualized Revenue Requirement $337,000 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=WAT&sectionNum=79775.
https://water.ca.gov/Work-With-Us/Grants-And-Loans/Sustainable-Groundwater
https://water.ca.gov/Work-With-Us/Grants-And-Loans/Sustainable-Groundwater
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1.2.1.  LARGE WATER SERVICE PROVIDER EXTRACTION  
Large  water service  providers  within  the  Subbasin’s  boundaries  are  primarily  municipal  water providers,  
although Sonoma Water (which is a wholesale water supplier to most of the cities within the Subbasin) 
also  extracts  groundwater  from the Subbasin. Additionally, there is  a  California  Public Utilities  
Commission regulated  investor  owned  water  utility,  California  American Water  – Larkfield, within  the  
Subbasin boundaries.  Sonoma  State  University  is  also  a  large  water service  provider in  the  Subbasin  area.  
The  Cities  of Santa  Rosa,  Cotati  and  Rohnert Park  use  a  combination of surface  water  delivered  from  the  
Russian River system outside of the Subbasin by Sonoma Water and groundwater for their municipal water 
supplies. The Town of Windsor  uses surface water from the Russian River system outside of the Subbasin  
for municipal supply and groundwater from the  Subbasin solely for park irrigation.  The City of Sebastopol  
solely uses groundwater extracted from  the Subbasin for water supply. Future groundwater usage by cities  
in the Subbasin were projected based on a running average of the last 5 years of pumping data. Some Cities  
reported  groundwater  usage beyond that used to supply their retail customers. For example, the Town of  
Windsor reported that it doesn’t currently use groundwater  for potable supply but plans to  use  50 acre  feet  
per year for irrigation purposes. The City of Santa Rosa provided additional data  on its  irrigation usage as  
well, which is included  in its total.  This data was obtained from the California State  Water Resources  
Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water (DDW).2  Municipal/large water service provider extraction  
is metered and reported  by  DDW to be 5,846 AFY  on average.  

Table 5:  Santa Rosa Plain  Basin  Average Municipal  Extraction  

 
 

   

City of Rohnert Park  1,612  AF  

  

City of Sebastopol  1,004 AF  

  

Town of Windsor  50 AF  

  

California American  Water –  Larkfield  524 AF  

Total  

1.2.2.  SMALL WATER SERVICE PROVIDER EXTRACTION 
The  Subbasin  has a variety of small Public Water Systems (SPWSs) that use groundwater for a variety of  
purposes. These SPWSs include mobile home parks, hospitals, schools, churches, restaurants, recreational  
clubs,  wineries, Mutual Water Companies (water companies that provide  water service to rural areas), and  
other commercial properties. The  SPWSs do not  include State Small Water  Systems, which serve between  
five  and  14  service  connections  and  are  not required  to  report their  water  usage  to  DDW.   Groundwater  
usage for State Small  Water Systems are included in the estimate for rural residential groundwater users,  
described below.   There are eighty-four  (84)  SPWSs in the Subbasin’s area. These  SPWSs  provide the  
amount of groundwater pumped annually to DDW. Future groundwater use of these SPWSs was projected  

2  DDW did not have data on  the City of Cotati’s groundwater extraction for  2013 through 2015. The average 
for the City of Cotati therefore uses  the values that the City of Cotati  reported to Sonoma Water for  2015 and  
2014.   
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City 
Average Groundwater 

Extraction 
City of Cotati 264 AF 

City of Santa Rosa 1,598 AF 

Sonoma State University 203 AF 

Sonoma Water 592 AF 

5,846 AF 



Agenda Item: 6B, Attachment 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019

based  on an average of  the last  five years  of available pumping  data. Averages  were based on reported  
usage. Years with non-reported usage were omitted  from calculated averages. Estimated  SPWS extraction  
in  the  Subbasin  is  1,096  AF  per  year.  While  most  of  the  commercial and  industrial groundwater  users  in  
the  Subbasin are  included  within the public  water  supply  systems class, there are  likely other commercial  
and  industrial groundwater users  that are  not considered public water supply  systems and are not  included  
in the total estimated extraction.  
 

1.2.3.  AGRICULTURAL GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION  
ESTIMATE  

There is estimated to be a substantial amount of agricultural groundwater extraction in the  Subbasin. 
However,  metered and reported  data on agricultural  groundwater pumping is generally unavailable. In  
order to estimate the amount of groundwater used by individual agricultural users  at the parcel scale  in the  
Basin, it was  necessary to estimate  that  usage  using  land use data  and estimates  of applied ir rigation water  
for specific crops. Raftelis and Staff created  a framework  to estimate agricultural groundwater  use.  
Extraction  estimates were made by using Sonoma County Land Use  Data from California  DWR.3  Raftelis  
used  the 2012  DWR  dataset because it included  information such as whether  a parcel was  irrigated, and if  
so what the source of the irrigation water was. Calculated water extraction  of groundwater irrigated  
agricultural  parcels  was  estimated based  on applying  DWR applied water estimates  to  DWR Land Use  
Data crop coverage  data.  Each crop  type has an average  applied  water per acre  amount. Total groundwater 
extraction  is  estimated  by  multiplying c rop  coverage  acreage  by  the  applied  water per acre.  DWR data  on  
average water applied per acre of crop is shown below. This is based on Sonoma  County’s average usage  
estimated by  DWR  for  2010  using local estimates of evapotranspiration.4  A selection of  DWR’s applied  
water per acre figures for Sonoma County  in  2010 is shown below  in  Table 6, including a description of  
the  type of agriculture denoted in the middle column. The applied water column shows average acre feet  
per acre.   

  

    

  
  

3 Source: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/CADWRLandUseViewer/ 
4 Source: https://www.water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Land-And-Water-
Use/Agricultural-Land-And-Water-Use-Estimates 

38

https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/CADWRLandUseViewer/
https://www.water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Land-And-Water-Use/Agricultural-Land-And-Water-Use-Estimates
https://www.water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Land-And-Water-Use/Agricultural-Land-And-Water-Use-Estimates


Agenda Item: 6B, Attachment 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019

Table 6: Sonoma Crop Types and Applied Water per Acre 

Crop (DWR  
 

DWR Definition  
Sonoma Average 

 
 

C | Citrus and Subtropical 
Grapefruit, lemons, oranges, dates, 

avocados, olives, kiwis, jojoba, eucalyptus 
and miscellaneous subtropical fruit 

1.8 AF   
  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
  
   

 

 

 
  

  
 

 

 

 

  
 

 

  

 

 

  
   

 

D | Deciduous Fruits and 
Nuts 

Apples, apricots, cherries, peaches, 
nectarines, pears, plums, prunes, figs, 
walnuts and miscellaneous deciduous 

1.8 AF 

G | Grain 
Wheat, barley, oats, miscellaneous grain 

and hay, and mixed grain and hay 
0.3 AF 

Clover, mixed pasture, native pastures, 

P | Pasture 
induced high water table native pasture, 

miscellaneous grasses, turf farms, 
0 AF5 

bermuda grass, rye grass and klein grass 
Artichokes, asparagus, beans (green), 
carrots, celery, lettuce, peas, spinach, 

T | Truck Nursery and 
flowers nursery and tree farms, bush 1.8 AF 

Berry Crops 
berries, strawberries, peppers, broccoli, 

cabbage, cauliflower and brussel sprouts 
Table grapes, wine grapes and raisin 

V | Vineyard 0.6 AF6 

grapes 

      

Raftelis calculated groundwater usage at a parcel level by multiplying each parcel’s crop cover  from the  
land use dataset  by  the applied water factors. Raftelis then refined  this data by offsetting estimated  
groundwater extraction  with recycled  water deliveries.  It was assumed that a parcel with access to recycled  
water  would  use  recycled  water  to  either partially  or  fully  offset its groundwater  pumping. Raftelis  obtained  
FY  2017  recycled  water usage  data f rom  the  City  of Santa  Rosa,  the  Town of Windsor,  and  from  Airport  
– Larkfield  – Wikiup Sanitation Zone  (ALWSZ)  and reduced  each parcel’s  estimated  groundwater usage 
according  to  the  amount of  recycled  water  used  in that  year.  Raftelis  also  reduced  estimated  groundwater
extraction  for parcels that  have water rights.  The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)  lists
parcels with water rights and their right to extract on the Electronic Water Rights Information Management 
System (eWRIMS).  Raftelis assumed that any water rights water usage would  offset estimated groundwater 
extraction  and reduced  water usage accordingly.  Table 7  shows a summary of estimated agricultural 
groundwater extraction  by crop type.  This total groundwater extraction for agricultural irrigation in the 
Subbasin is estimated to be approximately 6,170  AFY. This total is appreciably lower  than previous 
estimates of agricultural irrigation within the Subbasin. For example, DWR using a statewide crop 
irrigation model estimates that approximately 11,300 AFY is used for agricultural irrigation within the 

                                                        
5  This  estimate a pplies  for  most pastures  in  the B asin.  Pasture l and  that is  irrigated  is  irrigated  with  recycled  
water.  However,  some Dairies i n  the Basin  are use  small  amounts of   groundwater  for  their  operations.  This 
amount  is estimated at  0.04  AF per acre per year.  This number  was provided by a study  completed by UC Co-
Op Extension.  This study  is  included as an appendix to this Document.  
6  Staff consulted with area vineyard owners and discussed whether this was a reasonable estimate of  irrigation  
need for vineyards. While actual use varies from year to year, there was a consensus that this figure was within  
reason.  

Classifications) 
Applied Water / Acre 

(AF) 
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Subbasin (April 2019, Draft Phase 2 Basin Prioritization) and computer modeling  performed by the USGS 
also  simulated  approximately  11,000  AFY  of  groundwater extraction  for agricultural  irrigation  within  the  
Subbasin (USGS, 2014).7  The difference between these estimates and the estimate  used for this fee study is  
likely  primarily  due  to  the  inclusion  of pasture land  irrigation in the  DWR and USGS estimates of  
groundwater extraction.  As  described  in  the  UCCE  study,  pasture  lands  in  the  Subbasin  are  generally  not  
irrigated using  groundwater.  Removing  estimates of pasture land from  the USGS and DWR  estimates  
would  likely lower  those  estimates  by several thousand AFY  and  bring them  closer to the  estimate used for  
this study. The method used here may also underestimate total agricultural extraction within the Subbasin,  
as it does not include estimates for cannabis irrigation or any cover crop irrigation or frost protection, which  
are not included in DWR’s land  use datasets.  These estimates  may  be improved  during  the  GSP  
development process. 
 

Table 7:  Basin  Estimated  Agricultural  Groundwater Usage  

Crop (DWR      
     

  
    

 
D | Deciduous  

4.6 AF  0 AF  0 AF  4.6 AF  
Fruits and Nuts  

     

P | Pasture  152.3 AF  47.8  AF  0 AF  104.5 AF  

  
    

 

V  | Vineyard  5,726.3 AF  541.6  AF  235.5 AF  4,949.1 AF  

     

 

1.2.4.  RURAL  RESIDENTIAL GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION  
ESTIMATE  

Rural residential  properties were identified  using a combination  of County Assessor GIS data and  Water  
Service Provider GIS data.  Raftelis  used spatial analysis with a GIS layer of the footprint of the  Subbasin’s  
Large Water Service Providers (excluding purveyors such as  Sonoma Water, which is a wholesale  
purveyor) and Small  Water Service Providers to eliminate all  parcels  served by  a large or small  water service  
provider.  Any  residential  (or residential  and  agricultural  use)  parcels  remaining i n  areas  outside  of  water  
service provider systems  are  assumed  to  have or  use groundwater  from a  private well.  Records  of  water  wells  
within the Subbasin are incomplete. Raftelis and Staff used an estimate of 0.5 AF  of water  use per year for  
each developed rural residential parcel. This estimate is consistent with estimates  for rural residential from 
several published sources and  studies, as shown  in  Table 8.  An  additional 0.25 AF were added for any  
parcels that listed additional residences on the parcel, up to a maximum of 1 AF per year.  Using this  
methodology, Raftelis estimates  that there are  roughly 6,627  rural  residential parcels  in the Subbasin  area,  
extracting a n  estimated  3,664  AF  per year.  This  total  includes  a n umber of  parcels  that  are  located  within  
the incorporated jurisdictional areas of several municipalities that are not connected to the water  service  

                                                        
7  The 11,000 AFY simulated by the  USGS  was extracted from  model files for the Subbasin area  included with  
the 2014 USGS  report and differs from values included in the report,  because the USGS model included the  
entire watershed  contributing to the Subbasin’s Bulletin  118 boundaries.  
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Initial Estimated Recycled Water Surface Water Total Estimated 
Classifications) Extraction Usage Rights Usage Extraction 

C | Citrus and 
118.9 AF 0 AF 0 AF 118.9 AF 

Subtropical 

G | Grain 69.2 AF 0 AF 0 AF 69.2 AF 

T | Truck Nursery 
99.0 AF 0 AF 0 AF 99.0 AF 

and Berry Crops 

Total 6,170.3 AF 589.5 AF 235.5 AF 5,345.3 AF 



provider’s public water supply system and are assumed to  use private wells for water supply. These users  
within  incorporated jurisdictional areas account  for  approximately  883  AFY of  the total  3,664  rural  
residential extraction. This total does not i nclude estimates for private water well use within the City of  
Sebastopol, as data was  not made available to estimate these  uses in time for this study.   
 

Table 8:  Basin Estimated Rural Residence Groundwater Extraction   

Rural Residential  
  

 

0.19 AFY/capita (assuming  Simulation of Groundwater and  Surface-Water Resources of the Santa  
2.5 residents per  household  Rosa Plain  Watershed, Sonoma County, California (U.S. Geological  

yields 0.48 AFY)  Survey, 2014)  

County of Napa  Water  Availability  Analysis Guidance Document 
0.5 to 0.75 AFY  

(County of Napa, 2015)  

Canon Manor West Subdivision Assessment District Groundwater  
0.53 AFY  

Study ( Todd  Engineers,  June 2004)  

Reported groundwater usage per connection for nine  public water  
0.40 to  0.55 AFY (Average  suppliers, including mutual water companies, within Santa Rosa Plain  

of 0.47)  Groundwater Subbasin (California  State Water Resources Control  
Board  - Division of  Drinking Water, 2011 to 2017)  

0.5 AFY  Proposed Assumed Usage  for Fee Study  
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1.2.5.  URBAN RESIDENTIAL GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION  
ESTIMATE  

The Urban Residential Groundwater user class represents residential properties in areas served by water  
service providers  that also  have a well on  the  property. Raftelis and Staff assumed that  these wells would  
primarily  be used  for irrigation purposes.  Based on the  City of Santa Rosa’s most recent water rate study,  
average  residential  winter  usage is  roughly  4,000  gallons  per  month. It is  generally assumed  that  winter  
water usage correlates to indoor water demand due to reduced irrigation needs in winter months. Santa  
Rosa’s  average  residential  year-round  use  is  roughly  7,000  gallons  per month.8  Indoor residential  usage  is  
assumed  to be constant year-round,  so  the difference between average year-round usage  and  average winter  
usage extrapolated to an annual amount  of  usage can be assumed to be average irrigation  demand. This  
amount, roughly 36,000 gallons, which corresponds to roughly 0.1  AF.  Thus, it is assumed that  Urban  
Residential Groundwater Users extract  on average  0.1 AF  per parcel  per year for irrigation purposes. Staff  
from  the City  of Cotati, City of Santa Rosa, and Town of Windsor provided Raftelis and  Agency staff with  
the estimates of groundwater use in those Cities. Estimated  urban residential well extraction is  189  AF per 
year.   
 
Table 9  shows  a  summary  of  where  the  Subbasin’s  rural and  urban  residential well users  are  located  and  
their estimated extraction.   

                                                        
    8 Source: https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/6663/Current-Rate-Report---September-9-2015-PDF 
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Groundwater Extraction 
Estimate 

Data Source 

https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/6663/Current-Rate-Report---September-9-2015-PDF
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Table 9:  Basin Estimated Rural and Urban Residential Groundwater Usage  

  
  

   
   

9  10    
  

  
       

City of  Rohnert  
0 0 0 0 0 

Park  
       

City of  Sebastopol  40  22  0  0  22  

       

Unincorporated  4,902  2,780  0  0  2,780  

      
 

   

1.2.6.  GOLF COURSE GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION  
ESTIMATE  

Raftelis  used County Recorder-Assessor  parcel data to  find golf courses and  country clubs  within the  
Subbasin’s area. Golf  course irrigated area was estimated based on DWR Land Use information. Areas  
within golf courses  that were indicated as irrigated  with groundwater were assigned 3.5 acre feet  per acre  
per year. This figure is taken from the  Sonoma Valley  5-Year Review Report.11  Based on this applied water  
factor, it was estimated that golf courses account for  595 AF of extraction per year.  
 

1.2.7.  SCHOOL/IRRIGATION GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
ESTIMATE  

Raftelis  used County Recorder-Assessor parcel  data  to  find  schools that use groundwater to irrigate  fields  
or  for  other  uses  in the  Subbasin’s  area.  Field  irrigated  area w as  estimated  based  on  DWR  Land  Use  
information.  Only  parcels that  the DWR dataset indicated were groundwater irrigated  were targeted for  
this analysis. Raftelis used  average  evapotranspiration  (“ET0”)  from the last  10  years to estimate applied  
water for each acre of irrigated field area. Average ET0  for the last 10 years is 3.0275 AF per year. Based  
on this  applied water factor, it was  estimated  that school irrigation would  account for 199  AF  of  
groundwater extraction per year.  
 

1.2.8.  TOTAL ESTIMATED  EXTRACTION  
Adding these estimated figures yields annual total estimated groundwater extraction for  the  Subbasin. This  
amount is shown by class in Table 10.  

  

                                                        
9  Rural Residential Extractors include parcels that are within incorporated jurisdictional areas but are not  
connected to  public water supply systems. These parcels  are assumed to have groundwater  wells.  
10  Urban Residential Well Users represent parcels connected to public  water  supply systems that have wells for  
supplemental uses.  
11 Source: http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/5-year-Review-and-Update-2014.pdf 
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Incorporated Area Residential 
Extractors

Rural 
Rural 

Residential 

Extraction 

Urban 
Residential 

Well Users
Estimated 

Urban 
Residential 

Extraction 

Total 
Extraction Well User 

City of Cotati 290 151 64 6 157 

City of Santa Rosa 

Town of Windsor 135 68 309 31 98 

1,516 152 795 643 1,260 

Total 6,627 3,664 1,889 189 3,852 

http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/5-year-Review-and-Update-2014.pdf
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Table 10: Basin Total Estimated Groundwater Extraction  

    

   

City of  Rohnert Park  1,612 AF  

   

City of  Sebastopol  1,004 AF  

   

Sonoma Water  592 AF  

  

California-American Larkfield   524 AF  

   

Agriculture  5,345 AF  

   

Urban Residential  Groundwater Users  189 AF  

  

Schools  199 AF  

  

 

1.3.  Fee  Calculation  
 

1.3.1.  FEE PROPOSAL  
The  annual  fee  per  acre  foot of estimated  extraction can be  calculated  by  dividing  the  annualized  revenue  
requirement from Table  4  by the total estimated groundwater  pumping from  Table  10. Fees  for all users  
can  be  calculated  by  multiplying  each class  or  user’s  annual  estimated  extraction by  the  resulting  fee.  The  
fee per estimated acre foot of groundwater extraction is calculated in Table  11.  
 

Table 11: Fee per Estimated Acre Foot of Extraction Calculation  

  

  

Divided by: Estimated Groundwater Pumping  16,934  AF  

  
 

1.3.2.  RESULTING CASHFLOW  
Raftelis  calculated  a  simple  cash flow  for  the  Agency  to  show  that the  calculated  fee allows the Agency to  
meet its operating expenses through the end of Phase I. This Cashflow analysis  is  shown in Table  12.  

                                                        
12  883 acre feet per  year  of the estimated extraction from rural residential groundwater users is from within  
incorporated jurisdictional boundaries.  
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User/Class of User Total Estimated Extraction 

City of Cotati 264 AF 

City of Santa Rosa 1,598 AF 

Town of Windsor 50 AF 

Sonoma State University 203 AF 

Small Water Service Providers 1,096 AF 

Rural Residential Groundwater Users 3,664 AF12 

Golf Courses 595 AF 

Total 16,934 AF 

Description 

Annualized Revenue Requirement 

Required Fee per Estimated Acre Foot of Extraction $19.90 

$337,000 

Amount 
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Table 12:  Agency Cashflow  with Fee  

  FY 2018  FY 2019  FY 2020  FY 2021  FY 2022  

Revenue       

 

Revenue from Fees  $0  $0  $337,000  $337,000  $337,000  

Member Agency Funding  $460,000  $532,000  $0  $0  $0  

Proposition 1  Grant  $0  $250,000  $250,000  $250,000  $250,000  

Total Revenue  $460,000  $782,000  $587,000  $587,000  $587,000  

Expenses       

Administration Services  $135,827  $155,000  $155,000  $157,500  $157,500  

Communication  $22,000  $30,000  $45,000  $45,000  $45,000  

Engineer Services  $95,000  $180,000  $265,000  $220,000  $75,000  

Legal Services  $60,000  $60,000  $50,000  $50,000  $60,000  

Other  O&M Expense  $147,923  $227,423  $127,423  $112,423  $232,423  

5% Contingency  $0  $0  $32,121  $29,246  $28,496  

Total Expenses  $460,750  $652,423  $674,544  $614,169  $598,419  

      

Beginning Balance  0  -$750  $128,827  $41,283  $14,114  

Net Cash Changes  -$750  $129,577  -$87,544  -$27,169  -$11,419  

Ending Balance  -$750  $128,827  $41,283  $14,114  $2,695  

Table  12  shows that the fee revenue combined  with Member Agency funding and Proposition 1 Grant 
funding will be sufficient  to meet the Agency’s operating costs, and also meet up to 5% additional costs in 
FY 2020 through FY  2022, represented by the 5% Contingency expenses.   
 

1.4.  Fee Impacts  
 
Raftelis calculated impacts to customer classes and  to individual customers. Customer class/large  user  
impacts are shown in  Table  13.  
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Table 13: Large User and Customer Class Impacts 

Total  Estimated  Class %  of  User/Class Annual  
User/Class of User  

Extraction  Estimated Usage  Impact  
City of  Cotati  264 AF  2%   

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

     

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

     

Sonoma Water  592 AF  3%  $11,772  

    

California-American Larkfield   524 AF  3%  $10,426  

     

Agriculture  5,345 AF  32%  $106,374  

 
    

 
Urban Residential  

189  AF  1%  $3,759  
Groundwater Users  

    

Schools  199 AF  1%  $3,952  

     

 
Table  14  shows  fees  on  per acre  foot  basis,  and  fees  for  most  Rural  Residential  groundwater users  and  for  
Urban Residential groundwater users. Rural Residential groundwater use parcels are assumed to extract  
0.5 acre feet  of groundwater per year, but each additional residence on the parcel is  assumed to extract 0.25  
acre feet per year to a m aximum  of  1  acre  foot.  Urban  Residential groundwater users  are  assumed  to  extract  
0.1 acre feet per year. The fees  in  Table  14  are calculated by multiplying the user’s assumed groundwater  
extraction by the  fee  per acre foot.  
 
The Agency is preparing to initiate a well registration program for rural residential groundwater users. It is  
the opinion of counsel that this program fulfills the requirements of Water Code Section 10730 (a) that a  
Groundwater  Sustainability  Agency  shall not impose a fee on de  minimis  users  unless the agency has  
regulated  said users.   
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City of Santa Rosa 1,598 AF 9% $31,800 

Town of Windsor 50 AF 0% $995 

Sonoma State University 203 AF 1% $4,038 

Small Water Service Providers 1,096 AF 6% $21,812 

Rural Residential Groundwater 
3,664 AF 22% $72,905 

Users 

Golf Courses 595 AF 4% $11,850 

Total 16,934 AF 100% $337,000 

$5,252 



Agenda Item: 6B, Attachment 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019

 
Table 14: Charges per  Acre Foot and For Residential Groundwater  Users  

Assumed Groundwater  
Charge Type  Amount  

Extraction  

Fee  per Acre Foot   $19.90  

Fee  for Rural Residential  Groundwater Users  
0.5 AF  $9.95  

(1 residence per parcel)  
   

0.75 AF  $14.93  
 

Fee  for Rural Residential  Groundwater Users  
1 AF   $19.90  

(3+ residences  per parcel)  

Fee  for Urban Residential  Groundwater  User  0.1 AF  $1.99  
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Fee for Rural Residential Groundwater Users 
(2 residence per parcel) 
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April 9, 2019  

 

 

To: Santa Rosa Plain  Groundwater Sustainability Agency Board  of Directors  

Re:  Groundwater Use  Estimates for the Irrigated  Pastures  

 

Dear Board of Directors,  

The Sonoma County  Cooperative Extension, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District, Sonoma County  
Farm Bureau, and Sonoma  County Water Agency have been working together  to  true up  groundwater  
use  estimates  that are being used to inform  the groundwater fee  study  taking place by the Santa Rosa  
Plain  Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SRPGSA).   

Original numbers proposed by Raftelis  were derived from a  Department of Water Resources  dataset. 
This data  suggests,  that on average, irrigated pasture  lands  in the basin  use  0.3 acre-feet of groundwater  
per year. Through surveys  with irrigated pasture parcel owners  and testimonials  from ag industry  
representatives,  we determined that almost no parcels use groundwater for this purpose.  This is due  
largely to  the extensive recycled  water  irrigation system in this basin that is  available to farmers.   

We  feel  confident through our  effort that no significant amount  of groundwater is being used to irrigate  
pasture.  In fact,  when reviewing the parcel  map and  spreadsheet provided by Raftelis, the  few  parcels  
still in question are relatively small and appear to be rural residential or idle properties.  We doubt  that  
these parcels are being irrigated with groundwater,  but we don’t have any  connection to these  
landowners to determine the irrigation  status of their pastures.  

Raftelis has accepted and agreed that the  the data provided through our research is enough to revise  
the factor.  We ask that this co-signed affidavit be used to  correct the groundwater use estimates that 
are defining the fee study.  

Thank you for your  effort  on this mammoth  project.   If additional information is needed to support  our  
findings, please let us know.  

Thank you,  
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Brittany Jensen, Gold Ridge RCD // Tawny Tesconi, Sonoma County Farm Bureau // Stephanie Larson, 
Sonoma County Cooperative Extension // 
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UC Cooperative Extension – Sonoma County 
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November 19, 2018  

The attached document represents the  estimates  for  groundwater usage by dairies in  the  Santa Rosa 
Plain. Water usage values were calculated for drinking water and parlor  cleaning to determine annual 
acre f eet (AF) groundwater usage per dairy. Those dairies that had  acreage  values  available  were  
further utilized  to estimate  AF  per acre groundwater usage resulting in an average of 0.04 AF per acre 
per dairy.  

Sincerely,  

 
 
Randi Black  
Dairy Advisor  
University of California Cooperative Extension, Sonoma County  
 
 

133 Aviation Blvd., Suite 109, Santa Rosa, CA 95403  (707) 565-2648 
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Dairy Groundwater Usage 

Dairy 

Mature  

Dairy  

Cows 

Other  

Dairy  

Cattle 

Total 

Milk Cow  
1Drinking

(gal) 

Other  Cattle
2Drinking

(gal) 

  Parlor  
3Cleaning

(gal) 

Annual  Water  

Usage (g al) 

Acre Fee t 

(AF) Water Acres 

AF per  

Acre 

Aggio 240 300 540 7,200 2,045 1,150 3,794,063 11.64 316 0.04 

Amos Bros 530 550 1080 15,900 3,749 1,150 7,591,491 23.29 - -

Carinalli 120 58 178 3,600 395 1,150 1,878,037 5.76 283 0.02 

Jack  Dei 374 300 674 11,220 2,045 1,150 5,261,363 16.14 326 0.05 

Dotti Bros 170 180 350 5,100 1,227 1,150 2,729,038 8.37 - -

Beretta 375 420 795 11,250 2,863 1,150 5,570,839 17.09 400 0.04 

Cunningham 450 400 850 13,500 2,726 1,150 6,342,335 19.46 - -

Matos 30 80 110 900 545 1,150 947,267 2.91 44 0.07 

Pinheiro 293 275 568 8,790 1,874 1,150 4,312,221 13.23 - -

Joe Camozzi 375 450 825 11,250 3,067 1,150 5,645,470 17.32 299 0.06 

McClelland 0 350 350 0 2,385 0 870,699 2.67 107 0.02 

Albert  Mello 250 160 410 7,500 1,091 1,150 3,555,284 10.91 - -

Mello  Farms 250 150 400 7,500 1,022 1,150 3,530,407 10.83 - -

Mello  Llano Oaks 200 50 250 6,000 341 1,150 2,734,136 8.39 - -

Morrison  Bros 600 500 1100 18,000 3,408 1,150 8,233,606 25.26 - -

Stan  Poncia 600 600 1200 18,000 4,089 1,150 8,482,377 26.02 688 0.04 

Total 4857 4823 9680 Average  0.04 

0.014539 
1
Lactating cows consume, on average, 30 gallons of water per day  

2
The non-lactating portion of the dairy herd typically consists of 20% dry cows, 15% unweaned calves (1-4 months), and 65% heifers (5-24 months). Dry 

cows, unweaned calves, and heifers consume, on average, 10.8, 2.4, and 6.6 gallons of water per day, respectively. 
3
Parlors require, on average, 110 gallons for bulk tank wash, 330 gallons for pipeline wash, 510 gallons for cleaning parlor and milk rooms floors, and  

200 gallons for miscellaneous tasks (milk bottles, pasteurizer, etc.). Number derived from aggregate values within local Comprehensive Nutrient 

Management Plans. 

Adams, R.S., et al. "Calculating drinking water intake for lactating cows." Dairy reference manual (NRAES-63). Ithaca, NY: Northeast Regional  

Agricultural Engineering Service, 1995. 

OMAFRA Factsheet Water Requirements of Livestock, Order No. 07-023 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:  Resolution Establishing a Groundwater Sustainability  Fee   

  
 

Summary:  Staff will introduce for  Board consideration  and adoption a proposed  resolution  to  
establish a groundwater  sustainability fee as authorized by Water Code section 10730 and  
pursuant Agency Ordinance No. 19-01.  
  
 
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.    

Raftelis Financial Consulting (Raftelis) was hired, and in  December 2017, initiated a study of  
possible rate or fee options. Since  then,  the  following activities  have occurred:  

• Raftelis  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; 

• 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; 

1 
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•  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 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 met in March 2019  to  discuss community meeting input  on  the 
fee study. 

• 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.  

• At  its  April 2019 meeting, the Board  reviewed the fee summary for  the  approved
methodology, presented first reading of the Ordinance Requiring Registration of 
Groundwater Use Facilities, Water User Reporting and Authorizing  the Adoption  of 
Groundwater Sustainability Fee, and  discussed  an  ‘Alternative Plan’  being  developed by 
 Sonoma County  and Sonoma Water  to  provide a  contribution to cover  fees for some 
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user categories for three years.  
• The Advisory  Committee met in May 2019 to discuss the groundwater user registration

program and the ‘Alternative Plan’ being proposed by Sonoma County and Sonoma  Water.  

The core objective of the proposed groundwater  sustainability fee is  to  develop  a fair and  
efficient funding  mechanism using the  best available information and industry practices  to  
create a  financially  independent Groundwater Sustainability  Agency for  the  Santa Rosa Plain.  
The funding mechanism is intended to 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  raised  by fees  $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 $19.90  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.   

With an annual per  acre foot  rate of $19.90  per acre foot multiplied by the actual and 
estimated use factors,  the  following fees  are  proposed:  

• Rural residential (de mimimis) groundwater users would pay  $9.95  per  year 
• Large groundwater users would pay  $19.90  per acre foot of water pumped  annually 
• Urban well owners would pay $1.99 per  year 
• A vineyard with 100 acres of irrigated vines (60 AFY) would pay $1,194  annually.   
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A memorandum prepared by the GSA’s financial consultant, Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 
(Raftelis), detailing the groundwater sustainability fee calculation is attached to this packet. A 
full report prepared by Raftelis, which includes this fee calculation detail, is provided as a 
handout. 

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 developed in parallel to the 
fee study. The groundwater user registration program is described in item 6A. 

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. 

Though the Board unanimously approved the fee methodology in March 2019, some Board 
members remained concerned about charging fees to estimated groundwater user categories 
prior to the development of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan in 2022. Chair Lynda Hopkins 
and Director Shirlee Zane, both also serving as Sonoma County Supervisors and Directors of 
Sonoma Water, worked with County and Sonoma Water staff to develop an ‘Alternative Plan’ 
to provide a contribution to the GSA that would cover costs for all groundwater users in the 
Santa Rosa Plain sub-basin, except for the municipal pumpers. On May 21, 2019, the County of 
Sonoma Board of Supervisors and Sonoma Water’s Board of Directors approved supporting the 
activities of the GSA for Fiscal Years 2019-2020 through 2021-2022 by providing a combined 
contribution up to $240,000 annually. 

The Board is considering adopting a groundwater sustainability fee by resolution which shall 
be payable by all persons operating groundwater extraction facilities for all groundwater 
extracted, and which are not covered by offset contributions provided by Sonoma County and 
Sonoma Water (the cities of Cotati, Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa and Sebastopol; the town of 
Windsor; and Sonoma Water). The proposed fee would be $19.90 per acre-foot of 
groundwater pumped annually. 

The ground water sustainability fee may be collected by any lawful method set forth in Water 
Code section 10730. 

Staff Recommendation 
Approve Resolution #SRP-190-02 to establish a groundwater 
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sustainability fee as authorized by Water Code section 10730 and pursuant Agency Ordinance  
No. 19-01  in the amount  $19.90 per acre-foot  annually.  
 

Fiscal Information  
Based on the  fee methodology approved in  March 2019 with a per acre-foot per year rate at 
$19.90, the  following summarizes the groundwater user classes,  percentage of total sub-basin 
extraction, and the associated annual fees.   

User/Class of User  
Total Estimated  

Extraction  
Class %  of  

Estimated Usage  
User/Class Annual  

Impact  
City of Cotati  264 AF  2%  $5,252  

 
  

   

 
 

    

    

    

     

    

    

     

     

    

 
 

   

 
 

   

    

    

    

 

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

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

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

Town of Windsor 50 AF 0% $995 

Sonoma Water 592 AF 3% $11,772 

Sonoma State University 203 AF 1% $4,038* 

California-American Larkfield 524 AF 3% $10,426* 

Small Water Service Providers 1,096 AF 6% $21,812* 

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

Rural Residential Groundwater 
Users 

3,664 AF 22% $72,905* 

Urban Residential 
Groundwater Users 

189 AF 1% $3,759* 

Golf Courses 595 AF 4% $11,850* 

Schools 199 AF 1% $3,952* 

Total 16,934 AF 100% $337,000 

*Groundwater  user class fees covered  by contributions from  Sonoma County and  Sonoma Water  during  Fiscal Years 19/20, 20/21  
and 21/22.  

Vote Required  
Supermajority  
 

List of Attachments  

1. Resolution No.  SRP-19-02 of the Board of Directors of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency Establishing a Groundwater  Sustainability Fee 

Contact  
Andy Rodgers, Administrator,  707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com  
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Resolution  No.  SRP-19-02  

RESOLUTION NO.  SRP-19-02  OF  THE  BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
OF THE  SANTA  ROSA  PLAIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY  AGENCY  

ESTABLISHING  A  GROUNDWATER  SUSTAINABILITY FEE  
 

WHEREAS, the  Board  of Directors ("Board")  of  the Santa  Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  
Sustainability Agency ("Agency") seeks to establish  a groundwater sustainability fee  as 
authorized b y Water  Code section  10730  and  pursuant  Agency Ordinance No.  19-02;  and   

WHEREAS,  there is hereby established  a  Groundwater  Sustainability Fee  (“Fee”) on the 
terms and  conditions set  forth  in  Attachment  A, attached h ereto  and  incorporated h erein b y 
reference;  and  

WHEREAS, pursuant  to Water  Code section  10730(d), prior  to imposing the Fee, the  
Agency has held  a  public  meeting, at  which  written  or  oral  presentations have been  made;  and   

WHEREAS, pursuant  to Water  Code section  10730(d), the Agency posted  notice of  the  
time and  place  of the public  meeting  at  which  the Fee  was to  be  considered,  the  notice was 
published  in  the newspaper  in  compliance  with  Government  Code  section  6066,  the notice was 
posted  on  the Agency’s website and  was  mailed  to interested  parties,  and  the data to support  
the  fee was available to the public at   least  20  days  before  the GSA’s  public  meeting to impose 
the  Fee;  and  

WHEREAS, the  Agency Administrator  is hereby authorized  and  directed t o  cause the 
direct  billing of  the  Fee  as more  fully  set  forth  in  Attachment A;  and  

WHEREAS, upon  adoption  of  this resolution, the  Agency Administrator  is authorized an d  
directed  to notice the  California Public U tilities Commission  (CPUC)  of the Fee by  way of  letter 
to the  Director  of the Water  Division; and  

WHEREAS, the  Agency Administrator  and  Agency Counsel are  hereby authorized  and  
directed  to take such  other  and  further steps as  may be necessary or  appropriate  to implement  
the  intent  and  purpose  of  this resolution.  

NOW  THEREFORE  BE IT  RESOLVED  by the Board  of  Directors of  the  Santa  Rosa Plain  
Groundwater  Sustainability Agency  as  follows:  

The Agency hereby  adopts the Fee  as  forth  in  Attachment  A hereto.  

 This resolution  shall  become effective on  the  30th  day after  adoption.  

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  on  this 13th  day of  June,2019, by the  following vote, to- wit:  
 
Fudge:  _____  Jacobs: _____ Dutton: _____  Nagle: _____ Hopkins: _____  
Belforte:  _____  Zane: _____ Harvey: _____  Schwedhelm: _____  

1839323.1 14384-002 
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arodriguez
Underline



 

    

 
AYES:  _____  NOES:  _____ ABSENT:  _____  ABSTAIN: _____  
 
By:  _____________________________  
 Chair  
 
I certify that  the foregoing Resolution was duly  and  regularly passed  and  adopted  at  a regular  
meeting of  the  Santa  Rosa Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability Agency held o n  the 13th  day of  
June,  2019, of which  meeting  all Directors were notified an d  at  which  meeting a  quorum  
was present  at  all  times and  acting.  
 
Dated:  __________, Clerk of the Board of Directors of  the 

Santa  Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability  Agency,  
County  of  Sonoma,  State  of  California  

 

1839323.1 14384-002 
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SANTA  ROSA PLAIN  GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY  
 

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY  FEE  
ATTACHMENT A  

SECTION  1.  DEFINITIONS  

1.1  “Acre  Foot”  or  "AF"  is  a  unit  of  measurement  defined  by  the  volume  of  water  
necessary  to  cover  one  acre  of  surface  area  to  a  depth  of  one  foot.  It  is  equal  to  325,851  gallons.  

1.2  “Administrator” means  the Administrator  of  the Agency. 

1.3  “Agency” means the  Santa  Rosa Plain  Groundwater  Sustainability  Agency. 

1.4  “Subbasin”  means the Santa Rosa  Plain  Groundwater  Subbasin  as set  forth  in  
Bulletin  118 of  the  California Department  of  Water  Resources,  as may be  amended f rom  
time-to-time.  

1.5  “Fee” means the Groundwater  Sustainability Fee  charged  as set  forth  herein. 

1.6  “Jurisdictional  Area” means those  parcels  of real  property within  the Subbasin  
and  those  parcels of  real property adjacent  to the Subbasin  that  use groundwater  or  surface  
water  derived,  extracted, or  otherwise obtained f rom within  the Subbasin  excluding therefrom 
any area  for which  the Agency has entered  into  an  agreement that  provides that  the Fee shall 
not be  charged  within  such  area,  or  any portion thereof.  

1.7  “Person” means the  owner  of  property charged  the Fee, or  a Public Wat er  
System, State  Small Water  System,  or  the owner  of  real property with  a  means of  extracting 
groundwater.  

1.8  “Public  Water System”  means a  system for  the provision  of  water  for  human 
consumption  through  pipes or  other  constructed c onveyances that  has 15  or  more connections  
or  regularly serves  at  least  25  individuals daily at  least  60 days out  of  the year.  

1.9  “State Small  Water  System”  means a water  system with  2 to 14  connections. 

SECTION  2.  ESTABLISHMENT OF FEE  

2.1  There  is hereby charged  within  the Jurisdictional  Area a Fee pursuant  to Section 
10730 of  the  California Water  Code, and  as more fully set  forth  herein.  

2.2  Municipalities/Large  Water  Service Providers  shall pay $19.90__________,  per  
AF annually beginning  July 1,  2019.  

2.3  The actual annual charges for Municipalities/Large  Water  Service Providers will be 
determined  based o n  metered  and  reported  groundwater  extraction from  the  Subbasin.   
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2.4  The Fee  shall be payable  to the  Agency as follows:  

2.4.1  The Agency shall  determine those  real  properties that  are  subject  to  the 
Fee and  shall directly  invoice Persons subject  to the Fee on  an annual  basis.  

2.4.2  If any Person  fails to pay the  Fee  as charged, the Person  shall pay interest  
to the  Agency at t he rate  of one  percent  (1%) per  month  on  the  delinquent  amount  of the Fee  
and  a  ten  percent  (10%)  penalty, pursuant  to Water  Code  section  10730.6.  

2.4.3  In  addition  to  the interest  and  penalty set  forth  in  Section  2.4.2, the  
Board  of  Directors may elect  to utilize any of  the  remedies  available to it  for failure  to  pay the  
Fee as set  forth  in  Water  Code section  10730.6.  

SECTION  3.  APPEAL  

3.1  Should  a  Person  wish  to  contest  the  projected  amount  of  groundwater  
extraction  on  which  the Fee is assessed, the  Person  shall first  be  required  to pay the Fee  as  
charged. Within  thirty (30) days f ollowing payment  of  the Fee, the  Person  may file an  appeal  
with  the Agency, on  a  form approved  by the Administrator, setting forth  the basis upon  which  
the  appeal is  made. The appeal  will be considered  timely filed if ,  within  the time allowed, 1) the 
form is  postmarked,  United  States  first  class mail, 2) delivered t o  the Administrator  or  Clerk  of  
the  Board  of Directors by  electronic mail,   or  3) personally delivered  to the  Administrator.  

3.2  Within  thirty (30) days of f iling  the appeal, the  Administrator  shall meet  with  the 
Person  to  discuss  the basis of  the appeal.  The Administrator  is authorized t o  grant  the  appeal, 
in  whole  or  in  part, or deny the appeal. The determination  shall be made  no later  than  fifteen  
(15) days f ollowing the meeting, and  shall be in  writing and  delivered t o  the  Person  in  the  same 
manner  as the  filing of  the appeal. 

3.3  If the Person  who  filed  the appeal  is dissatisfied  with  the determination  of  the 
Administrator, the  Person  may file an  appeal to the Board  of  Directors within  fifteen  (15)  days  
of  delivery of  the determination, following  the procedures  for  filing of an  appeal  as set  forth  in  
Section 3.1, above.  

3.4  The appeal will be placed  on  the  agenda  for  the next  available  Board  of 
Director's  meeting  occurring within  sixty  (60) days of   the filing of the appeal. The  Board  of 
Directors  shall  receive  evidence,  and  hear from  the appellant  and  staff  regarding  the merits of 
the  appeal. The Board  of Directors  is authorized  to grant  the  appeal,  in  whole  or  in  part, or  deny 
the  appeal. The determination  of  the Board  of  Directors  shall be memorialized in   a minute 
order  and  shall be the  final  decision  of  the  Agency.  

SECTION  4.  PERIODIC  REVIEW  

4.1  Annually  during  the  budget  process,  the  Board  of  Directors  shall  review  the  Fee  to  
determine  if  the  Fee  is  sufficient  to  cover  expenses  consistent  with  the  California  Constitution.  
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The  Board  of  Directors  may  increase  or  decrease  the  Fee  as  necessary  or  appropriate  in  
compliance  with  the  California  Constitution.  

4.2  At  least  every five  (5) ye ars, the Board  of  Directors shall perform  a 
comprehensive review  of  the Fee and  its  methodology  to  determine  if  the  methodology  for  
calculating and  charging the  Fee  continues to be appropriate or  should  be  changed. The Board  
of  Directors may authorize the  retention  of  a  consultant  to assist  with  the  review, and  shall  hold  
at  least  one  public me eting to receive  testimony from the public re garding the Fee. Any change  
in  the methodology  for  calculating  and  charging the Fee shall be subject  to the requirements  of 
the  California Water  Code and  the  California Constitution.  
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Agenda Item: 6D 
Meeting Date: June 13, 2019 

Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
Action Item  

 

TO:   BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
FROM:   Andy Rodgers, Administrator  
SUBJECT:  Financial Reserve Policy   

  
 

Summary:  Board to review  and  consider adoption of proposed  financial reserve policy and  
resolution.  
  
 
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  unadjusted ending balance was approximately  
$17,225,  about  three  percent of the  total GSA  budget of $550,000 (without grant funding).  

In  April 2019, the Board discussed the need for  a  policy to provide guidance for the  amount of 
funding that should be maintained as reserves  and funding to be carried forward in future  
years.  

At the  April  2019  meeting, the Board recommended a reserve policy include  the  following:  

1. Maintain a targeted reserve amount equivalent to three months’ operating expenses 
(an estimated $84,250  in 2019-20); 

2. The Board would annually approve the targeted reserve amount as part of the budget
process; 

3. The  targeted reserve amount will  be  funded with surplus operating cash; 
4. The reserve will carry forward to following  fiscal year. 

The proposed Reserve  Policy reflects the  recommendations of  the Special District Association  
(CSDA), and the Government Finances Officers Association (GFOA), which suggest reserves:  

• should be  based on operating  numbers; 
• 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; 
• should be no less than two  months of regular general fund operating revenues  or regular
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general fund operating expenditures, but that the amount/time-period should be  dictated  by  
the unique circumstances  of the agency; and   

• each district is different,  and the  Reserve Policy should reflect the agency’s unique 
circumstances.  

Proposed Reserve Policy   

The proposed policy acknowledges  the Operating Cash Reserves is a target –  not an absolute  and  
that Operating Cash Reserves would be:  

1. Established during the  annual budget process by the  Board;  
2. Funded with surplus unrestricted  operating cash;  
3. Sets a  target of maintaining reserve amounts  equivalent to three months’  operating  expenses, 

not including depreciation,  in-kind services, and  one-time capital expenditures; 
4. The Administrator  may use funds in the Reserve for expenditures up to  $10,000 (Note: This 

amount was chosen as it is  consistent  with Agency Bylaws regarding the Administrator’s 
authority to spend non-budgeted funds.); and  

5. Use  of Reserve funds  of  more than  $10,000 must be  approved by the Board. 

Staff Recommendation  

Approve the  proposed Financial Reserve Policy and  Resolution.   

Fiscal Information  

The policy  would be reflected in a revised FY 19/20 budget.   

Vote Required  

Unanimous  

List of Attachments  

1. Proposed Financial Reserve Policy 
2. Resolution adopting the  Financial Reserve Policy 

Contact  

Andy Rodgers, Administrator,  707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com  
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Attachment 1  
Financial Reserve Policy  

 
Operating Cash Reserves   

The  purpose of the Operating Cash Reserves  policy is to ensure  the stability of the mission,  
programs,  and ongoing operations  of the Santa Rosa Plain  Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
(Agency).   

The Operating Cash Reserve (hereinafter “Reserve”) is intended  to  provide an internal source of  
cash for unexpected demands as may  be experienced by  the Agency  from time to time.   

It is the  intention of the Agency for the Reserve  to be used and replenished within a reasonably  
short period of time.   

The Reserve is a target,  which may not always be achieved, depending on  circumstances and  
Board direction.   

DEFINITIONS  AND GOALS   

The Reserve is  defined as a pool of  cash, set aside by action of the Board  of  Directors during its  
annual  budget process.   

The  target minimum amount of the Reserve will  be approved by the Board each year with 
approval of the  annual  budget. It is the intent of this policy to establish in the  Reserve an  
amount sufficient to maintain ongoing operations and programs  for a period equal to three  
months of ongoing operational expenses.   

The calculation of the target amount will  not include  depreciation, in-kind services  and/or  
onetime  or unusual, capital purchases.   

The Reserve will  be  funded with surplus unrestricted operating cash.   

USE OF RESERVES  

Access and use  of funds  held in the Reserve requires three steps:  

1. Identification of appropriate use of reserve funds. The Administrator will identify  the 
need for access to reserve funds and confirm that the use is consistent with the  purpose 
of  the Reserve as described in this  Policy. This step requires analysis of the reason for
the shortfall, the availability of any other sources  of funds  before  using the funds held in
the reserve, and evaluation of the time  period that may  be required to replenish the 
funds.  

2. Authority to use operating reserves. The Administrator shall have  the authority  to 
approve the  use  of funds of up to $10,000 from the Reserve.  Expenditure of  Reserve 
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funds of more  than $10,000 must be approved by the Board. Funds will  be replenished  
as is possible within the  constraints  of the Agency’s cash flow.   

3. Reporting and monitoring. The Administrator is responsible  for ensuring that the 
Reserve is maintained and used  only as described  in this  Policy. Regular reports will be 
provided to  the Board regarding  the use of funds  as may be required from  the Reserve, 
as well as progress  to  restore the  fund  to the  target minimum amount. 

REVIEW OF POLICY  

This Policy will be reviewed in Fiscal Year 2021-2022 by the Board, or sooner if warranted by  
internal or external events or changes.  
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Resolution No. SRP-19-03  
 

RESOLUTION NO. SRP-19-03 OF THE BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  
OF THE SANTA ROSA PLAIN  GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY  

ADOPTING  A FINANCIAL RESERVE POLICY  
 
 WHEREAS, the comprehensive groundwater legislation collectively enacted and referred to  
as the “Sustainable Groundwater Management Act” at California  Water Code Section 10720 et 
seq. initially  became  effective on January  1, 2015; and   

 WHEREAS, the  Santa Rosa Plain  Groundwater Sustainability  Agency (“Agency”) was formed  
pursuant to a Joint Exercise of Powers  Agreement and is  the designated Groundwater  
Sustainability Agency for  the  Santa Rosa Plain  Sub-basin; and  

 WHEREAS, the Agency is  committed  to sustainable  management of the  Basin’s  
groundwater  resources; and  

 WHEREAS, the Agency is  committed  to sound  management  of its  financial resources; and   

 WHEREAS, the Agency annually adopts a  balanced budget,  but cannot always predict future  
costs and expenditures; and  

 WHEREAS, maintaining a targeted Operating Cash Reserve will make  the Agency more  
financially resilient and better able  to weather future economic  uncertainties;   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT  RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the  SANTA ROSA PLAIN  
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY, as  follows:   

1. All recitals are true and correct.  

2. The Agency hereby adopts the Financial Reserve  Policy, which is  attached  hereto as 
Attachment 1 and is incorporated herein by reference.  

3. This resolution shall take effect  immediately upon a doption. 

 
NOW THEREFORE  BE  IT RESOLVED  by the Board  of  Directors of  the Santa Rosa Plain  

Groundwater Sustainability Agency as follows:  
 

The Agency hereby  adopts the Fee as  set  forth in Attachment A hereto.  

This resolution shall become effective  on the 30th  day after adoption.  

 
 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 13th day of June  2019,  by the following vote, to- wit:  
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Fudge:   Jacobs:   Dutton:   Nagle:   Hopkins:    
 
Belforte:    Zane:   Harvey:   Schwedhelm:     

 

 
AYES:   NOES:   ABSENT:   ABSTAIN:     

 

 
By:  Chair  ______________________________________  

 
I certify  that  the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly  passed  and adopted at a regular  
meeting of the Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability  Agency held on the  13th day of 
June 2019,  of which meeting all Directors were  notified and at which meeting a  quorum  
was present at all times  and acting.  

 

Dated:  _______________  
 
 
_____________________________________    
Clerk  of the  Board  of Directors  of the Santa  Rosa Plain  Groundwater S ustainability Agency,  
County  of  Sonoma, State  of  California  
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Information Item 

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM: Andy Rodgers, Administrator 
SUBJECT: County of Sonoma and Sonoma Water Contribution  

Summary: The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors and the Sonoma Water Board of Directors 
approved an annual contribution of up to $240,000 to the GSA for fiscal years 2019-2020, 2020-
2021 and 2021-2022. The purpose of the contribution is to offset fees that would be paid by 
groundwater users other than the municipal pumpers. 

Background 

As discussed in item 6C, the GSA is currently funded by contributions from member agencies 
but is considering adopting a groundwater sustainability fee in accordance with the 
requirements of Proposition 26.  The proposed fee would be assessed on all groundwater users in 
the basin, based on actual or estimated groundwater used.  Groundwater extractors would be 
charged $19.90 per acre foot. 

At the March 2019 Board meeting, Chair Lynda Hopkins and Director Shirlee Zane, both also 
serving as Sonoma County Supervisors and Directors of Sonoma Water, proposed an alternative 
plan that would cover costs for all groundwater users in the Santa Rosa Plain sub-basin, except 
for the municipal pumpers.  

On May 21, 2019, the County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors and Sonoma Water’s Board of 
Directors approved this alternative plan, supporting the activities of the GSA for Fiscal Years 
2019-2020 through 2021-2022 by providing a combined contribution up to $240,000 annually. 
Funding from the County of Sonoma ($200,000 annually) would come from county contingency 
funds.  Two-thirds of Sonoma Water’s annual contribution of up to $40,000 annually would be 
from its general fund and one third would come from water transmission funds (these funds 
were included in Sonoma Water’s 2019-2020 budget). The $40,000 includes the amount 
Sonoma Water would pay for its annual groundwater sustainability fee due to pumping of its 
wells within the basin. 

Because the County/Sonoma Water contribution would cover de minimis pumpers, it would 
alleviate the need for an immediate full roll-out of a groundwater users’ registration program. 
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Instead, the roll-out could be phased, which would help reduce cost and would allow for fine-
tuning of the program. 

By allowing the GSA to complete the GSP before charging smaller users, the contribution will 
give the GSA time to identify specific programs and projects that will benefit the basin and 
groundwater users. 

Staff Recommendation 

Informational item - Review and discuss 

Fiscal Information 

The contribution of up to $240,000 would cover 71 percent of the GSA’s annual costs not 
covered by grant funding. 

Vote Required 

None. 

Contact 

Andy Rodgers, Administrator, 707-508-3672, arodgers@westyost.com 
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Santa Rosa Plain 
GSP Section 
Development 
Working Schedule

SANTAROSAPLAINGROUNDWATER.ORG 1

September – November 2018:
1.0 Introduction- Initial Draft and Advisory Committee Review Complete
2.0 Description of Plan Area - Initial Draft and Advisory Committee Review

Complete

December 2018 – October 2019:
3.0 Basin Setting 

3.1 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model - Initial Draft provided to Advisory
Committee March 2019

3.2 Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions 
3.3 Water Budget
3.4 Management Areas

Bring Drafts of Sections 1 through 3 to GSA Board for Input: Hold Public Workshop on 
Sections 1 through 3

November 2019 – December 2020
4.0 Sustainable Management Criteria
5.0 Proposed Monitoring Program 
Bring Drafts of Sections 4 and 5 to GSA Board for Input: Hold Public Workshop on 

Sections 4 and 5

January 2021 – December 2021
6.0 Projects and Actions 
7.0 Implementation Plan 
Bring Completed Draft Entire GSP to GSA Board for Input: Hold Public Workshop(s) on 

Complete GSP
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

Board of Directors Advisory Committee 

2019 
March  14  
Rate/fee study  
Draft budget  
Reserve policy  
Audit  
 

January 9  
Rate/Fee Study  Update  
Revised Plan Area Section  
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model  Overview  
Initial Draft Figures and Maps for Current and  Historical  

Groundwater  Conditions  and  Hydrogeologic Conceptual 
Model  Subsections   

April 11 
Rate/fee study 
Adopt FY 19-20 budget 

March 11 
Rate/Fee Study Update 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model– Draft subsection 

May 22 
All-GSA Workshop: Climate Change & Groundwater Sustainability 

• GSP requirements regarding climate change
• Local implications of climate change on groundwater and surface water
• How this information will be incorporated into GSPs

June 13 
Joint Board/Advisory 

Committee field trip? 

May 13 
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model– Revised subsection 
Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions– Draft 

Subsection 
Rate/Fee Study and Groundwater User Registration Program 

Update 

August 8 July 8 
Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions– Revised 

Subsection 
Sonoma Valley Aquifer Storage and Recovery Informational 

Briefing 
Water Budget Requirements Overview 
Groundwater Flow Model Overview 

Fall:  Public Workshop on Santa Rosa Plain GSP and Basin Conditions 
• What defines the Basin?
• Communities
• Water sources
• Areas of concern
• SGMAs ‘six deadly sins’ and how they are defined, determined and what other areas are

doing about them

SRP GSA Meeting Schedule 1/2 v06-13-2019 
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Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 

October 10 September 9 
Groundwater Flow Model Discussion 
Water Budget Components 
Discussion of Surface Water – Groundwater Interactions 
Management Areas Discussion 

December 12 November 4 
Water Budget and Model Scenarios Discussion 
Management Areas Recommendation 
Sustainable Management Criteria Introduction and 

Considerations for defining Undesirable Results 

SRP GSA Meeting Schedule 2/2 v06-13-2019 
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