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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting 

April 25, 2022 | 4:00 p.m. 

PER RESOLUTION 002-2022, THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY VIA ZOOM 
 REMOTECONFERENCING SERVICE — NO PHYSICAL MEETING LOCATION 

https://scwa-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/83214949828?pwd=RGhHcy8ramVNcXJIVEIyRVhJMFkxUT09 
Passcode: 328181  

(833) 548-0276 (Toll  Free) or (888) 788-0099
Webinar ID: 832 1494 9828 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Consider Emergency Resolution 002-2022

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

4. Consent Calendar

a. Approve Minutes of December 6, 2021, and February 28, 2022
b. Approve Year-to-Date Financial Report as of February 15, and April 14, 2022
c. Approve Year-to-Date Member Agency Contributions as of February 15, and April 14, 2022
d. Approve contract amendment to extend time for rural community engagement outreach

contract

5. Directors/Subcommittee Report

6. Advisory Committee Report

7. Information Items

a. Drought Conditions Update
b. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Implementation
c. F

 

uture GSA Technical, Grant, Outreach and Administrative Services

8. Action Items

a. Calendar: Adopt revised 2022 Meeting Calendar
b. Rate and Fee Study Update. Consider elimination of one or more funding options and

providing additional direction to consultants.
c. Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget. Review and approve final Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget.

9. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report

10. Adjournment

This agenda posted this 20th day of April 2022 
 Secretary/Clerk of the Board 
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Member Agency Directors Alternates 

City of Sonoma  Jack Ding Kelso Barnett 

County of Sonoma  Susan Gorin James Gore  

North Bay Water District  Mike Sangiacomo  Carolyn Wasem 

Sonoma County Water Agency  David Rabbitt  James Gore  

Sonoma Resource Conservation District  Vicki Mulas  Beth Bruzzone 

Valley of the Moon Water District Steve Rogers Gary Bryant 

 
 

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: 
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 members of the public are 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: Materials are available for review at Sonoma Water, 404 Aviation Blvd., Santa Rosa, 
95403, during normal business hours. Any documents provided at the meeting by staff will also be 
available to the public. The agenda and meeting packet materials are available at 
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.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 Ann DuBay, Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov.  
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 
TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Emergency Resolution to Meet Virtually 
  
 
Summary: Government Code section 54953(e), amended by AB 361, permits Brown Act legislative 
bodies to meet solely via teleconference in specified situations.  The proposed resolution makes findings 
to permit legislative bodies of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency ("Agency") to meet 
via teleconference pursuant to Section 54953(e). 
  
 

Background 
Prior to September 16, 2021, the Brown Act only permitted a few legislative body members to attend a 
meeting via teleconference, and required the Agency to list all locations, give notice and access at each 
teleconference location, have a quorum in the jurisdiction, and offer a physical location for the public to 
attend and provide public comment. (Government Code, § 54953(b)(3).)     
 
On March 4, 2020, Governor Gavin Newsom proclaimed a state of emergency to exist in California as a 
result of the threat of the COVID-19 virus pandemic. That proclamation remains in place today and 
applies statewide. Subsequently, the Governor issued Executive Orders that, in part, suspended 
provisions of the Brown Act to allow completely teleconferenced meetings so long as the public was 
afforded certain access and opportunity to participate. The Agency met via teleconference pursuant to 
these Executive Orders until they expired on September 30, 2021.  
 
On September 16, 2021, the Governor signed urgency legislation Assembly Bill 361, which, effective 
immediately, amended the Brown Act to allow legislative bodies to meet in modified teleconference 
situations if (1) the Governor has proclaimed a state of emergency applicable within the body's 
jurisdiction, and (2) either (a) state or local officials implemented or recommended measures to promote 
social distancing, or (b) the legislative body finds, by majority vote, that the emergency conditions make 
meeting in person an imminent risk to attendee human health and safety.  The legislative body can meet 
via teleconference when social distancing is recommended, to decide if meeting in person would be a 
danger to attendee health and safety, or, after voting as such, meeting pursuant to that vote. In any 
situation, the legislative body is required to reevaluate its decision to meet via teleconference at least 
every thirty (30) days.  

 
On September 22, 2021, Health Officer of the County of Sonoma, Dr. Sundari R. Mace, MD MPH, issued 
"Sonoma County Public Health Recommendations for Safely Holding Public Meetings." Paragraphs 3 and 4 
of those recommendations provide "it is recommended that the protocol [to meet in person] require social 
distancing – i.e., six feet of separation between attendees …" and "seating arrangements should allow for 
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Agenda Item: 2 
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staff and members of the public to easily maintain at least six-foot distance from one another at all 
practicable times."  These recommendations remain effective today.  
 
Further, aspects and conditions of the COVID-19 virus pandemic make meeting in person present 
imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees. Specifically, because the virus is passed from person to 
person through the air when in close contact with an infected person, no matter if he or she has symptoms 
or not.  
 
The Board adopted Resolution 001-2022 on February 28, 2022 resolving for all Agency legislative bodies 
to meet via teleconference. That resolution expired as an operation of law since the Board did not 
renew it within 30 days of adoption. Therefore, the Board is required to adopt new initial findings rather 
than extend the prior resolution.  

Current Situation  
The proposed Resolution finds the Governor has proclaimed a state of emergency related to the 
COVID-19 virus pandemic on March 4, 2020, that Dr. Sundari, a local officer, has recommended 
measures to promote social distancing, that as a result of the emergency, meeting in person would 
present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees, and, because of these facts, the Board 
resolves for all Agency legislative bodies to hold meetings pursuant to Government Code section 
54953(e). The Resolution also provides that it will terminate in 30 days, unless extended by the Board or 
terminated early.  
 
Adopting the proposed resolution will allow the Agency's legislative body to conduct meetings solely 
via teleconference in conformity with Government Code section 54953(e). Specifically, legislative 
bodies, including the Board, will be able to meet via teleconference without giving notice of each 
teleconference location, posting notice at each location, providing public access at each location, 
requiring a quorum be present within the Agency's jurisdictional boundaries, or providing an option to 
meet at a physical location.  Instead, the legislative body will be required to (1) give notice of the 
meeting and post agendas as otherwise required,(2) allow members of the public to access the 
meeting via call-in or internet-based service (e.g. Zoom), (3) provide details on the agenda regarding 
how to access the meeting and comment, (4) give an opportunity for the public to comment pursuant 
to Government Code section 54954.3 and allow a reasonable amount of time during public comment 
for a person to register, login, and comment, and (5) monitor the call lines and internet-based service 
lines to ensure no disruption hinders access or ability to comment, and if there is, take no action until 
public access is restored, or else the action is subject to challenge. 

Staff Recommendation 
1. Approve Resolution 002-2022 which would allow the April 25 meeting to occur remotely, as well 

as all meeting of Agency legislative bodies for the following 30 days. 
 

2. Direct staff to take all actions necessary to effectuate the purpose and intent of the Resolution. 

3. Discuss whether the Board would prefer, depending on circumstances at that time, to meet 
remotely or in person for the next Board meeting. Note that if a public health emergency 
continues to persist, the Board will need to re-consider and re-adopt a resolution specific to 
those circumstances to meet remotely.   
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Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 
 
 
Fiscal Information 
Minor fiscal impact. Meeting remotely reduces meeting expenses by approximately $250 per meeting. 
 
Vote Required 
Majority. 
 
List of Attachments 

1. Resolution No. 002-2022 
 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, (707) 524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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RESOLUTION NO.: 002-2022 
Dated: April 25, 2022 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER 
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY RATIFYING THE PROCLAIMED STATE OF EMERGENCY DATED MARCH 
4, 2020 APPLICABLE IN ITS JURISDICTION AND AUTHORIZING TELECONFERENCE MEETINGS OF 
THE LEGISLATIVE BODIES OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY   AGENCY 

PURSUANT TO BROWN ACT PROVISIONS. 
 

WHEREAS, the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency ("SVGSA" or 
"Agency") is committed to preserving and nurturing public access and participation in meetings of its 
legislative bodies; and 
 

WHEREAS, all meetings of SVGSA’s Board of Directors ("Board") and other legislative 
bodies are open, and  public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown Act, Government Code section 54950 et 
seq., so that any member of the public may attend, participate, and watch the Agency’s legislative 
bodies conduct the Agency's business; and 
 

WHEREAS, Government Code section 54953(e)(1) provides a legislative body may meet 
via teleconference if the Governor has proclaimed a state of emergency pursuant to Government Code 
section 8625 and either (1) state or local officials have imposed or recommended measures to promote 
social distancing, (2) the legislative body meets to determine by majority vote that, as a result of the 
emergency, meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees, or (3) 
the legislative body has voted as such and is meeting pursuant to that vote; and  

 
WHEREAS, while a legislative body meets via teleconference pursuant to Section 

54953(e), it must take actions to preserve public access and public participation and give notice of the 
meeting and post agendas as otherwise required, allow members of the public to access the meeting via 
call-in line or internet-based service line, provide details on the agenda on how to access the meeting 
and give public comment, give an opportunity to comment pursuant to Government Code section 
54954.3 and allow a reasonable amount of time during public comment for a person to register, login, 
and comment, and monitor the call-in line and internet-based service line to ensure no disruption 
hinders access or ability to comment, if there is, take no action until public access is restored; and  

 
WHEREAS, a legislative body's decision to meet pursuant to Section 54953(e) must be 

reevaluated and renewed at least every thirty (30) days, or else the body will be required to adopt new 
initial findings; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board adopted Resolution 001-2022 on February 28, 2022, resolving for 

all Agency legislative bodies to meet via teleconference and that resolution has expired so the Agency is 
required to adopt new initial findings; and 
  

1 
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WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, Governor Gavin Newsom proclaimed a state of emergency 
pertaining to the threat to human health and safety posed by the COVID-19 virus pandemic and that 
proclamation remains in effect to this day in the Agency's jurisdiction, Sonoma County, and statewide; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, the Health Officer of the County of Sonoma, Dr. Sundari R. Mace, MD MPH, 

issued "Sonoma County Public Health Recommendations for Safely Holding Public Meetings" on 
September 22, 2021, which recommends measures to promote social distancing, including that people 
maintain at least six-foot distance from one another; and  

 
WHEREAS, the September 22, 2021, public health order is still in effect; and  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code section 8635 et seq., the Board has the 

authority during a state of emergency to take all actions necessary to perform its functions in the 
preservation of law and order, preservation of the furnishing of local services, and protection of life and 
property, which includes the authority to direct meetings of all Agency legislative bodies to be held via 
teleconference pursuant to this Resolution; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors desires to ratify the Governor's March 4, 2020, 

proclamation of state of emergency related to the COVID-19 pandemic as it applies in the Agency's 
jurisdiction, find a local official has recommended measures that promote social distancing, find that as a 
result of the emergency, meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or safety of 
attendees, and authorize teleconference meetings of SPPGSA legislative bodies pursuant to Section 
54953(e)(1) so long as all provisions of that section are followed to provide public access and opportunity for 
public comment; and 
 

WHEREAS, SVGSA has made and will continue to make all agendas and materials available 
online, provide access to meetings via a call-in option and/or internet-based service option for all meetings 
of Agency legislative bodies, and permit persons requiring additional assistance to access meetings to 
contact the Administrator to request reasonable accommodations. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF SVGSA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into this 
Resolution by this reference. 
 
Section 2. Ratification of Governor’s Proclamation of a State of Emergency. The Board hereby ratifies the 
Governor of the State of California’s Proclamation of State of Emergency related to the COVID-19 virus 
pandemic dated March 4, 2020, and finds the Proclamation remains valid and applicable within the 
jurisdiction of the Agency. 
 
Section 3. Measures to Promote Social Distancing. The Board hereby finds a state of emergency exists 
within the jurisdiction of the Agency related to the COVID-19 virus pandemic, the conditions of that 
emergency present an imminent risk to the health and safety of attendees at Agency legislative body  
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meetings, and the Health Officer of the County of Sonoma, Dr. Sundari R. Mace, MD MPH, has 
recommended measures to promote social distancing. 
  
Section 4. Remote Teleconference Meetings. All meetings of SVGSA legislative bodies are hereby 
authorized and directed to take all actions necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this 
Resolution including, conducting open and public meetings in accordance with Government Code 
section 54953(e) and other applicable provisions of the Brown Act. 
 
Section 5. Effective Date of Resolution. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption 
and shall be effective for 30 days unless the Board takes action to rescind the Resolution. On or before 
the 30th day since adoption, the Board may take action to extend the Resolution's permissions pursuant 
to Government Code section 54953(e)(3). 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability   Agency, 
this 25th day of April 2022, by the following vote: 
 
MEMBERS: 
Gorin: _____  Ding: ______  Mulas: _______  Rabbitt: ______   Rogers: ______  Sangiacomo: _______  
 
 
AYES:    NOES:   ABSENT:   ABSTAIN: 
 
 
SO ORDERED 
 
The within instrument is a correct copy of the original on file with this office. 
 
 
ATTEST: DATE: April 25, 2022 
 
 
 
 

Ann DuBay 
Clerk of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency         of the State of California in and for the 
County of Sonoma 

3 
 

Page 8 of 70



Agenda Item: 4A, Attachment 1
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022  

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting / Public Hearing

DRAFT Meeting Minutes 
December 6, 2021, 4:00 p.m. 

http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/ 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Gorin, called the meeting to order at 4:01 p.m. She asked Ann DuBay, Administrator, to
conduct roll call. Directors Ding, Gorin, Abelli-Amen (Alternate for Director Mulas), Rogers, and
Sangiacomo were present. Director Rabbitt joined at 4:42 p.m.

2. Consider Emergency Resolution 005-2021
Ann DuBay explained that Governor Newsom’s Executive Order for Emergency Meetings expired on 
September 30th. Since then, if the Board meets virtually, it needs to declare an emergency and pass 
a resolution which lasts for 30 days. So, for any meetings through January 5, 2022 the Board needs 
to pass Resolution 005-2021 to allow this meeting and the Public Hearing to take place remotely. 

Director Sangiacomo moved to approve Emergency Resolution 005-2021 as presented, Director 
Ding seconded. Motion passed unanimously 5-0-1. (Director Rabbitt absent). 

Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – aye 
Director Gorin – aye 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – absent 
Director Rogers – aye 
Director Sangiacomo - aye 

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

None. 

4. Consent Calendar
A. Minutes, October 25, 2021
B. Year-to-date Financial Report
C. Year-to-date Member Agency Contributions
D. Approve extension of contract with Pisenti & Brinker, LLP for audit services for $6,000 to

conduct Fiscal Year 2021-21 audit

12.06.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes 1 
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12.06.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes 2 

No questions or comments. 

Director Ding moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented, Director Abelli-Amen 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously 5-0-1. (Director Rabbitt absent). 

Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – aye 
Director Gorin – aye 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – absent 
Director Rogers – aye 
Director Sangiacomo - aye 

5. Directors/Subcommittee Report
Rural Community Engagement: Director Sangiacomo said he was waiting for the final report which
should be available prior to the February Board meeting.
Rate and Fee Study: Director Ding said that the liaisons met with the consultant in early December
regarding options. A comprehensive report will be available at the February Board meeting.
No public comment.

6. Advisory Committee Report
No report. 
No public comment. 

7. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption and Submission of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Sonoma Valley Subbasin to comply with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)

Background: This hearing is to consider the adoption of a GSP covering the Sonoma Valley Subbasin 
(DWR Bulletin 118, Groundwater Basin 2-002.02) pursuant to SGMA. (Cal. Water Code sections 
10720-10737.8 et seq.) SGMA authorizes a local agency overlying a groundwater basin to serve as a 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for that Subbasin. The Sonoma Valley GSA (SV GSA) 
overlies all portions of Subbasin 2-002.02 in order to sustainably manage the groundwater resources 
of the Subbasin. On June 8, 2017 the SV GSA became a GSA for all portions of Subbasin 2-002.02 in 
order to sustainably manage the groundwater resources of the Subbasin. SGMA further authorizes a 
GSA to adopt and implement a GSP. Development of the GSP included over 60 public meetings, 
input from an advisory committee, and outreach to stakeholders, disadvantaged communities, 
environmental organizations, rural well owners, and local governments. 

Ann DuBay explained that the Board, Advisory Committee, and many members of public helped 
develop the Groundwater Sustainability Plan that we will be talking about today. Jay Jasperse, Plan 
Manager, and Marcus Trotta, Technical staff will provide details that led us to this point before we 
take public comments. The Board will then have an opportunity to weigh in and consider adoption 
of the Plan. 
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Chair Gorin opened the Public Hearing at 4:15 p.m. for consideration and possible adoption of the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Sonoma Valley Subbasin. 

Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager provided an overview and background on SGMA, as well as the GSP 
requirements and development. 

Marcus Trotta, Technical staff, presented the timeline of the development of the Plan and listed the 
sections of the Plan by number and title. He recapped that the sustainability goal is to adaptively 
and sustainably manage, protect, and enhance groundwater resources, while allowing for 
reasonable, and managed growth. Trotta then provided an overview of the key components of the 
first five years of GSP implementation. Lastly, he covered next steps for GSP finalization. 

Public Comment 
Fred Allebach – The Advisory Committee unanimously recommends approval of the GSP. Allebach 
confirmed the Board took all the advice of the AC except for one small item related to 
Interconnected Surface Water. The AC members are looking forward to staying involved to watch 
the projects and management actions and give feedback that they are well positioned to give. 

Tom Conlon – My understanding is that some of the Central Valley Plans were deemed inadequate. 
What specific shortcomings were identified by the state in those Plans and is there any risk of this 
happening to our Plan? I have also heard anecdotally, that at least one of our supervisors (present 
company excluded), is under the impression that the water forecast modeling indicates no 
significant deficits, for at least the near-term future. Will there be any more outreach to key decision 
makers to ensure there is no misinterpretation of research? 

Jay Jasperse – Some of the reasons the Central Valley Plans were deemed inadequate were that 
they made assumptions about the availability of state water and ability to recharge future 
water. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) felt there wasn’t enough coordination, and 
the assumptions needed a little more work. Sonoma Valley is different, we aren’t part of the 
state water project and do not contract water like that. I don’t think there is a risk on that issue. 

Marcus Trotta – Some other areas of deficiency noted by DWR were related to Sustainable 
Management Criteria (SMC), specifically for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels. DWR 
felt that some of the Plans didn’t adequately identify how the Minimum Thresholds were 
protective of shallow well owners, particularly, domestic well owners. We feel our Plan has a 
good approach: we utilized our well log database and made sure that the Minimum Thresholds 
we set for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels accounted for known information on the 
depths of wells near our monitoring points. One other deficient area in other GSPs was related 
to Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) – some basins stated they don’t have ISW and didn’t 
create SMC for that criteria. We had practitioner expertise to help with our Plan. We admit 
there are some data gaps and that is acknowledged in the Plan. ISW is one of our main areas of 
focus in the Implementation Plan.  

Holly Roberson – Provided clarification that DWR hasn’t rejected any Plan. They notified some of 
the GSAs that they lacked certain details on some issues and need to provide additional 
information.  
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Jay Jasperse – SGMA is clear that the authority of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
extends to the basin or subbasin. The GSA does not have jurisdiction over the upland areas. 

Member of Public by phone, representing the Primarywaterinstitute.org – When will the plans 
extend into the Urban Wildlife Interface outside of the basin? I understand the fees will be 
calculated next year. We are all concerned about the money being spent on the Plan, and the 
inability to forecast out the Plan to the dates that are in the Plan. Are there other communities using 
those dates that the state required – 2040 and 2070 or are those dates what the state has required 
you to umbrella, the Plan under? I don’t see how it is predictable, it is far-fetched. There are areas 
where water is renewable, why hasn’t it been evaluated? 

Ann DuBay – The fee consultant work is just getting underway. There is one liaison appointed 
for each GSA. The consultant will bring options to the Boards in February and there will be a 
series of Community meetings in the spring to discuss options and next steps. Depending on 
how it goes, there could possibly be a Board decision on the fee option in the late spring or early 
summer. 

Director Gorin – There will be public notices about this. 

Jay Jasperse – The dates 2040 and 2070 dates are explicit in the statute of the law and not set by 
us. FIfty years is a long time in the future, so we use the best information available to us today. 
There will be regular 5-year updates, it is an adaptive approach. 

Holly Roberson – There will also be in an opportunity for the public to comment during the DWR 
comment process once the Plan is submitted. 

Nancy Kirwan (chat) – Five years is a long period of time for updates. A drought of that length will 
deplete groundwater resources perhaps irretrievably. 

Board Comments 
Director Rogers – I think it is an excellent Plan; the contents are staggeringly complex. There are 
many comments related to the projects versus demand-side analysis. There needs to be a robust 
discussion at the beginning of the year, related to spending on the voluntary and the demand side 
versus some of the projects that are capital intensive and cost a lot of money. $80,000 is not enough 
money to develop a robust Plan. I appreciate all the efforts; it is a very strong Plan and lots of work 
went into it. 

Director Gorin – How much room is there to focus on the demand side as well as the water 
projects? 

Marcus Trotta – There is plenty of room. The demand side is one of the first projects; we 
recommend starting with a voluntary approach and doing an assessment of what are the best 
tools available. What is working, what can be leveraged? On the policy options side, the 
Advisory Committee members had similar concerns to Director Rogers, so we made a 
management action to study future policy options for the GSA Board to consider. There will be a 
lot of future discussion on those items. 

12.06.21 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes 4 
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 Director Gorin –We will have the ability to not only look at specific projects for recharge and 
maybe drill more monitoring wells, but we will have to look at what is conceivably the least 
expensive option of water conservation. 

Director Abelli-Amen – A note regarding the chat comment about five years being a long time – the 
Plan will not be forgotten, it will have ongoing evaluations on a continual basis and  it will be 
updated every five years based on the evaluations. 

Director Sangiacomo – I would like to publicly thank all staff for their hard work on the Plan. I think 
we can all admit that the Plan is not perfect, or even complete yet, but it's a great framework. I 
remain optimistic and support the Plan. 

Director Rabbitt – After five years of getting together and working through this in a very transparent 
way and all the involvement, it is an iterative process, it will continue to evolve. I also believe the 
Plan will continue to improve as we evolve and gather more information. It is about time we took 
this step in California.  I believe it is a good thing for Sonoma County. 

Director Gorin – This is our first GSP, not the last, it will be updated, we will continue to monitor the 
data. Thank you to everyone for voluntarily monitoring wells. Once again, thank you to our Advisory 
Committee members and our incredible staff. 

Director Gorin closed the Public Hearing at 5:19 p.m. 

8. Public Hearing Action Item:

Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Consider and vote on adoption of Resolution 006-2021 to
adopt the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Sonoma Valley Subbasin and authorize
the Plan Manager and Agency Administrator to submit the GSP to the California Department of
Water Resources.
Director Gorin – I think it's appropriate that we now have a motion and a second to adopt the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Sonoma Valley Subbasin and authorizing the Agency
administrator and Plan manager to submit the Groundwater Sustainability Plan to the California
Department of Water Resources.

Director Rogers moved to approve Resolution 006-2021 to adopt the Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan for the Petaluma Valley Basin and authorize the Plan Manager and Agency Administrator to 
submit the GSP to the California Department of Water Resources, Director Rabbitt seconded. The 
Plan was adopted unanimously as presented 6-0-0.  

Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – aye 
Chair Gorin – aye  
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – aye 
Director Rogers – aye 
Director Sangiacomo – aye 
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Public Comments 
Timothy Parker, Parker Groundwater (chat) – Congratulations to all! And now the work really 
begins! 
Ken Johnson (chat) – Thanks to the Board for supporting the future of groundwater sustainability in 
the Sonoma Valley! 

Tom Conlon (chat) – Happy holidays to all! 

9. Information Items:
None. 

10. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report
The Plan and Administrator report are in the packet. No Board or Public comments. 

11. Adjournment
Director Gorin wished everyone safe holidays and adjourned the meeting at 5:22 p.m.

Meeting Attendees 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Mitch Buttress, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Technical Staff 
Nathan Baskett, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Ann DuBay, Administrator 
Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording minutes) 
Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee Chairman 
Ken Johnson, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member 
Caitlin Cornwall, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee member 
Tim Parker, Parker Groundwater, Sonoma Valley Advisory Committee Facilitator 
Holly Roberson, Legal Counsel 
Andy Rodgers, Santa Rosa Plain GSA Administrator 
Bob Anderson, Santa Rosa Plain Advisory Committee Chairman 
Valerie Quinto, Sonoma Resource Conservation District 
Colleen Ferguson, City of Sonoma 
Oriana Hart, City of Sonoma 
Dan Mayhew, Member of Public 
Danielle D'Amour, Member of Public 
Tom Conlon, Member of Public 
Robert Burney, Member of Public 
Rick Suerth, Member of Public 
Ann McIntyre, Member of Public 
Joey Giordano, Member of Public 
Mari Emmons, Member of Public 
Chris Rooney, Member of Public 
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Janice King, Member of Public 
Katherine Harkness, Member of Public 
Mary Wagner, Member of Public 
Kat Thurman, Member of Public 
Debbie Wallman, Member of Public 
Robert Aldridge, Member of Public 
Larry Davis, Member of Public 
David Graves, Member of Public 
Jay Gamel, Member of Public 
Chris Peterson, Member of Public 
Sarah Prior, Member of Public 
Shannon Kiser, Member of Public 
Nancy Kirwan, Member of Public 
Jack Sporer, Member of Public 
Angela, Member of Public 
Bill, Member of Public l 
Stacie, Member of Public 
George, Member of Public 
Steven, Member of Public 
Brian, Member of Public 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Board Meeting  

Draft Minutes 
 

February 28, 2022, 4:00 p.m. 
http://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/ 

 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo, called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m. and asked Ann DuBay, 
Administrator, to conduct roll call. Directors Mulas, Rabbitt, and Rogers were present. Director 
Ding and Chair Gorin were absent.  
 

2. Consider Emergency Resolution 001-2022 
Ann DuBay explained that Governor Newsom’s Executive Order for Emergency Meetings expired on 
September 30th. Since then, if the Board meets virtually, it needs to declare an emergency and pass 
a resolution which lasts for 30 days. The Board needs to pass Resolution 001-2022 to allow this 
meeting to take place remotely. 
 
Director Rogers moved to approve Emergency Resolution 001-2022 as presented, Director Rabbitt 
seconded. Motion passed 4-0-0. Director Ding and Chair Gorin were absent. 
 
Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – absent 
Chair Gorin – absent 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – aye 
Director Rogers – aye 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo - aye 

 

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

None. 
 
4. Consent Calendar 

a. Minutes, December 6, 2021 
b. Year-to-date Financial Report 
c. Year-to-date Member Agency Contributions 
d. Approve contract amendment to extend time for rural community engagement outreach 

contract 
 
Director Rogers noticed a reference to Petaluma Valley rather than Sonoma Valley on page 5 of the 
December 6, 2021, minutes, which needs correction. 

02.28.22 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes 1  
Page 16 of 70

https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/


Agenda Item: 4A, Attachment 2 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 
 
 

02.28.22 SV GSA Board Mtg Draft Minutes 2  

The Consent Calendar could not be approved as there wasn’t a majority present. Director Ding and 
Chair Gorin were absent; Director Mulas abstained as she wasn’t at the previous meeting. 
 
5. Directors/Subcommittee Report 
None. No public comment. 
 
6. Advisory Committee Report 
Fred Allebach, Advisory Committee Chair, said that the Advisory Committee members spent most of 
their time at the last meeting discussing the fee study. He looked forward to hearing Board input 
today and said he would hold his personal comments until later. No public comment. 
 
7. Information Items 

a. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update 
 

Marcus Trotta, hydrogeologist with Sonoma Water, technical support to the GSA, provided an 
update on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. He confirmed the Plan was successfully submitted 
to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and is available for public comment 
through April 23, 2022, at https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/preview/101. DWR gave notice that 
the Plan is deemed complete. They now have two years to approve or decide if corrective actions 
are needed. Trotta thanked the Board, Advisory Committee, community members, and technical, 
facilitation, grants, outreach, and administrative staff for the team effort in helping achieve the 
milestone. Trotta then gave an overview of primary initial implementation activities with existing 
funding sources, and Year 1 implementation activities pending funding availability. 
 
Board Comments 
Director Rogers – I am wondering why the emphasis on interconnected surface water when we 
don’t know if it is a problem with the aquifers or not. 
Trotta – That sustainability indicator is a challenge statewide. There are a lot of information gaps on 
the degree to which groundwater pumping influences surface water depletion and what the 
undesirable effects are. We developed an adaptive management plan to improve information on the 
connection between surface water and groundwater to determine if there is a problem or not. We 
are being proactive. 

Director Rogers – Considering the rate/fee study and everything going on right now, does the 
Board want to concentrate on this in the first two years? 

 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo – Do we know on which of the six deadly sins we will be spending capital or 
is it undecided at this time? 

Trotta – The two sustainability indicators where we flagged the bigger data gaps are seawater 
intrusion and surface water depletion. It is a good opportunity for the Advisory Committee and 
the Board to prioritize studies and projects for grant funding opportunities to come up with a 
more focused and detailed plan for how to prioritize the different data needs. This is work that 
we will want to have completed by September of this year. 
Director Rogers – Does it need to be decided before we do the budget? We are talking about an 
$800,000 budget for the first year, someone needs to pay for it, and we need to justify 
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expenditures. I don’t think we can do this today. Should we have budget subcommittees look at 
it? Valley of the Moon Water District isn’t ready yet to sign off on this budget. We don’t think 
we will get the second round of grant funding and if so, aquifer storage recovery is dead. We 
need it looked at and studied a little more. 

 Trotta – I agree with that. The September deadline was specific to grant funding. 
 
Public Comment 
Allebach – Is DWR going to look if the data gaps are closed? 

Trotta – We will learn more about how DWR views our proposal for interconnected surface 
water and data gaps. They have two years to complete the review, but they generally include 
corrective actions and recommendations. The Annual Reports are an opportunity to report on 
annual progress. It is the five-year update where we can demonstrate what we have done to 
address the data gaps and complete the things we committed to in the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan.  

 
b. Rate and Fee Study Update 

Vice-Chair Sangiacomo introduced Jerry Bradshaw of SCI Consulting. Bradshaw said that much work 
has advanced on the rate/fee study project. He said the reason for SCI to be at the meeting today is 
to show the progress made, provide fee options, and to have a discussion with the Board. He said 
the fee study is based in part on the 2019 study done by Raftelis and he verified that SCI used the 
2019 data in addition to 2022 GSP well data sources. Bradshaw provided updated pumping 
estimates, preliminary annual average costs, highlighted funding sources, fee options (fees or 
tax/assessment), and listed next steps. He asked for Board feedback on the below policy questions 
regarding costs/budgeting, fee structure, and timing and pace. 
 
Policy Questions 
Basis of Costs (Budgeting) 

• Budget for grant revenue (40% of costs) to keep rate down? 
• Include full, partial, or no repayment of prior member contributions? 
• Look to member agencies for future contributions to keep rates down? 

 
Fee Structure 

• Only groundwater users? 
• All water consumers? 

 
Timing & Pace 

• Implement in July 2022 and/or re-visit revenue structure in Year 2 or Year 3? 
Board Comments 
Director Rogers – The Farm Bureau sent out some information that implies everyone benefits from 
groundwater so the costs should be spread out. The Valley of the Moon Water District (VOMWD) 
would like to point out that VOMD and the City of Sonoma rate payers have been using Russian 
River water since the 1960s and that is an offset to the original plan of pumping groundwater. So, 
there are approximately 4000 acre-feet a year that the City of Sonoma and the Valley of the Moon 
Water provides. The cost of that water to our subscribers is $1,100 an acre-foot, more than anything 
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that well owners are being considered to pay. It has provided a significant benefit to farmers who 
use the aquifers, since we don’t use much groundwater. 
 
Director Mulas – I respect Director Rogers’ comment but while VOMWD and City users are helping 
in that, agriculture and rural residents have been contributing to the Warm Springs Dam project 
since its inception via our tax bill, and we are not entitled to the water that you are speaking of. I 
think we need to take everyone’s contributions respectfully and give credit where it is due. With 
regards to the presentation, I didn’t see anything representing livestock needs.  
 Bradshaw – I believe it is in the pasture category. Pasture has a water demand.  

Director Mulas – I was looking at in in terms of pasture to grow and not for livestock purposes. 
Trotta -There is a consideration for livestock in the pasture number. Most pasture is not 
irrigated with groundwater, that is why there is such a small acre-foot rate. 
Director Rabbitt – I am a strong proponent for spreading the rates far and wide, we should all 
be responsible for every component of the water system, whether it is surface water, 
groundwater, or recycled water. If you remove city residents in Petaluma Valley, you remove 80-
85% of the parcels in this basin. Even though I believe our aquifers are generally “in a good 
place”, the small number of parcels with wells, means that it is going to be expensive.  

 
Director Rogers – Is the number of wells 3,000 in Sonoma Valley? I was under the impression the 
number was closer to 1,500. Could we see a breakdown of the usage of the wells in the basin? 

Bradshaw – We can double-check it. 
Trotta – The dataset we are working with are somewhat incomplete. Some parcels are outside 
public water service providers and there is an assumption that there is a well. 

 Bradshaw – We have broken it up by tax parcel.  
 Director Rogers – Do you know where you have multiple parcels and one well? 

Bradshaw – The actual number of wells is not the complete data set we have. We looked at 
many sources for where we think there are wells. We looked at crop demands when there is no 
other water source. 
DuBay – The intent of the GUIDE program is to inform well owners that we are presuming 
certain usages. The well owners have an opportunity to respond. That can help clarify well 
ownership and number of wells. 

  
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo – The numbers are significant. Residential people need to worry about 
sustainability too. I agree with Director Rabbitt to spread a little bit of pain to a lot of people. I know 
you are working to make this fair for everyone. Sustainability for everyone is foremost in my mind. 
Keep in mind that people who have a well have costs to drill and maintain the well. 
Director Rogers – We understand that. Valley of the Moon is interested in sustainability. We need 
our wells for emergency water supply in case there is a problem with the aqueduct, and we spent a 
considerable amount of money on them. When you look at the proposed charges, it’s going to be a 
significant impact to our budget. We also believe that at some point, we need to know how much 
water people are taking out of the ground, we understand the need for conservation.  
 
Public Comment 
Mike Martini – I live in Santa Rosa. Thank you for all the work you have done with the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan over the last two years. Now you are getting to the more difficult job – how do 
we pay for this? I remind this Board of the public’s reaction to a $19 fee at the meeting in Finley Hall 
in 2019. How do we find an equitable way? 1) Know your costs for extraction per parcel and 
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examine your expenses closely. You are looking at an average cost of about $500,000 per basin in 
operational costs, that is a bureaucracy of nearly one and a half million dollars a year to operate this 
Plan. This is extremely high; it needs some attention. 2) We all talk about the benefits of extraction 
of the groundwater, we also need to look at the benefits of recharge. 3) A challenge you have is that 
much of what you are doing is based on assumptions. It isn’t clear where dairies fall into this, they 
could be significant water users. During every drought, people will reduce the amount of water they 
use but fixed costs don’t go down. Then rates are increased to make up the difference. You need to 
come up with a plan for a cap that limits the increase you are going to add as people start using less 
water. Thank you. 
 
Fred Allebach – In terms of parcel tax, it seems like the way to spread the pain the most is over all 
the basin stakeholders, that would be a way to bring in a rationale for environmental and 
disadvantaged communities’ beneficial use. It doesn’t seem like this is in the study, it seems it is all 
about well and property owners. Groundwater is a private property right and a common pool 
resource, it seems like the fee study is leaning toward the property rights aspect. You are alluding 
that a parcel tax is not the best idea but the one that would spread the pain the most. It would bring 
in the most stakeholders and possibly best address the fairness aspect. Demand management is key. 
 
Board Comments re Policy Questions 
Director Rogers – I would budget with grant funding with the assumption that if it doesn’t come in, 
it wouldn’t be a crisis, but some things might not get done. I think you need to keep the costs down. 
VOMWD would like to get its money back, but we aren’t in a hurry. 
 
Director Mulas – Have the other GSAs given feedback on full or partial repayment? 

DuBay – Petaluma Valley said they don’t need to be paid back if other agencies go that route. 
Santa Rosa Plain virtually eliminated the idea of agency payback. 

 
Director Rabbitt – I will say the same thing I said at the Petaluma Valley GSA Board meeting, 
Sonoma County wouldn’t expect to be paid back. 
 
Director Mulas – If other agencies expect payment, we would be in line to expect some return as 
well, but we would support whatever the other contributing agencies recommend. 
 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo – I think the North Bay Water District would feel the same way. 
 
Director Mulas – Maybe we should take the repayment out of the budget right now. With regards to 
grants, could we lower the assumed amount to 20%? 

Bradshaw – We could easily put that into the rate study. It can always be revisited in a year or 
two. 
Scott Morris – To start lower and then raise fee rate is problematic but the other way around is 
easy. 
Bradshaw – Yes, problematic from a political standpoint as well as having to go through the 
process again. 

 
Director Rogers – I guess I am the only one here who thinks the budget is too high. Some projects 
could be suspended if we don’t get the grant funding. If all other Board members think $800K is a 
fine budget, go for it, but after looking at a lot of budgets, I don’t see it right now. 
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8. Action Items 
a. Administrative, grant administration, outreach, and technical services. Information on 

process for future administrative and grant administration services and provide direction on 
future technical services. 

Ann DuBay explained that administrative, grant administration, outreach, and technical contracts 
are coming to an end on June 30, 2022. Sonoma Water has been providing grant, technical and 
outreach services to all basins. They have also provided administrative services to Sonoma Valley 
and Petaluma Valley. West Yost has been providing administrative services to Santa Rosa Plain. 
Going forward Ann DuBay said Sonoma Water will no longer be providing administrative or grant 
administration services to Sonoma and Petaluma Valleys, but Sonoma Water is interested in 
continuing to provide outreach and technical services. Staff proposes doing one joint Request for 
Proposals (RFP) for administrative and grant admin services to be done by one administrator for all 
three basins. The RFP was issued this week, proposals will be due late March, and interviews will be 
held in April. Ideally, all contracts will be in place by July 1, 2022. DuBay said she is asking for the 
Board to appoint a member to the administrator selection process and to provide feedback to staff 
regarding entering new contracts with Sonoma Water for technical and outreach services or issuing 
Requests for Qualifications. 
 
Chair Gorin will be reaching out to the Board regarding appointing a member of the administrator 
selection process and to provide feedback to staff. 
 

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

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

Director Mulas moved to receive and accept the audit, as presented, Director Rogers seconded. 
Motion passed 4-0-0.  
 
Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – absent 
Chair Gorin – absent 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – aye 
Director Rogers – aye 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo – aye 

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

Ann DuBay explained that the JPA requires adopting a preliminary budget before the start of the 
upcoming fiscal year. Today’s presentation requests review and acceptance of the Fiscal Year 2022-
23 preliminary budget. DuBay summarized the FY21-22 budget and the proposed preliminary FY22-
23 budget. The proposed budget does not include reserves or new grants. Director Rogers is willing 
to work in the budget group. Vice-Chair Sangiacomo offered to be the second person if neither 
Director Ding nor Chair Gorin are interested. 
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Director Rabbitt moved to accept the preliminary budget to move forward, Director Mulas 
seconded. Motion passed 4-0-0. 
 
Roll call Vote: 
Director Ding – absent 
Chair Gorin – absent 
Director Mulas – aye 
Director Rabbitt – aye 
Director Rogers – aye 
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo – aye 
 
9. Legal Counsel, Plan Manager and Administrator Report 

The Plan and Administrator report are in the packet. No report from Legal Counsel. No Board or 
Public comments. 
 
10. Adjournment  
Vice-Chair Sangiacomo adjourned the meeting at 5:58 p.m. 
 
Other Meeting Attendees  
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, Administrative Aide (recording minutes) 
Scott Morris, Legal Counsel 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting 
Valerie Flores, SCI Consulting 
Brett Bradford, Pisenti & Brinker 
Fred Allebach, Chair, Advisory Committee 
Mike Martini, Member of Public 
Pat, Member of Public 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Consent Calendar 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 2021-22 Year-to-Date Budget and Member Agency Contributions 

Summary: As of February 15, the Agency income is $415,729 for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 2021 (member agency contributions including in-kind services and grant revenues) and expenses are 
$155,718. 

Background 
This financial report covers the 2021-22 fiscal year. The Agency’s total final budget for FY 2021-22 includes 
projected revenues of $974,350, and expenditures of $1,123,950.  

Income: Budgeted member agency cash contributions total $115,000 plus in-kind contributions of 
$125,000. To date, invoices totaling $115,000 have been issued to member agencies for cash contributions 
and $108,334 has been received. Invoices to California Department of Water Resources are invoiced 
quarterly, and $211,916 has been received for Q1 2021-22 services. 

Expenses: As of February 15, 2022, the agency received invoices for services totaling $155,718. 

Staff Recommendation  
Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report. 

Vote Requirement 
Majority. 

List of Attachments 
1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2021-22
2. Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2021-22

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

1 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY  21-22

Final
Budget

FY 21-22
YTD

As of 2.15.22Account Account Description

42360 State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68)   734,350   211,916
42601 County of Sonoma   45,000   45,000
42618 City of Sonoma   25,000   25,000
42627 Special Districts   45,000   45,000
42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues               849,350            326,916

46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water)   125,000   88,812
46000   Total Miscellaneous Revenues               125,000              88,812

Grand Total Revenues               974,350            415,729

51041 Insurance - Liability  4,000   1,683
51201 Administration Services   90,000   8,306
51206 Accounting/Auditing Services  6,600   5,100
51207 Client  Accounting Services (County)   10,000   4,147
51212 Outside Counsel - Legal Advice   80,000   26,980
51226 Consulting Services   774,350   18,520
51244 Permits/License/Fees (well registration)   30,000
51249 In-kind services (Sonoma Water)   125,000   80,506
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land  1,500
51803 Consulting Services -  10,476
51916 County Services Chgs  1,500

        Subtotal Services            1,122,950  155,718
52021  Clothing, Uniforms, Personal
52031 Food 500 
52091 Memberships (ACWA for JPIA)  -
52111 Office Supplies  -
52117 Mail and Postage Supplies 500 
52118 Printing and Binding Supplies

            Subtotal Supplies  1,000  -
51000   Total Services and Supplies            1,123,950            155,718

Grand Total Expenditures            1,123,950            155,718

Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance              (149,600)            260,011
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MEMBER AGENCY
TOTAL 

CONTRIBUTION
First Invoice: Due 

10/15/21 Received
Second Invoice: 
Due 12/30/21 Received

Third Invoice:  
Due 3/30/22 Received

County of Sonoma  $ 45,000 45,000$   45,000$    
City of Sonoma  $ 25,000 25,000$   25,000$    
Sonoma RCD  $ 10,000 3,334$   3,334$   3,333$   3,333$   3,333$   

North Bay Water District  $ 10,000 3,334$   3,334$   3,333$   3,333$   3,333$   
Sonoma County Water 
Agency (in kind)  $ 125,000 
Valley of the Moon WD  $ 25,000 25,000$    25,000$    -$  -$  
TOTAL  $ 240,000 101,668$          101,668$    6,666$              6,666$     6,666$           
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 1 
 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Consent Calendar 
 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:   Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Fiscal Year 2021-22 Year-to-Date Budget and Member Agency Contributions 
 
 
Summary: As of April 14, the Agency income is $367,118 for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 2021 (member agency contributions including in-kind services and grant revenues) and expenses are 
$165,112. 
 

 
Background  
This financial report covers the 2021-22 fiscal year. The Agency’s total final budget for FY 2021-22 includes 
projected revenues of $974,350, and expenditures of $1,123,950.  
 
Income: Budgeted member agency cash contributions total $115,000 plus in-kind contributions of 
$125,000. To date, member agencies have paid $115,000. Invoices to California Department of Water 
Resources are invoiced quarterly, and $163,306 has been received for Q1 2021-22 services. 
 
Expenses: As of April 14, 2022, the expenses for services have totalled $165,112. 
  
Staff Recommendation  
Accept the financial report and member agency contribution report. 
 
Vote Requirement 
Majority. 
 
List of Attachments 

1. Agency Financial Report, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2021-22 
2. Member agency contributions, Year-to-Date, for Fiscal Year 2021-22 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY  21-22

Final
Budget

FY 21-22
YTD

As of 4.14.22Account Account Description

42360 State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68) 734,350              163,306           
42601 County of Sonoma 45,000                 45,000             
42618 City of Sonoma 25,000                 25,000             
42627 Special Districts 45,000                 45,000             
42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues 849,350              278,306           

46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 125,000              88,812             
46000   Total Miscellaneous Revenues 125,000              88,812             

Grand Total Revenues 974,350              367,118           

51041 Insurance - Liability 4,000 2,002                
51201 Administration Services 90,000                 8,306                
51206 Accounting/Auditing Services 6,600 5,100                
51207 Client  Accounting Services (County) 10,000                 6,144                
51212 Outside Counsel - Legal Advice 80,000                 25,584             
51226 Consulting Services 774,350              26,994             
51244 Permits/License/Fees (well registration) 30,000                 
51249 In-kind services (Sonoma Water) 125,000              80,506             
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 1,500 
51803 Consulting Services - 10,476 
51916 County Services Chgs 1,500 

        Subtotal Services 1,122,950           165,112           
52021  Clothing, Uniforms, Personal
52031 Food 500 
52091 Memberships (ACWA for JPIA) - 
52111 Office Supplies - 
52117 Mail and Postage Supplies 500 
52118 Printing and Binding Supplies

            Subtotal Supplies 1,000 - 
51000   Total Services and Supplies 1,123,950           165,112           

Grand Total Expenditures 1,123,950           165,112           

Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance (149,600)             202,006           

1 Page 27 of 70



Agenda Item 4C, Attachment 2 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

MEMBER AGENCY
TOTAL 

CONTRIBUTION
First Invoice: Due 

10/15/21 Received
Second Invoice: 
Due 12/30/21 Received

Third Invoice:  
Due 3/30/22 Received

County of Sonoma  $ 45,000 45,000$                45,000$         
City of Sonoma  $ 25,000 25,000$                25,000$         
Sonoma RCD  $ 10,000 3,334$                  3,334$           3,333$                  3,333$       3,333$              3,333$      

North Bay Water District  $ 10,000 3,334$                  3,334$           3,333$                  3,333$       3,333$              3,333$      
Sonoma County Water 
Agency (in kind)  $ 125,000 
Valley of the Moon WD  $ 25,000 25,000$                25,000$         -$  -$  
TOTAL  $ 240,000 101,668$          101,668$    6,666$              6,666$     6,666$           6,666$    
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Consent Calendar 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT: Contract Amendment, SCI Consulting Group Community Engagement 

Summary: Consider extending contract for rural community engagement strategies, polling, and 
revenue recommendations with SCI Consulting through December 31, 2021. 

Background 
On October 1, 2020, the GSA executed a contract with SCI Consulting Group for Consultant Services for 
rural community engagement strategies, polling, and revenue recommendations. The project was fully 
funded by Proposition 68 funding from the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 

A survey of Sonoma Valley groundwater basin well owners was developed in consultation with an all-basin 
liaison group, including Director Sangiacomo. The survey was mailed in December 2020 and completed 
surveys were received through January 2021. The survey was followed by a basin-specific focus group, plus 
two all-basin focus groups. The information from the survey and focus groups were used to revamp 
sonomacountygroundwater.org website (a landing page for people seeking information about 
groundwater) and to develop messaging that resonates with rural well owners. The final product, an 
analysis of revenue options, was submitted in December 2021. 

Proposed Contract Amendment 
The contract officially ended on June 30, 2021. However, work continued through October with an SCI 
subconsultant to complete rural engagement products and with SCI to complete the revenue options 
report. The proposed amendment would extend the time of the contract to December 31, 2021. This 
extension will allow the GSA to submit project invoices to DWR for reimbursement. No additional funds 
would be added. 

Fiscal Information 
Without the extension, project invoices for July-October 2021 cannot be submitted to DWR for 
reimbursement. 

Staff Recommendation 
Authorize the Administrator to extend to December 31, 2021, the contract with SCI Consulting Group. 

Vote Requirement 
Majority. 

1 

Page 29 of 70



2 

Agenda Item: 4D 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 

List of Attachments 

1. Contract amendment.

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 
to the 

CONTRACT FOR CONSULTANT SERVICES FOR SONOMA COUNTY GROUNDWATER 
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCIES RURAL COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES, POLLING AND 

REVENUE RECOMMENDATIONS 
between the 

SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 
and 

SCI CONSULTING GROUP 

Dated October 1, 2020 

This Amendment No. 1 ("Amendment') to the Contract for Consultant Services for Sonoma County 
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies Rural Community Engagement Strategies, Polling and Revenue 

Recommendations ("Contract") between the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
("Agency") and Sci Consulting Group 

("SCI") dated October 1, 2020 is made and entered into this 25th day of April, 2022 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, Agency and SCI executed the Contract for community engagement strategies through 
June 30,2021; and 

WHEREAS, Agency desires to amend the Contract to extend the Term of the Contract. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED by the parties hereto to amend the Contract as follows: 

1. Term:  The Term of the Contract, as set forth in the introduction of the Contract, is hereby 
extended until December 31, 2021. 

2. Except as expressly provided herein, nothing in this Amendment shall be deemed to waive 
or modify any of the other provisions of the Contract. In the event of any conflict between this 
Amendment and the Contract, the terms of this Amendment No. 1 shall prevail. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Amendment as the date herein set forth. 

SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 

By: 
 Ann DuBay 
 Administrator, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

By: 
 John Bliss 
 President, SCI Consulting Group 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: 
Scott Morris, General Counsel 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

1 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

 
 
TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:   Ann DuBay, GSA Administrator, and Fred Allebach, Chair, Advisory Committee 
SUBJECT:  Advisory Committee Report 
 
 
Summary: Update on recent activities and decisions made by the Advisory Committee 
  
 

Background 
Summary of GSA Advisory Committee activities in March and April: 

• The Advisory Committee met in March and discussed the rate and fee study; received an update 
from Permit Sonoma on projects funded by Proposition 68; and received an update on the Annual 
Report. 

Feedback/ Action/Decisions 
• Advisory Committee members provided feedback on funding policy questions, including the 

budget for grant revenue, the fee structure and timing of fee implementation, as follows: 
o Assumption that grant revenue will cover 40% of costs – only one member provided 

feedback on this issue, he thought the 40% assumption was too high. 
o Fee should apply to only groundwater users or all water consumers? Responses were 

mixed, with one person feeling that users should pay and one person feeling that the 
costs should be more broadly shared. Three AC members expressed concerns about the 
overall costs. 

o Timing (adopt a fee now or wait for a year or two until have better knowledge) – No one 
commented on this question. 

• Advisory Committee members asked many clarifying questions and shared thoughts about 
presenting the information at the March community meeting. 

• Robert Pennington, Permit Sonoma, provided an update on the items being conducted by Permit 
Sonoma through the Proposition 68 grant, including: 

o Modifications to well permitting process and database 
o Modernization of groundwater monitoring program 
o Groundwater User Information Data Exchange 

• The Advisory Committee members asked multiple questions regarding the permitting process and 
discussed whether the GSA should be reviewing non-de minimis well permit applications. The AC 
would like to have a deeper discussion about policy options that are related to Permit Sonoma 
and other land use agencies. 

• Marcus Trotta gave an overview of the information that will be included in the GSA’s first annual 
report. The Advisory Committee members asked clarifying questions. 

1 
 

 

Page 32 of 70



 
Agenda Item: 6 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 
 

 

2 
 

Next Steps/ Meeting 
• The next Advisory Committee meeting will take place on May 10, 2022.  
• Members will meet with the rate and fee consultants and discuss GSP policy options. The 

committee will also provide ideas regarding updating the community engagement plan. 

 
Advisory Committee Meeting Packets 
To view Advisory Committee meeting agendas and packets, visit www.sonomavalleygroundwater.org. 
 
Type of vote required 
None, information only. 
 
Fiscal Information 
No fiscal impact. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
None. 
 
List of Attachments 

1. DRAFT March meeting summary 
 
Contact  
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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DRAFT 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency  

Advisory Committee Meeting 
March 8, 2022 | Draft Meeting Summary 

 
 

 
Location: Zoom 
Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), Administrator 
Email: Ann.Dubay@scwa.ca.gov I Phone: 707.524-8378 
 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review 
Tim Parker, Advisory Committee Facilitator, opened the meeting at 3:01 p.m. and welcomed the group.  
He said that neither the Chair nor Vice-Chair could attend today’s meeting. Ann DuBay conducted roll call.  
 
General Public Comments 
Roger Peters – I have three questions. 1) Carneros Winery – an application was submitted in 2016 to 
expand the winery from 250,000 cases to 2.5 million cases. It was going to be approved by Permit Sonoma 
with a waiver of hearing. I believe there was a question about water use. That application used Zone 1 
characterization. It raises the question, at what point does the GSA provide input into these kinds of 
proceedings? Who from the GSA will submit comment? 2) Amazon project on Hwy 121, it is under review 
and referral, comments were due on February 28. Referral included a study by BA engineering that 
addressed the impact on groundwater and saltwater intrusion. I don’t know if the agency submitted any 
comments, it raises the question of Permit Sonoma and Sonoma Water looking at things and this agency 
looking at things. Who is handling what? 3) Sonoma Developmental Center – there is a scoping memo out 
now for CEQA purposes, comments are due on February 28. Will GSA provide comments on scoping? Who 
is handling what? 
 DuBay – Robert Pennington will provide some of that information in his presentation today. 

Vicki Hill – Thank you for bringing up the projects. One small correction, the scoping deadline for 
SDC is March 25, not February 28. I look forward to hearing the response from Rob Pennington. 

 
Agenda and Schedule Review 
Tim Parker reviewed the day’s agenda and upcoming calendar. Our next meeting is May 10, this is the last 
opportunity to provide rate/fee input before the community meeting on March 29. We will do a follow up 
by way of notes or a survey to gather input on the rate/fee study as there are so few Advisory Committee 
members here today. 
 

Action Items Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Summary 
 
 Create narrative for 10% conservation explaining conservation goals to ag community – DONE 
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Questions/Comments 
Jim Bundschu – Regarding recycled water and the existing contract with Napa Valley and the Bay 
restoration project. It was discussed at our last meeting, and I had requested that someone continue to 
monitor that contract so that Sonoma Valley basin can claw back some of that recycled water. I would like 
the action to be that someone from staff follow up with that. 

DuBay – Sonoma County Sanitation District has staff who monitor the contracts, are you asking 
for GSA staff to monitor it? 
Bundschu – There is no sense doubling effort. The contract is not negotiable until 2024. I would 
just like to ensure it is addressed. 

 DuBay – We will check in with the staff in charge of the project. 
Greg Carr – Let’s contact the district and come back to this group at the next meeting with an 
answer – who is monitoring it/is it being monitored? 

 
There was no review/approval of the previous meeting summary because there wasn’t a quorum. 
 
Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Inform AC of Rate and Fee Study progress and receive AC input on key elements 
 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting gave an update on the Rate and Fee Study progress. He provided an 
overview of the background, well data sources, funding sources, budget, and timing. Bradshaw was 
looking for input from the Advisory Committee in preparation for the Community workshops. 
 
Tim Parker asked if we should eliminate the wellhead fee as it needs to go for voter approval. Mr. 
Bradshaw reminded everyone that the wellhead fee option is not proportionate, everyone would pay the 
same regardless of how much they pump. 
 
Considerations/Questions for Fee Structure 
Basis of Costs 
Budget for grant revenue (approximately 40% of costs) to keep rates down? 
 
Fee Structure 
Only groundwater users? 
All water consumers? 
 
Timing and Pace 
Implement in July 2022 and/or re-visit revenue structure in Year 2 or Year 3? 
 
Questions/Comments 
Vicki Hill – I agree with Jerry Bradshaw about disproportionate effects. 
 
Greg Carr – I lean towards ‘nailing’ the users. I like the regulatory fee for groundwater pumpers, and 
parcel tax for general. I am skeptical about passing a parcel tax, especially with current economy. I would 
like to say that the groundwater users will pay the bulk of the fees. Throw out the wellhead fee. I would 
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like to see a carve out, maybe under Prop 218 fee for property owners who contribute water to the 
groundwater basin/recharge. The more complicated the fees are, the more accurate they probably are. 
The agencies that have been paying for this, they are supported by rate payers, and they won’t want to 
pay twice. On the grants, I think we need to assume that no grants will be available. The initial budget 
should assume no grants, down the road it is easier to reduce a fee rather than charge more. 
 
Norman Gilroy – In Option A there are 3000 well parcels, and in Option B, there are 12,600 parcels, four 
times as many. I would expect the cost to drop to 25%. You said there was a difference. What is it?  

Bradshaw – Even though parcels quadruple, the bulk of the pumpage is on ag parcels. Even if you 
add 8000 parcels paying at a half acre-foot per resident, it doesn’t change the math as much as 
we thought.  
Gilroy – Are you saying that the parcels at the lower rate are in the ag or rural residential 
category? 
Bradshaw – The 8,000-9,000 additional parcels are mostly city parcels. 
 

Gilroy – If I were presented with this document, I would want to see the benefits laid out in a much more 
detailed way. Not theoretical benefits, but real benefits. I saw very little of that justification in Santa Rosa 
Plain. This is going to come up more and more as we talk about fees. I think we should include one to 
two slides that demonstrate in detail how we protect the water supply and groundwater, and recharge 
groundwater deprived areas. There are ways to connect administrative costs with benefits; I think we 
should look for ways to do that. I heard again the issue of well users not having any costs. Well users 
would say we have considerable expense with installation, maintenance, and repair. It isn’t that well 
owners have zero costs and piped users have no costs. It needs some recognition; it would be good 
politics. I think the issue of state intervention should be played carefully; it sounds like a threat. It isn’t 
good politics to threaten the folks. I would like to see an explanation of what Mr. Bradshaw just 
explained to me about option A to option B, maybe a sub paragraph to that slide. 
 
Carr – Follow-up to Mr. Gilroy’s comment. Once we have a short list of options, it would be good to 
provide specific numbers for specific examples of properties. 
 
Gilroy – I presume these numbers are based on the first year or is it an average?  

Bradshaw – The costs are based on average. They start low and go higher in year three and four 
when doing your Plan update, data gaps, it is an average of five years. 
Gilroy – And it would be expected in the higher years that there wouldn’t be grants available from 
the state to cover those costs? 

 Bradshaw – If grants come in, they could cover large costs in year three and four, and maybe five. 
Gilroy – What happens if the costs in a year are less than expected? Does it go in the next year’s 
fund? 
Bradshaw – Absolutely. If costs go down, they could lower fees commensurate with what the five- 
year fiscal plan looks like at the time. 

 Gilroy – Would rate change year by year? 
Bradshaw – They very well could, we are structuring the rate to be the same for all five years. If 
rates need to be increased, the agency will have to go through a formal process to raise the rate. 
If the rate can be lowered, the agency can simply decide to reduce it. 
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Bundschu – $165 in Option A is very expensive. I am curious as far as acre-feet used and growers being 
asked to cut by 10%. I assume costs would go up a little bit because you pump fewer acre-feet. The wine 
industry is very competitive. If we can’t review the fees for five years and the cost of grapes go up, we 
become less competitive in the wine industry. On budgeting, there is more than a quarter million for 
data collection and operating costs of $479,000. That is a lot. There is some overlap, there might be 
some ways to save money in that budget. I am surprised at the expense. Government fees generally go 
up over a period of years. I hope we can review the first five years more quickly and compare what it 
costs us growers here compared to other basins per acre-feet to be sure we are somewhat equitable 
with their costs. 

Trotta (chat) – On cost of operational/admin budget versus data collection. The $479K listed for 
operations/admin includes approximately $147,000 for annual routine data collection and 
reporting required by SGMA. The $260,000 compared, cited is for filling identified data gaps and 
improving monitoring networks. 

 
Steve Wolf – I congratulate Jim Bundschu on his questions. I like what Greg Carr and Norman Gilroy have 
to say. I don’t have a strong position yet on which fee method to follow. 
 
Hill – Just looking on the surface, I like the option that applies to all the parcels but have there been any 
studies on how the lower economic communities would either be proportionately or disproportionately 
affected by these options? Is one option going to impact them more than another based on the 
demographics of the valley? 

Bradshaw – We haven’t singled out an equity study. We have looked at types of crops that might 
have to pay higher rates than other crops. The per acre-foot has some equity built in but we 
haven’t focused on the impacts of the lower income communities. 

 
Carr – If we were to pull out some project management actions that benefit certain areas, that could 
reduce the fees generally. The downside of that is that people in affected areas will pay more. 
 Bradshaw – We can look at that. 
 
Bundschu – I hope that a member of staff looks at costs of water in other basins so it can be compared to 
our basin, it is important we stay competitive with other areas. 
 
Carr (chat) – Are mutual water companies included as "public system pumpers? 
 Trotta (chat) – Yes, they fall under Small Public Systems. 
 
Public comment 
Roger Peters – I am not clear on how the Prop 218 approach works. Is the proportionality applied to 
proportional uses of groundwater or all water? 

Bradshaw – We are in discussion with Legal Counsel to know what our boundaries are going into 
this. Proportionality is a strict requirement but there are different ways to calculate 
proportionality. We are still exploring to know if it is a viable option. 
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Permit Sonoma Progress 
Objective: Provide information on Permit Sonoma tasks. 
 
Robert Pennington presented the Prop 68 funded projects that Permit Sonoma is working on currently. 
 
Questions/Comments 
Carr – Thank you for the update, good to see the progress. 
 
Ken Johnson – I did notice on your form, that you have the state well numbering included in the 
application process. Is the state well number something you already have before you drill? 

Pennington – That would not be on the application, but it is a required field prior to the work 
permit. 
Johnson – You talked a little about maintenance and management – we’ll hear more about that 
when it is more standardized? 

 Pennington – We will be preparing a report and will get it to you when it is available. 
 
Hill – You have a new, more extensive well permitting application. You are asking well owners to update 
their information? Are you going to be asking for new information from “old” wells? Is there a process to 
do that? 
 Pennington – We don’t plan to go back in time, it is for wells moving forward. 
 Hill – On the GUIDE system, what is water usage estimate based on? 

Pennington – The GUIDE program is intended to provide information to the public that was used 
for the fee/study. 
Hill – Some newer projects such as wineries need to be monitored when they get a well permit. 
How does that jive with the estimates you are making? Actual uses could be different from your 
estimate per acre. 
Pennington – For parcels that have water meters, actual water use could be used instead of 
estimates. Not all the information has been brought into the fee study but could be used to 
update the database. 
Marcus Trotta – That is where the GUIDE program comes in. Well owners can see water 
estimated for their parcel and have an opportunity to provide information. 

 Hill – Seems like it would be useful. 
 
Norman Gilroy – Thank you for your presentation. I am delighted to see we are making headway in this 
area. I wonder if the database could be adjusted to include cumulative demand from new applications as 
they are approved. It would be nice to see, maybe annually, how much is being approved in land use 
approvals and how much groundwater use is being approved in land use approvals. Since you have an 
actual groundwater reporting, it would be good to see actual reporting. We are constantly trying to figure 
out the effect this use combined with another use is having. Need to bring some data together. Can it be 
added? 

Pennington – The database hasn’t been set up for this, but it probably could be added without 
too much more work. 
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Johnson – The opportunity for review is a great opportunity. I would expand the scope of potential 
reviews for permitting to include things like conjunctive use, applications, and recharge projects. I 
endorse the opportunity to do reviews for discretionary applications of all kinds that impact any 
groundwater – whether putting it in or taking it out. 
 
Hill (chat) – I support the combination approach for GSA review.  I would include the two acre-feet per 
year as the only criterion. 
 
Gilroy – We have talked a long time about the land-use side of the GSA. We sent a report to GSA staff 
about seawater intrusion potential for a project in the southern end of the valley, asking for input. If there 
were a system where we could be assured on the public side that these things are looked at in the context 
of the Plan, it would make the Plan more meaningful. We need to think a little more carefully about the 
combination approach. Vicki Hill’s approach might be a good way to do it. 
 
Carr – I think having a close relationship with Permit Sonoma is important. I was skeptical about reviewing 
projects and that comes from a concern over holding public hearings with project applicants and the 
process. Maybe Permit Sonoma can come back to us to explain how it could work. I am more interested in 
having our role be one of advising Permit Sonoma on how to maintain and improve a database of water 
use, to recommend how projects manage their water, and to recommend when applications should b be 
metering their water after their approval, I think that is a more constructive role. There needs to be a 
management side of this that looks at all the monitoring. It needs to focus on where groundwater is being 
proposed for extraction. The point about recharge is a good one. I am still not convinced reviewing 
projects is the right thing for us.  
 
Public comments 
Roger Peters – I am not sure how the public would react to showing parcel- by-parcel water use. 
Consumption, be it electrical or water, is considered private information.  

Pennington – At this point, only average data is presented. We may need to check with Legal 
Counsel if we can show actual use.  
 

Roger Peters – I agree with Greg Carr on land-use management and monitoring, it is equally or more 
important to the GSA and the county in understanding the impacts of a particular project and the 
cumulative impact of other projects in the area. 
 
GSP Annual Report 
Objective: Provide update and receive feedback.   
 
Marcus Trotta shared key figures and findings of the 2021 water year Annual Report. He also provided 
implementation progress and plan water year 2022 activities. Trotta is hoping to have a draft report for 
the Advisory Committee to review by this Friday, you will have two weeks to review it: be on the lookout 
for the report via email later this week. 
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Questions/Comments 
Johnson– Question on presentation slide 41/Figure 3-11. It reads zero to negative 0.5, that range is bigger 
than our criteria. 
 Trotta – It is an error and was corrected, I must have grabbed the wrong slide. It should read 0.05.  
 
Johnson – Do we have a sense for when the State will pass judgment on our Plan? 

Trotta – They have two years, and they took almost two years to provide comment on the 
critically over drafted basins.  
Johnson – Some of the margins around the valley show an increased in storage, interesting for the 
weather we have had this last year. 

 
No public comments. 
Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee and for AC to ask questions if 
needed.  
 
Andrea Rodriguez – The Outreach Working Group met to discuss the next Community Engagement Plan 
on February 8 with participants from all basins. The main themes of the engagement plan are: 
 

• Use the new Portrait of Sonoma County in identifying disadvantaged communities 
• Rate and Fee: Need to have a clear understanding of why and the benefit 
• Education message: We all need to conserve water/longevity of the aquifer for future generations  

 
Next steps include drafting a community engagement plan and meeting with the work group on revisions 
to bring back to the Advisory Committee for feedback. Ann DuBay noted the upcoming Community 
meeting dates and said that the March 29 is a virtual meeting. As it is challenging to get feedback in 
virtual settings, we will include breakout sessions. Let Ann DuBay know if you can attend the meeting and 
are willing to serve as a facilitator for a breakout session. A postcard will go to the printers on Monday, 
there will be a press release, as well as an announcement in our monthly mailing. Additionally, we will 
have information for you to share with your stakeholder groups. We anticipate having a good number of 
public attendees given the subject of fees. 
 
No public comments. 
 
Review Action Items and ask for any Closing Comments 
 
Carr – I would like to suggest an action item for our May meeting to ask staff to come back with a 
conceptual outline of how we might interface with Permit Sonoma on policy options that are included in 
the Management Actions section of our Groundwater Sustainability Plan and some options how the GSA 
might work with Permit Sonoma on each management action, and a conceptual outline of how the 
requests to have discretionary projects are reviewed by the GSA. I think it will help inform us about what 
we really should be doing and the best use of our time.  
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 Action item from Greg Carr above. 
 Staff to contact the district and come back to this group at the next meeting with an answer – 

who is monitoring the Napa Valley and salt pond restoration existing recycled water contract/is 
it being monitored? 

 Staff to do a follow up by way of notes or a survey to gather input on the rate/fee study as 
there are so few Advisory Committee members here today. 

 
Tim Parker thanked the Advisory Committee for the great dialogue and closed the meeting at 5:24 p.m. 
 
Attendees: 
Advisory Committee Members (present) 
Jim Bundschu 
Greg Carr 
Caitlin Cornwall – joined late 
Norman Gilroy – joined late 
Vicki Hill 
Kenneth Johnson – joined late 
Matt Stornetta – joined late 
Steve Wolf – joined late 
 
Advisory Committee Members (absent/excused) 
Fred Allebach 
Taylor Serres 
Jane Whitsett 
 
Staff/Presenters 
Ann DuBay, Sonoma Valley GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Sonoma Water, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting summary) 
Robert Pennington, Permit Sonoma 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 
 
Facilitator 
Tim Parker 
 
Members of Public 
Kimberly Bowman, DWR 
Christian Kallen 
Roger Peters 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

 

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

Summary: The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was submitted on January 29, 2022, by the 
Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and initial implementation activities are 
underway. This update provides an overview of in-progress and near-term planned activities for the 
following implementation components: annual monitoring and reporting, communication, and 
stakeholder engagement, addressing data gaps, land use planning and well permitting coordination, and 
projects and management actions. 
 

Background 
Section 7 of the Sonoma Valley GSP provides the implementation plan which describes the scope and 
schedule for activities needed to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and 
achieve sustainability by 2042. 

Update on GSP Implementation Activities  
The following provides a status update and summary of the primary ongoing and near-term activities 
associated with the implementation plan: 
 
Annual Monitoring and Reporting 
Monitoring of the five applicable sustainability indicators is a key component for successful 
implementation of the GSP. Routine annual monitoring conducted since submittal of the GSP has included 
the compilation, evaluation and reporting of datasets related to each of the six sustainability indicators for 
the annual report and planning the coordination of spring groundwater-level measurements amongst the 
various groups and entities involved in groundwater-level data collection. 
 
SGMA requires that, following adoption of a GSP, GSAs annually report on the condition of the basin and 
show that the GSP is being implemented in a manner that will likely achieve the sustainability goal for the 
basin. GSA staff began developing the Water Year (WY) 2021 Annual Report in January 2022 for Sonoma 
Valley which includes background information on the GSA and GSP, a summary of the plan area and 
hydrogeologic setting, WY 2021 conditions and status of sustainability indicators, and a summary of 
planned and in-progress GSP implementation activities.  GSA staff provided an overview of the key findings 
and figures from the draft annual report at the advisory committee’s March meeting and provided review 
drafts of the annual report to the advisory committee on March 25, 2022.  Comments were received from 
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three advisory committee members and one advisory committee member indicated that they had no 
comments on the annual report.  Staff addressed applicable comments and prepared a final report, which 
was submitted to DWR on April 1, 2022.  The final report can be viewed at DWR’s SGMA Portal at this 
location https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/submitted and on the GSA’s website at 
https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/annual-reports/. The following provides information related to 
conditions within the Subbasin from the executive summary of the WY 2021 annual report: 

• Using the methodology for classifying water years during implementation of the GSP, WY 2020 is 
classified as a normal year and WY 2021 is classified as a very dry year.  Although the region also 
experienced well-below average rainfall and very dry conditions in WY 2020, it is classified as a 
normal year using the GSP methodology which applies a 3-year rolling weighted average to the 
combined yearly precipitation record, as groundwater recharge has a latency to precipitation, 
infiltration and other processes. The GSP also uses the US Drought Monitor’s Long Term Drought 
Indicator Blend to assess for drought conditions for GSP implementation purposes, which indicate 
that WY 2020 is classified as abnormally dry and WY 2021 is classified as an extreme drought.   

• Groundwater levels were generally lower in the central portions of the Subbasin within the shallow 
aquifer system in WY 2021 compared with WY 2020, with declines of 5 feet occurring in many areas 
and declines of up to 10 feet occurring in isolated areas of the Subbasin. Groundwater levels were 
more consistently lower throughout the Subbasin within the deep aquifer system in WY 2021 
compared with WY 2020, with declines of 5 feet occurring throughout the Subbasin and declines 
reaching 15 to 20 feet southeast of the City of Sonoma and in northern portions of the Subbasin.  The 
declines in both the shallow and deep aquifer systems are likely attributable to the extreme drought 
conditions in WY 2021 with the most acute declines occurring in areas that have historically been 
experiencing chronic groundwater-level declines within the deep aquifer system, as documented in 
the GSP. Seasonal low groundwater-level elevations exceeded minimum thresholds at five of the 21 
representative monitoring points (RMPs) with available data in WY 2021. 

• Annual changes in groundwater in storage is estimated for each principal aquifer system in this 
annual report using the groundwater-level change method. For the three years following the GSP’s 
reported current water budget period of 2012 to 2018, the groundwater-level method estimates an 
increase in storage of approximately 1,600 acre-feet between 2019 and 2021 for the shallow aquifer 
system and a decrease in storage of approximately 35 acre-feet for the deep aquifer system. While 
smaller in overall magnitude compared with the shallow aquifer system, the deep aquifer system 
continues to exhibit a long-term decline in groundwater storage with cumulative estimated storage 
losses since 1971 reaching approximately 260 acre-feet.   

• At the time of preparation of the WY 2021 annual report chloride data more recent than the data 
included in the GSP was not available.  Additional chloride data is anticipated to be available for 
inclusion in the WY 2022 annual report and will be used to update the chloride isocontour for 
comparison with the minimum threshold and measurable objective. 

• There were no exceedances of minimum thresholds for degraded water quality in WY 2021. 
• There were no exceedances of minimum thresholds for subsidence in WY 2021. 
• Average measured dry-season low groundwater levels at RMPs used as proxies for the depletion of 

interconnected surface water were below minimum thresholds at four of the ten RMPs in WY 
2021.  Due to the significant data and information gaps associated with the depletion of 
interconnected surface water, it is unknown whether these conditions are due to groundwater 
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pumping or other factors such as the extreme drought conditions in WY2021 or surface water 
diversions under the jurisdiction of the SWRCB.  Ongoing and planned activities to address these 
data and information gaps related to the depletion of interconnected surface water are a high 
priority implementation action. 

• Total water use within the Subbasin is summarized in the annual report based on the estimated 
and metered uses of groundwater, surface water and recycled water.  Total water use within the 
Subbasin is estimated to be 14,178 acre-feet in 2020 and 13,551 acre-feet in 2021. The lower water 
use in 2021 is primarily due to the drought conditions which resulted in increased levels of 
conservation of imported surface water in the urban water use sector.  The total annual 
groundwater extraction estimated using a parcel-based method developed for an ongoing fee 
study is approximately 6,500 acre-feet for 2020 and 6,700 acre-feet for 2021, which are within the 
2012 through 2018 ranges developed using the numerical groundwater flow model for the GSP of 
approximately 5,000 acre-feet to 7,300 acre-feet per year. 

The annual report additionally includes a summary of planned and in-progress GSP implementation 
activities that are also summarized, below, in this staff report. 
 
Communication and Stakeholder Engagement 
• Since adoption and submittal of the GSP, the GSA has held one GSA Board and two advisory 

committee meetings in 2022. Topics discussed at the meetings have primarily focused on the rate 
and fee study, annual report development and GSP implementation planning. 

• Under Proposition 68 grant-funded work, consultants from SCI Associates and Larry Walker 
Associates have completed a state-grant funded rural community outreach project, which included 
surveying rural residential groundwater users and follow up focus groups to help inform effective 
development and implementation of GSA and GSP priorities, projects, and initiatives. This report is 
being finalized and will be posted on the GSA website in April. 

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

• Community meetings for the rate and fee study are underway with the initial meeting held March 
planned for March 29 and additional meetings planned for May 2022. 
 

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

Ramboll completed pilot study ground-based geophysical transects to test the feasibility of 
geophysical technology to map and monitor the distribution of brackish or saline groundwater within 
the specific hydrogeologic and water quality regime of the southern portions of the Subbasin. 
Ramboll is currently developing a report which will be completed in 2022 and submitted to DWR. 

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

• In recognition of the significant information and data limitations related to interconnected surface 
water, the GSA staff plan to conduct initial coordination with the interconnected surface water 
(ISW) work group which formed during the development of the GSP.  Interested members of this 
ISW work group will help prioritize and scope activities to address the data gaps identified in the 
GSP. 

• Following receipt of airborne electromagnetic geophysical survey results from DWR, GSA staff will 
conduct an evaluation of the data and consider approaches to integrate the data into 
hydrogeologic conceptual model updates. 
 

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

collection, compilation, and management of groundwater information maintained by the County 
and establishing protocols and procedures for sharing groundwater information between Permit 
Sonoma and the GSAs in Sonoma County. The scope includes modification of the well permit 
application to include categories for proposed well depth, enhance land use options, number of 
units for residential, type of crop and number of acres to be irrigated, and increase options for 
reason for new well. Permit Sonoma is also updating operating procedures, reporting tools, and 
program database for Permit Sonoma to meet the needs of the GSA. Improvement of datasets for 
parcel-specific water supply and water use attributes and development of the necessary protocols 
and tools to update the GUIDE program are also being conducted under the grant. This work is 
scheduled to be completed in June 2022. 
 

Projects and Management Actions 
Initiation of activities related to project and management actions within the Subbasin includes: 
• In March 2022, VOMWD was awarded $2.9 million in funding for its Park Well Replacement and ASR 

and Verano Well ASR Conversion projects which will add recharge capabilities for future ASR 
operations at two of VOMWD’s production wells, one which is in the Subbasin, and another located 
within the contributing watershed outside of the Subbasin. ASR is one of the key projects identified 
for implementation in the GSP that is needed to maintain sustainable conditions within the Subbasin. 

• Initial coordination between staff of the GSA and Permit Sonoma to discuss approaches for 
development of the policy options management action. GSA staff will coordinate with other land-
use agencies with jurisdiction in the Subbasin to scope a study of potential policy options for future 
GSA consideration or recommendation. This study will prepare a prioritized list of potential policy 
options, including stronger demand management actions that may need to be adopted should the 
projects previously described in this section not be implementable or successful. 

• GSA staff have initiated planning and scoping of an assessment and implementation of 
conservation and groundwater-use efficiency opportunities. This project would include an 
assessment of groundwater-use characteristics, existing levels of water-use efficiency, and 
recommendations on preferred tools and strategies for implementation.  

• Grower interest groups have initiated collaboration with the GSA on the coordination of Farm Plans 
developed at individual farm sites with implementation of the GSP. This collaboration will Identify 
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areas of mutual interest in addition to challenges that need to be addressed.  The collaboration will 
also identify requirements or standards to demonstrate benefits to GSP implementation, develop 
metrics that would be measured and verified, and consider options to incentivize actions of mutual 
benefit. 

 
Requested Board Action 
Information only. 
 
Fiscal Information 
None. 
 
List of Attachments 
None. 
 
Contact 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-547-1959, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 
Marcus Trotta, Sonoma Water, 707-547-1978, Marcus.Trotta@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

Action Item 
 

TO:   Board of Directors 
FROM:   Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Staffing services 
 
 
Summary: Update on technical, grant administration, outreach, and administrative services. 
 

 
Background  
Currently, the GSA has a technical services agreement with Sonoma Water to provide the following services 
through June 30, 2022: 

• Technical, including preparation, completion and submission of the Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan (GSP); support for ongoing and expanded monitoring within the basin; and support for the fee 
study and a groundwater user/well registration program; 

• Grant administration, including monitoring grant activities, preparing grant applications, 
negotiations with granting agencies, and management of grant contracts (including invoicing, 
reporting, monitoring the budget and schedule, and the grant closeout process); and 

• Outreach and communication services, including implementing the community engagement plan, 
coordinating social media, scheduling, and coordinating community meetings, issuing monthly 
email updates to the interested parties list, maintaining, and updating the website, and developing 
fact sheets, press releases and other materials. 

The GSA has a separate contract to provide administrative services to the GSA, which also ends on June 30, 
2022. 

Since 2017, Sonoma Water has charged the GSA at partially ‘unweighted’ rates, which do not include 
Sonoma Water’s full overhead costs. The rates charged are intended to reflect the amount that was 
normally reimbursable by granting agencies, rather than Sonoma Water’s actual cost of doing business. In 
addition, since 2019, Sonoma Water has provided $125,000 of services as its member agency contribution. 
(In 2017 and 2018, Sonoma Water provided $117,233 of services annually as its member agency 
contribution.) 
 
Current Issues 
As described at the February Board meeting, Sonoma Water will no longer be able to provide grant services 
and administrative services to the GSA. To increase efficiencies and reduce duplicative tasks and costs, in 
February 2022, the three Sonoma County GSAs jointly issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for agency 
administration and grant management. Staff will provide an update on progress to secure a new 
administrator and grant administrator. 
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Based on feedback received at the February Board meeting, staff has taken a two-pronged approach to the 
technical contract, as follows: 
 

1. Extend the current contract for one year (through June 30, 2023) for no additional costs. The time 
extension will allow Sonoma Water to complete the invoicing, reporting, and closing out of the 
existing Proposition 1 and Proposition 68 grants (for GSP development). The time extension will 
also allow technical staff to continue working on the construction and completion of the monitoring 
wells that are funded through Proposition 68. 

2. Bring back to the Board at its May meeting options for modifying the contract with Sonoma 
Water for new technical and outreach services. The options will be based on the Board direction 
received regarding the rate and fee study and budget (items 8B and 8C). The options will likely 
include amending the contract scope for a very limited amount of work and a small budget to 
ensure that required monitoring, reporting and outreach occur or a more expanded scope that will 
include policy and project planning and more robust outreach. All options will include a full rate 
sheet and budget. 

 
Fiscal Information 
The GSP implementation budget and the draft FY 2022-23 budget include technical, grant administration, 
outreach, and administrative services. 
 
Staff Recommendation  
Feedback requested for any areas of concern. 

Vote Requirement 
None. 
 
List of Attachments 
None. 

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

 2 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 
TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Revision of the 2022 Meeting Calendar 

  

Summary:  Consider revision of the 2022 meeting calendar. 
  
 

Background  
The Board annually adopts a meeting calendar for the year. At its October 2021 meeting, the Board 
adopted a meeting calendar for 2022. That calendar included meetings to be held every other month. The 
ongoing rate and fee study necessitates additional meetings. Staff proposes that a revised meeting calendar 
be adopted that includes monthly meetings starting in April 2022 (except December). 
 
Meetings not needed will be cancelled and noticed in advance. The following proposed dates will complete 
the Board meeting calendar for the remainder of the year. 
 

April 25, 2022  
May 23, 2022  
June 27, 2022  
July 25, 2022  

 August 22, 2022  
September 26, 2022 
October 24, 2022 
November 28, 2022 

 
 
 
 

  
Unless otherwise noticed, the Board will meet at 4:00 p.m. via Zoom, if applicable by an Emergency 
Resolution to meet virtually, or in-person at the Valley of the Moon Water District boardroom. 
 

Staff Recommendation 
Approve revised regular Board meeting calendar for 2022. 

Fiscal Information 
Board meetings, staff time and resources are included in the Administrator’s contract. 

Vote Required 
Majority. 

List of Attachments 
None. 

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

 1 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 
TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Rate- Fee Study Update 
  

Summary: GSA staff and consulting team will update the Board on the status of the Rate and Fee Study 
Update being conducted for the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and review 
GSA funding needs, rate and fee options, and feedback from the March Advisory Committee and 
community meetings. Board feedback will provide the consultants direction for completing the study 
and inform preparation for the May community meeting and a future board hearing to consider 
adoption of a groundwater sustainability fee. 
  
 

Background and Purpose of the Rate and Fee Study Update  
The Sonoma Valley GSA was established in 2017 and funded for five years by contributions from 
member agencies (through June 2022) and through grants. Member agency contributions totaled 
$1,574,000 and grants and technical assistance from DWR totaled approximately $2.2 million. 
 
The GSA’s Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA) anticipated that the GSA would become self-funded 
between July 1, 2019, and June 30, 2022, by adopting a rate and fee structure, during which time a 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) would be developed and adopted. 
 
A study of possible rate or fee options began in December 2017. In June 2018, the Board questioned the 
advisability of moving forward with a fee during GSP development and requested that staff negotiate 
new contribution agreements. The new agreements were approved by the Board in August 2018 and the 
fee study was halted. The consultant, Raftelis, submitted a final report to the GSAs in December 2018 
(available https://sonomavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/SV-Rate-Study.pdf). 
 
During the preliminary fee study, multiple funding options were identified, including fees based on 
parcels, acreage, land-use type, estimated groundwater use, and combinations of the above. Data 
assumptions and funding options were reviewed with staff, the Advisory Committee, Ad hoc committee, 
Board, and the Sonoma Valley community. While ultimately, a fee wasn’t pursued in 2018, the 
information has helped inform the current fee study, as described below. 
 
Santa Rosa Plain Fee  
In 2018, both Sonoma Valley and Petaluma Valley GSAs pursued ongoing contributions from member 
agencies, but the Santa Rosa Plain GSA (SRPGSA) completed its fee study and the Board of the SRPGSA 
adopted a rate and fee structure in 2019. Key elements of the SRPGSA fee include the following:  
  

 1 
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• Fee is based on groundwater use, either actual (municipal, public water systems and some 
commercial) or estimated (agriculture, rural residential and others)  

• The fee amount is based on amount needed to cover the non-grant funded costs of operating 
the GSA during GSP preparation ($337,000 annually) divided by total actual and estimated 
groundwater pumping (17,000 acre-feet annually) for a rate of $19.90 per acre foot 

• This translated to the following amounts: 
• Rural residential (de minimis) groundwater users would pay $9.95 a year 
• Large groundwater users would pay $19.90 per acre foot of water pumped annually 
• Urban well owners (groundwater users within urban areas who receive municipal water for 

most uses) would pay $1.99 a year 
• Example: A vineyard with 100 acres of irrigated vines (60 AFY) would pay $1,194 annually (or 

$11.94 per acre). 

Though the SRPGSA Board unanimously approved the fee methodology, concern remained about 
charging fees to estimated groundwater user categories prior to the development of a Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan in 2022. This concern resulted in development of an ‘Alternative Plan’ to provide a 
County and Sonoma Water contribution to the GSA that would cover costs (~$240,000 annually) for all 
groundwater users in the SRP sub-basin, except for the municipal pumpers for Fiscal Years 2019-2020 
through 2021-2022. Municipal pumpers paid $101,885 annually during these three years. 

2022 Rate and Fee Study Update 
In spring 2021, the three Sonoma County GSAs issued a joint Request for Qualifications for a 
professional services consultant to conduct a rate and fee study. Three proposals from qualified firms 
were received and a committee comprised of representatives from the three GSAs recommended the 
consultant team of SCI Associates and Larry Walker Associates (SCI/LWA). This recommendation was 
adopted by the three GSA boards. 
 
Since summer of 2021, SCI/LWA have been working closely with GSA staff, Sonoma Water, and Permit 
Sonoma to update the groundwater database for the Sonoma Valley, research methodology options, 
solicit input from the Ad Hoc committee, member agency staff and the Advisory Committee, and 
develop preliminary ranges of rate and fee calculations.  
 
Without funding, the GSA cannot comply with the requirements of the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act (SGMA), and the state could place the Sonoma Valley basin on probation and charge 
groundwater extractors significant fees to pay for the cost of SGMA implementation under state direction, 
while also requiring the GSA to correct deficiencies and resume implementation.   
 
The core objective of the fee study is to develop a fair and efficient funding mechanism using the best 
available information and industry practices to create a financially independent GSA for the Sonoma 
Valley. The funding mechanism is intended to be designed to incorporate the unique characteristics of 
the Sonoma Valley GSA’s jurisdiction while meeting SGMA’s legal requirements. 
 
Since the 2018 study, the GSP was completed providing an improved understanding of the groundwater 
basin characteristics, groundwater uses, data gaps, and the needs to achieve basin-wide sustainability 
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into the future. The GSP also improved the groundwater database, established vital communications 
and collaborations with local, State and Federal resource management agencies, and provided 
estimated costs for GSA operations and projects and management actions over the next five years. This 
improved understanding/data and approved GSP are the basis of the 2022 rate and fee study.   
 
The SCI/LWA consultant team and GSA staff will provide the Board with an overview of rate and fee 
study update work completed to date, estimated annual costs over five years to operate the GSA and 
implement the GSP, and comply with SGMA. Options for funding the GSA will be reviewed, including tax 
and fee options, ongoing member agency contributions and continuing the pursuit of grant funds.  
 
Fee estimates vary by methodology, user type, and budget revenue and expense assumptions. The 
structure of each method is also an important contributing factor. The lowest fee estimates are 
associated with a higher numbers of payors, and/or portions of annual agency expenses are offset by 
other funding sources. 

Table 1 provides a short overview of the options, advantages and disadvantages, payors, and the 
estimated amounts. The fee amounts are partially based on the following assumptions, following 
feedback at February Board meeting: 

• It is assumed that the GSA will receive approximately 25 percent of its revenues from grants; 
and 

• Member agencies do not expect to be paid back for prior year contributions at this time. 

 
Table 1. Possible Funding Methodologies 

 3 
 

 
Type Advantages  Disadvantages Who pays? Estimated 

Amount 
All rates are annual. AFY = Acre feet annually. 

Parcel tax • Least expensive 
per payor 
• Could be tiered by 
land use 

• Requires 2/3 voter 
approval 
• Expensive to place 
on ballot 
• Cannot be 
implemented until 
Year 2 

• All taxable 
parcels in the 
basin 

• $50 - $90 per 
parcel 

Benefit 
assessment 

• Lower rate 
• Proportionate 
(tied to land use) 
• Reflects the 
benefits of 
groundwater to 
everyone in basin 

• Requires 
landowner approval 
(50%, weighted) 
• High cost to 
implement 
• Cannot be 
implemented until 
Year 2 

• All parcels that 
benefit from 
groundwater 

• $70 - $115 
per AFY 
• ($35 - $57.50 
annually for 
rural 
residential 
parcels) 
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Fee based on 
acre-feet of 
groundwater 
pumped 

• Most common 
methodology 
• Related to 
groundwater use 
• Based on 
estimated use for 
non-metered 
pumpers 

• Relatively high fee 
• Most private 
pumping is not 
metered, so use is 
based on estimates 

• All 
groundwater 
users (pumper 
and parcels that 
use 
groundwater) 

• $95 - $160 
per AFY 
• ($47.50 - $80 
annually for 
rural 
residential 
parcels) 

Well head fee • Simple to 
administer 
• Wells can be 
classified by use to 
make more 
equitable 

• Not related to 
amount of water 
pumped 
• How to handle 
wells that aren’t 
being used 

• All well owners • $220 - $370 
per parcel 

Member 
agency 
contributions 

• Simple to 
administer 

• Not all agencies 
are in the same 
financial position, 
and can no longer 
support GSA 

• Ratepayers, 
taxpayers or 
donors of the 
member 
agencies 

• N/A 

Grants • GSA has had 
success in securing 
grants to date 

• Grants generally 
don’t pay for agency 
operations and 
required annual 
reporting 
• New grant round 
will likely be more 
competitive than 
past rounds 

• State or 
federal 
taxpayers 

• N/A 

 
 
Advisory Committee and Community Feedback 
At its March meeting, the Advisory Committee discussed the options and provided feedback (draft 
meeting notes are provided in Attachment A). Several committee members were absent, but those who 
were present provided the following comments: 
 

• Throw out the wellhead fee, for its disproportionate impacts 
• Either assume zero grants or a lower level of grant funding, as fees can always be lowered but 

are harder to increase 
• A charge based on pumping seems equitable 
• Would like to spread costs broadly, to recognize the benefits of groundwater to everyone in the 

basin 
• Concerned that if only pumpers pay, they will have a greater say in decision making and 

groundwater is a common resource 
• Concerned that revenues will decline (or rates will go up) when groundwater use drops – as is 

planned for in the GSP 
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Approximately 70 people attended a virtual community meeting in late March. The full comments and 
questions and answers are included in Attachment B.  Many of the comments focused on how fees are 
estimated; whether metering would be required; length of time the fee would be in place; and whether 
agricultural recharge would be taken into consideration. Participants did not express opinions regarding 
the type of assessment. 
 

Staff Recommendation 
Provide staff and consultants direction to further develop and refine the preferred option(s) for further 
consideration at the May 12 Committee meeting and the May 30 Board meeting and possible adoption 
at the June 27 Board meeting.  
 
The following specific policy questions are based on feedback received at the February Board meeting 
and from the Advisory Committee and Community meetings. 
 
Policy questions for Board: 
1) Basis of Costs (Budgeting) 

a) Is Board comfortable with assumption (based on feedback from last meeting) that 25% of 
revenues will be covered by grants? 

b) Is Board comfortable with the assumption (based on feedback from last meeting) that prior 
member agency contributions will not be repaid at this time? 

2) Revenue Options 
a) Eliminate wellhead fee and parcel tax? 
b) Pursue fee based on estimated or actual groundwater use? 
c) Pursue benefit assessment approach?  

i) Because benefit assessment cannot be implemented in Year 1, consider some amount of 
future member agency contributions to maintain agency functioning and to conduct 
monitoring, annual reporting and grant development and administration? 

 

Fiscal Information 
The cost for conducting the rate and fee study update is included in the GSA budget.  

Vote Required 
Majority. 

List of Attachments 
None. 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, (707) 322-8185, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Action Item 

 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FROM:  Ann DuBay, Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget 
 

Summary: The JPA for the Agency (Section 10.06) requires the Board adopt, by a date no later than sixty 
(60) days before the end of each Fiscal Year, a budget for the Agency for the ensuing Fiscal Year. 
  

Background  
The JPA for the Agency (Section 10.06 – Budget) requires the Board adopt, by a date no later than sixty 
(60) days before the end of each Fiscal Year, a budget for the Agency for the ensuing Fiscal Year.  
  
The JPA (Section 10.07 – Payments to the Agency) notes that costs of the Agency will be borne by 
assessments to member agencies, which require a unanimous approval (Section 7.07). Further, at its 
August 2018 meeting, the Board approved a methodology for member agency contributions for Fiscal 
Years 2019-2020 through FY 2021-22. This agreement anticipates that on July 1, 2022, the GSA will 
become self-funded through rates, fees, or taxes. The fee study is currently underway. 
 
At the February Board meeting, Directors provided feedback regarding the budget, in light of the fee 
study. Some members expressed a desire to reduce expenditures with the goal of reducing fees. In follow-
up to that meeting, Directors Rogers and Sangiacomo met with the administrator to review the budget. 
The attached FY 2022-23 has been revised to reflect the GSP implementation spending categories. 
 
It is important to note that while the adopted budget should be as accurate as possible, given available 
information, the budget may (and most likely will) be amended after the fee study is adopted. 
 
Fiscal Year 2022-23 Proposed Budget 
Table 1 describes the major budget spending categories; Table 2 provides a summary budget. The 
proposed final budget for submittal is provided in Attachment 1. 
 
Revenues: To support the continued operations and activities of the Agency during the first full fiscal year 
of GSP implementation, the proposed FY 2022-23 budget anticipates revenues derived from the funding 
plan currently in development and scheduled for consideration of by the Board at its May or June 
meeting, taking effect July 1, 2022. Potential revenue sources being considered are municipal pumper 
fees, estimated user fees for agriculture, commercial, and rural residential well owners, member 
contributions, and grant income from Department of Water Resources (DWR). Reserves from prior years, 
estimated to be $105,113, are also a source of revenues. 
 
The budget assumes that $200,000 in Proposition 68 grant revenues would be carried forward into the 
new fiscal year. It also assumes that fees would be adopted (based on the fee study, which would smooth 

Page 55 of 70



Agenda Item: 8C 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 
 

 2 

 

revenues over a five-year period). Because FY 2022-23 implementation would be less expensive than 
future years, additional revenues collected in FY 2022-23 would be added to fund balance. Revenues 
would total $1,050,000. 
 
Expenditures:  The proposed budget anticipates administering the GSA and supporting implementation of 
the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), preparing an annual report, administering completion of the 
Proposition 68 GSP implementation grant (including an estimated $200,000 for monitoring well drilling 
and completion), applying for additional grant funds, conducting stakeholder and public outreach, and 
conducting on-going operations. DWR grant fund revenues and the expenses associated with preparation 
of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan are lower as compared to FY 2021-22 as the grant projects will be 
substantially complete. In the five-year budget projection created for the GSP, this activity is reflected 
during FY 2022-23. 
 
 
Table 1. Explanation of Major Funding Categories 
Item Explanation 
State grant revenue $200,000 carried forward from current fiscal year to fund monitoring wells 
Member agency 
contributions 

No member agency contributions 

Sewer/water usage fees Assumes that fees would be approved to fund approximately $1.2 million 
annually (less 25% for assumed future grant income); fees are assumed to 
be the same in FY 2022-23 through FY 2026-27 and fees in excess of 
expenditures would be collected in the fund balance, to be used in years 
when spending is greater than revenues  

Communication/Outreach 
expenses 

Ongoing outreach (website; monthly updates; social media), four Advisory 
Committee meetings, and regulatory stakeholder meetings for 
development Interconnected Surface Water sustainability indicator 

Administration Services Four Board and four staff meetings; other contractual, planning, and fiscal 
management 

Fee Study Estimated amount needed to implement fees 
Engineer services $200K for Prop 68 monitoring wells; first year GSP implementation tasks, 

including monitoring, annual reporting, model improvements and work on 
policy options 

Appropriations for 
Contingencies 

Contingency included in GSP implementation budget and to build reserves 
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Table 2. Summary Final FY 2022-23 Budget 
  

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
 

  
FY2022-3   

Final 
Account Account Description Budget 
42360 State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68) 200,000  
42601 County of Sonoma   
42618 City of Sonoma   
42627 Special Districts   
42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues 200,000  
45221 Sewer/Water Usage Fees 850,000  
46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 0  
46000   Total Miscellaneous Revenues $     850,000   

Grand Total Revenues $  1,050,000  
51021 Communication Expense (outreach) 60,000  
51041 Insurance - Liability 4,000  
51201 Administration Services 112,000  
51204 Property Tax/Assessment Admin (fee study) 20,000  
51206 Accounting/Auditing Services 10,000  
51207 Client  Accounting Services (County) 10,000  
51211 Legal Services (Kronick) 50,000  
51213 Engineer Services (Technical, monitoring wells) 440,000  
51226 Consulting Services (grant admin) 40,000  
51244 Permits/License/Fees (well registration) 30,000  
51249 In-kind services (Sonoma Water) 0  
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 2,000  
51601 Training/Conferences 1,000   

Publications and Legal Notices 2,000  
51916 County Services Chgs 2,000   

Appropriations for contingencies 65,000   
        Subtotal Services 848,000  

52031 Food 500  
52091 Memberships 500  
52111 Office Supplies 500  
52117 Mail and Postage Supplies 0   

            Subtotal Supplies 1,500  
51000   Total Services and Supplies $   849,500   

Grand Total Expenditures $   849,500   
Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance $   200,500  
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Requested Board Action 
Adopt the Final Fiscal Year 2022-23 budget and approve Resolution 003-2022. 
Two-thirds vote required. 
 
Fiscal Information 
Fiscal Year 2022-23 budget with expenditures of $849,500 and revenues of $1,050,000. 
 
List of Attachments 

1. Fiscal Year 2022-23 Budget 
2. Budget Resolution 003-2022 

 
Contact 
Ann DuBay, (707) 322-8185, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
 

Page 58 of 70

mailto:ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov


Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 1 Summary & Approval Template
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

FY 2021-22 DRAFT  Budget Summary
Sonoma Valley GSA

76451
71110100

(1)* Estimated Beginning Fund Balance @7/01/22: $105,113

(2) Plus: Budgeted FY 2021-22 Revenues: 1,050,000
(total from attached worksheet)

(3) Less: Budgeted FY 2020-21 Expenditures: 849,500
(total from attached worksheet)

(4)* Estimated Ending Fund Balance @6/30/23: $305,613

(5) Adopted Budget Approval Date:
(Please have your Board Members sign below or

   attach resolution confirming approval)

___________________________ ___________________________
Board Member Board Member

___________________________ ___________________________
Board Member Board Member

___________________________ ___________________________
Board Member Board Member

___________________________ ___________________________
Board Member Board Member

* If District Fund Balance is separated into multiple categories, each district
should keep records to identify how much beginning and ending fund balance
is available for each fund balance category and should work with their external
auditors to identify appropriate GASB 54 fund balance classifications.

1

             April 25, 2022
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Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 1 Budget Worksheet Template
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

40002 Prop Tax - CY,Secured
40003 Direct Charges - CY
40005 Prop Taxes - RDA Increment
40006 AB1290 RDA Pass Throughs
40007 H&S 33401 RDA Pass Throughs
40008 H&S 33676 RDA (2%) Allocation
40010 Residual Prop Tax - RPTTF
40011 Direct Charges - Intercounty
40012 SB2557 Prop Tax Admin
40050 Property Tax Accrual
40101 Prop Taxes - CY, Unsecured
40105 CollectCost Del CY Unsecured
40111 Supplemental Prop Taxes - CY
40201 Prop Taxes - PY, Secured
40202 Direct Charges - Prior Year
40211 Prop Taxes - PY, Unsecured
40221 Supplemental Prop Taxes - PY
40301 Sales and Use Tax
40404 Timber Yield Tax
40900 Other Taxes
40999 Penalties and Costs on Taxes

40000   Total Tax Revenue 0

41132 Licenses - Other
41152 Mitigation Fees

41000   Total Licenses,Permits,Franchises 0

42103 State - Vehicle License Fees
42261 State Construction/Subventions
42281 State Emergency Preparedness
42291 State Homeowners Prop Tax Relf
42358 State Other Funding
42360 State Grant Revenue (Proposition 1 and 68) 200,000
42601 County of Sonoma
42610 Other Governmental Agencies
42611 City of Santa Rosa
42612 City of Petaluma
42613 City of Rohnert Park
42615 City of Cotati
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Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

42618 City of Sonoma
42619 Town of Windsor
42622 MTC (Metropolitan Transp Comm)
42623 Measure M
42624 RDA Asset Distribution
42627 Special Districts
42628 Cities

42000   Total Intergovernmental Revenues 200,000

43201 Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties
43000   Total Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties 0

44002 Interest on Pooled Cash
44003 Other Interest Earnings
44050 Unrealized Gains and Losses
44101 Rent - Real Estate
44102 Rent - Equipment
44109 Concessions

44000   Total Revenue - Use of Money & Prop 0

45008 NCPA Fees for Govt. Services
45061 Planning and Engineering Svcs
45062 Construct/Bldg Permit Rvw Svcs
45065 Inspection Fees
45221 Sewer/Water Usage Fees
45253 Ambulance Fees
45281 Library Services
45283 Library Postage Recovery
45284 Fines - Delinquent Collections
45291 Parks and Recreation Services
45301 Charges for Services
45309 Retirement Administration Fees
45310 Fire Dispatch Fees
45311 Other Fire Services
45313 Sale - Water
45319 Abatement Revenue
45507 Telecommunication Data Lines
45530 Maintenance fees
45533 Reprographics Photocopy
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Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

45000   Total Charges for Services 0

45221 Sewer/Water Usage Fees 850,000
46002 Sales - Taxable
46003 Sales - Non Taxable
46021 Capital Grants - Federal
46022 Capital Grants - State
46023 Capital Grants - Other
46024 Connection Fees
46027 Insurance Claims Reimbursement
46028 Insurance Claims Rebates
46029 In-Kind Member Fees (Sonoma Water) 0
46040 Miscellaneous Revenue
46041 Discounts Earned
46050 Cancelled/Stale Dated Warrants
46051 Returned Checks
46200 Revenue Appl PY Misc Revenue
46210 Refunds

46000   Total Miscellaneous Revenues 850,000

47002 Sale of Capital Assets
47101 Transfers In - within a Fund
47102 Transfers In - btw Govtl Funds
47103 Transfers In - All Others

47000   Total Other Financing Sources 0

49002 Advances
49003 Advances Clearing
49004 Administrative Control Account
49005 Admin Control Acct Clearing

49000   Total Administrative Control Accts 0

Grand Total Revenues 1,050,000

51021 Communication Expense (outreach) 60,000
50701 Perm Position - Local Bds
50702 Extra Help - Local Bds
50703 Overtime - Local Bds
50704 Boards/Commissions - Local Bds
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Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 1 Budget Worksheet Template
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

50705 Premium Pay - Local Bds
50707 Standby Pay - Local Bds
50708 Contract Employee - Local Bds
50709 Temporary Help - Local Bds
50751 Retirement - Local Bds
50752 County Retirement - Local Bds
50753 FICA Retirement - Local Bds
50754 Deferred Comp - Local Bds
50755 PERS - Local Bds
50756 Medicare - Local Bds
50801 Health Ins - Local Bds
50802 Disability - Local Bds
50803 Dental - Local Bds
50804 Life Ins - Local Bds
50805 Vision - Local Bds
50806 Unemployment - Local Bds
50808 Worker's Comp - Local Bds

50000   Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 0

51021 Communication Expense
51022 Telecom. Lines (non ISD)
51031 Waste Disposal Services
51032 Janitorial Services
51041 Insurance - Liability 4,000
51042 Insurance - Premiums
51046 Insurance - Workers Comp
51061 Maintenance - Equipment
51071 Maintenance - Bldg & Improve
51072 Landscaping Services
51074 Maint - Parks and Grounds
51077 Maint - Infrastructure
51101 Sewer Collection Services
51201 Administration Services 112,000
51202 Election Services
51204 Property Tax/Assessment Admin
51205 Advertising/Marketing Svc
51204 Property Tax/Assessment Admin (fee study) 20,000
51206 Accounting/Auditing Services 10,000
51207 Client  Accounting Services (County) 10,000

4 Page 63 of 70



Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 1 Budget Worksheet Template
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

51209 Information Tech Svc (non ISD)
51211 Legal Services (Kronick) 50,000
51213 Engineer Services
51214 Agency Extra/Temp Help
51215 Director/Commissioner Services
51218 Actuarial Services
51219 Burial Services
51221 Medical/Laboratory Services
51222 Safety/Emergency Services
51225 Training Services
51213 Engineer Services (Technical, monitoring wells) 440,000
51230 Security Services
51231 Testing/Analysis
51235 Dispatch Services
51241 Outside Printing and Binding
51226 Consulting Services (facilitation and grant admin) 40,000
51242 Bank Charges
51244 Permits/License/Fees (well registration) 30,000
51248 Micrographics/Microfilm Svc
51249 In-kind services (Sonoma Water) 0
51250 Planning/Mapping/Inspections
51251 Claims Processing
51301 Publications and Legal Notices
51301 Publications and Legal Notices
51401 Rents and Leases - Equipment
51402 Rents and Leases - Heavy Eqt
51421 Rents and Leases - Bldg/Land 2,000
51503 Foundation Expense
51504 Peace Officer Training Expense
51604 Other Transportation
51605 Private Car Expense
51801 Other Services
51802 Public Safety Realignment
51803 Other Contract Services
51901 Telecommunication Data Lines
51902 Telecommunication Usage
51903 Telecommunication Installation
51904 ISD - Baseline Services
51905 ISD - Improvement Projects
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Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 1 Budget Worksheet Template
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

51906 ISD - Supplemental Projects
51907 ISD - Device Modernization Pro
51909 Telecommunication Wireless Svc
51910 Courier Services
51911 Mail Services
51912 Records Services
51915 ISD - Reprographics Services
51601 Training/Conferences 1,000

Publications and Legal Notices 2,000
51916 County Services Chgs 2,000
51918 HRMS Charges
51919 EFS Charges
51920 Risk Mgmt Benefit Admin Chgs
51927 Unclaimable HRMS

Appropriations for contingencies 65,000
        Subtotal Services 848,000

52021  Clothing, Uniforms, Personal
52031 Food 500
52041 Household Supplies Expense
52042 Janitorial Supplies
52043 Safety Supplies/Equipment
52061 Fuel/Gas/Oil
52071 Materials and Supplies Expense
52072 Chemicals
52081 Medical/Laboratory Supplies
52101 Other Supplies
52091 Memberships 500
52111 Office Supplies 500
52116 Photocopy Supplies
52117 Mail and Postage Supplies 0
52118 Printing and Binding Supplies

            Subtotal Supplies 1,500
51000   Total Services and Supplies 849,500

53012 Support and Care of Persons
53101 Principal Payments - LT Debt
53103 Interest on LT Debt
53104 Other Interest Expense
53105 Costs of Issuance
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Meeting Date: April 25, 2022

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

53201 Judgments and Damages
53301 Taxes and Assessments
53402 Depreciation Expense
53501 Contributions
53611 Income Allocations

53000   Total Other Charges 0

54101 Land
54305 Machinery and Equipment
54330 Grant Acquired Equipment
54331 Mobile Equipment
54333 Computer Equipment
54405 CIP - Bldg & Impr
54406 CIP - Infrastructure
54503 Work in Progress - Eqt

54000   Total Capital Expenditures 0

55011 Appropriation for Contingenc
55000   Total Appropriations for Contingencies 0

56030 Residual Equity Transfers
56000   Total Special Items 0

57011 Transfers Out - within a Fund
57012 Transfers Out - btw Govtl Fund
57015 Transfers Out - All Others
57101 Other Financing Uses

57000   Total Other Financing Uses 0

58010 Reimb. - General
58011 Reimb. - Administration
58016 Reimb. - Labor

58000   Total Reimbursements 0

59002 Advances
59004 Administrative Control Account
59005 Admin Control Acct Clearing

59000   Total Administrative Control Accts 0
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Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
76451

71110100
FY2022-3

Final
Account Account Description Budget

19810 Acq-Land
19820 Acq-Machinery and Equipment
19821 Acq-Grant Acquired Equipment
19831 Acq-CIP-Bldg & Impr
19832 Acq-CIP-Infrastructure
19834 Acq-CIP-Infrastructure Labor
19840 Acq-WIP-Equipment
19850 Acq-Intangibles-Amortizbl

19000   Total Capital Assets 0

Grand Total Expenditures 849,500

Increase/(Decrease) to Fund Balance 200,500
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Agenda Item: 8C, Attachment 2 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 

Resolution No.: 003-2022 
Dated: April 25, 2022 

RESOLUTION OF THE SONOMA VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (“SVGSA”) 
ADOPTING AN ANNUAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2022-2023. 

WHEREAS, SVGSA Board of Directors gave direction to SVGSA’s Administrator to prepare 
and present an annual budget; and 

WHEREAS, an annual budget has been prepared and presented to SVGSA Board of 
Directors; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the SVGSA’s Annual Budget for the period July 
1, 2022 to June 30, 2023, attached hereto as FY 22-23 SVGSA Final Budget is hereby adopted. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk shall deliver a certified copy of this resolution 
to the Sonoma County Auditor-Controller. 

MEMBERS: 

J. Ding ______ S. Gorin ______ V. Mulas ______ D. Rabbitt ______

S. Rogers ______  M. Sangiacomo ______

AYES:  NOES: ABSENT: ABSTAIN:  

SO ORDERED 

The within instrument is a correct copy of the original on file with this office. 

ATTEST: DATE: April 25, 2022 

____________________________________________________ 
Ann DuBay 
Clerk of the Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
of the State of California in and for the County of Sonoma 
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Agenda Item: 9 
Meeting Date: April 25, 2022 

1 

Sonoma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Information Item 

TO: Board of Directors 
FROM: Ann DuBay, Administrator, and Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager 
SUBJECT: Administrator and Plan Manager Report 

Summary: The purpose of this item is to provide updates on any major developments or milestones 
since the last Board Meeting, and any significant upcoming activities. All the items reported are carried 
out in coordination with Member Agency staff and with other Sonoma County Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies.  

Administrator & Plan Manager 
In December and January, most activities were defined by a final technical review and submission of the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), preparation for the January Advisory Committee meeting, 
providing data and feedback to fee study consultant, preparation of the first GSP annual report, and the 
finalizing the agreements for the multilevel monitoring wells.  

Administrator 
March and April activities: 

• Fee study;
• Future agency administration and grant administration;
• Worked with outreach staff on Fee Study Community meeting, Monthly Updates, website

updates and fact sheets for GSP and fee study;
• FY 2022-23 budget preparation and review;
• Worked with grants administration staff on invoices for Proposition 1 and Proposition 68

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

Upcoming activity highlights: 

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

meeting;
• Continue working with technical team and outreach staff on GSP implementation; and
• Selection of and negotiation with new administrator and grants administration consultant.
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Plan Manager 
March and April activities of technical staff and consultants (GSP team) include: 

• Completion and submittal of the first GSP annual report;
• Working with Permit Sonoma and fee consultant on database questions;
• Refinement of GSP budget for fee study;
• Preparation for monitoring well construction; and
• Preparation for and follow up to Board and Advisory Committee meetings.

Upcoming Activity Highlights: 
• Implementation of Proposition 68 technical tasks, including oversite of monitoring well

construction (slated to begin in late April); ongoing work with Permit Sonoma for well/database
information upgrades; and developing contracts for geophysical surveys;

• Ongoing technical support of fee study; and
Preparation for and follow up to Advisory Committee meetings.

Staff Recommendation 
Information only. 

Fiscal Information 
None. 

Attachments 
None. 

Contact 
Ann DuBay, Administrator, 707-524-8378, ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager, 707-484-7754, Jay.Jasperse@scwa.ca.gov 

2 
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