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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

January 12, 2022 | Summary 

Contact: Ann DuBay, Sonoma County Water Agency, PVGSA Administrator 
Email: Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov  Phone: (707) 524-8378 

Petaluma Valley GSA website: http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org 

Welcome and Call to Order 
Sam Magill, Facilitator, opened the meeting at 4:31 p.m. Heidi Bauer, Chair, welcomed the group and said she 
is happy to continue progress on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Agenda Review, Approval of Previous Meeting Summary, and 2022 Meeting Schedule Review 
Objective: Review 2022 schedule modifications as needed; confirm November meeting summary. 

Sam Magill gave an overview of the day’s agenda. Erroneously, the packet wasn’t included with other 
materials prior to the meeting so please review the November meeting summary that will be sent to you by 
email and is also available on the Petaluma Valley groundwater website. If you have any edits, provide them to 
Ann DuBay by Monday, January 17 so the summary can be posted. 

Ann DuBay provided an overview of the 2022 meeting schedule. 

No public comment. 

Recap of Petaluma Valley GSP Adoption Hearing 
Objective: Inform AC of GSP public hearing and adoption by Board. 

Ann DuBay said the Board approved the GSP unanimously at the December meeting/public hearing. A total of 
approximately 25 people attended the meeting. 

Questions/Comments 
John Shribbs – A question on the submission of the Plan: When will we see the comments on the GSP? 

Ann DuBay – The GSP that was approved by the Board is on the Petaluma Valley website. It has 
appendices where you can see the comments. It is a multiple step process to submit the Plan, the 
process isn’t complete yet. DWR has 20 days to review the GSP to make sure it is complete before 
they post it for a second round of public review. 

No public comment. 

mailto:Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov
http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/
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GSP Implementation Overview 
Objective: Provide overview of GSP implementation activities and Advisory Committee role moving forward. 

Marcus Trotta provided an overview of the primary implementation activities planned for the next six-month 
period. He also provided an inventory of datasets needed for the 2021 Water Year Annual Report and said that 
staff plans to provide the Advisory Committee with the draft Annual Report for review at the March meeting. 

Questions/Comments 
Shribbs (chat) – Will we get a review of how the Plan changed based on the many comments received at prior 
meeting? 

DuBay (chat) – There were multiple changes made throughout the document, based on comments 
received throughout the whole process. Because it's not a document subject to CEQA, we didn't need 
to show where and how in the document changes were made. The staff responses to comments in 
Appendix 1, https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/1-A-Petaluma-GSP-
Consolidated-Comments-with-Responses-through-October-31-2021v3_ada.pdf, describe many of the 
changes. 
You might be interested in tuning into ABC Channel 7 tomorrow at 6 p.m. They are doing a segment 
on AEM -- it sounds interesting. 

Shribbs (chat) – Is WY, ‘Water Year’? So not calendar? 
DuBay (chat) – Yes, WY is water year. 
Shribbs (chat) – Based on rainfall season? 
DuBay (chat) – The water year begins on October 1 and ends on September 30. Good question! 

Shribbs (chat) – Are we using SCWA equipment, office space, yard space for all the office and field work and 
are we "renting" and paying SCWA now? 

DuBay (chat) – SCWA provides space and equipment free of charge through June 30, 2022. The GSA 
Board will need to determine how that looks in the future. The monitoring well sites are on public 
properties, but the wells will be owned by the GSA and the easements with the landowners will be 
between the GSA and the landowners. 

Shribbs (chat) – How does AEM work? Please put link into chat. 
Magill (chat) – https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Data-and-Tools/AEM 

Clayton Engstrom – You mention all the criteria you will be analyzing. Is there surface area lost to 
development? Are we tracking how much space we are losing to pavement? You are trying to track cannabis. 
What about the loss of our recharge area? 

Trotta – That is something that can be tracked. It isn’t specifically required in the Annual Reports, but 
we need to update our Plan and water budget on five-year periods. Part of the water budget 
calculation is based on land use changes and relative permeability of the surface will affect it. As we 
update our model on the five-year horizons, we will be using the most up-to-date land use mapping 
that will incorporate any changes to the hardscape surfaces in the model. 
Engstrom – I am also thinking about residential units added. If you are concerned with how much 
footprint cannabis take up, then how much residential footprint is growing and in correlation, what 
does it do to the water budget? 
Trotta – That will be coordinated as well, we are coordinating with PRMD. We are looking at municipal 
areas as we update land use data sets. As part of the update of the water budget, we will look at all 
land use changes. 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/1-A-Petaluma-GSP-Consolidated-Comments-with-Responses-through-October-31-2021v3_ada.pdf
https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/1-A-Petaluma-GSP-Consolidated-Comments-with-Responses-through-October-31-2021v3_ada.pdf
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Data-and-Tools/AEM
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Clayton – In my tenure on this committee, we were speaking about 250 or so new residential parcels 
with new wells over the next 50 years. If we track that, we should track how residential subdivisions 
may necessitate the City of Petaluma pumping more water and what it does to the water budget. I 
think it has a bigger impact on groundwater than the wells. 
Trotta – Tracking both and comparing with original estimates is something we will be doing. 

Shribbs (chat) – Does most of groundwater recharge come from the rural hills versus urban areas? 
Does development in rural areas on hills have higher impact than city hardscape? 

Trotta – A certain amount of recharge comes from the hills. Streambeds were shown to be important 
recharge areas. The degree to which rural areas or city areas have an impact on recharge, depends 
how they are developed. 

Heidi Bauer – We need to account for where the water is coming from. Some of the proposed developments 
outside of city limits get their water from the City of Petaluma; it shouldn’t be counted against water in our 
basin coming from the Russian River. 

Trotta – That is considered. The City of Petaluma has a well field they will produce from so a certain 
amount of local groundwater water going forward we will assume will be supporting future 
development in the city. 

Barry Sovel, Member of Public (chat) – I assume everything impacts water. I am assuming this gathered data 
would help us make better decisions regarding the addition of homes and agriculture projects, rather than 
serve to deny traditional rural growth and agriculture. 

Eugene Camozzi – It looks like the Airborne Electromagnetic Survey (AEM) follows the Roger fault line. Is there 
something specific about it? 

Trotta – We were hoping they could fly perpendicular to the lines rather than parallel. Fault lines are 
an area of interest and focus. 
Magill [to Marcus Trotta] – Do you know how they chose the flight lines they did? 
Trotta – We gave them some information, including data gap areas. They had to avoid vineyards 
because the metal stakes interfere. The final paths were chosen by DWR by looking at satellite 
imagery to make sure they wouldn’t fly over homes or livestock. 

Rate and Fee Study Introduction and Next Steps 
Objective: Introduce Rate and Fee Study schedule and next steps. 

Ann DuBay gave a short history of the fee study. She introduced the rate and fee study consultant team, SCI 
Consulting Group, who was awarded the project, and headed by Jerry Bradshaw. 

Jerry Bradshaw then introduced the SCI team composed of Arcelia Herrera, Valerie Flores, Ryan Aston, and 
Rich Pauloo of Larry Walker Associates. Bradshaw gave an overview of the phasing of the fee study, 
budget/costs, policy decisions, and next steps. 

Challenges include: 
1. Who should pay? Just well owners or all water users?
2. What should they pay for? Local or state management, services provided, value to the community
3. Rate levels – Operating budgets higher in future years, pay back agencies? Include capital costs?
4. How fees are paid – $/acre-foot (similar to SRP 2019 fee structure), other options.
5. Community acceptance.



PV AC Meeting Summary 01.12.22 4 

Questions/Comments 
Shribbs (chat) – Can fees be done through Sonoma Water or city water bill based on all water use, either 
surface or ground? 

DuBay (chat) – Sonoma Water is a wholesale provider of water and doesn't bill anyone. Not sure I 
understand the question regarding the city water bill. 
Shribbs (chat) – Are those fees per month or per year? 
DuBay – They are annual fees. 

Shribbs (chat) – Spread cost of all water use over whole watershed so everyone pays same amount for water. 

Clayton – One of your slides notes you need to show the benefit of the collected fee. What benefit do you see 
for the well owner? 

Jerry – To stabilize the well situation and avoid wells going dry. 

Engstrom – The Petaluma Valley basin is considered healthy with no overdraft; it is different from Santa Rosa 
Plain which has thousands of more wells and parcels. So, the question is ‘who has the ability to change the 
circumstance in the basin?’ I think the water providers who pump water every day can impact the basin the 
most. As a rural well owner, I pay for my well every month, it uses electricity, maintaining pumps, etc. I do 
what I can to conserve water. I don’t see anything in this process to be beneficial for the well owner. The City 
receives the best benefit, they should fund this. I am not convinced. I think the Plan could be done for less 
money. 

Bauer – I am curious about the same thing. Are we going to spend the same as the other basins? We don’t 
have the same problems. I don’t think the smaller basins should pay the same amount as the larger ones. I 
agree the city should pay their fair share but, disagree that the city should pay all the fees. 

Camozzi – I agree with Clayton Engstrom. You have a cost per acre-foot for pumping. The city can afford to pay 
and make money on it. Some ag crops can afford it too. Your fee is based on who can afford the water. The 
city can afford $19 or $20 an acre-foot because they charge the residents. 

Bradshaw – I want to caution you that the approximate $20 rate is low compared to actual rates going 
forward. The city has costs too, there is a price for getting water out of the ground. This isn’t intended 
to be a cost of water, but rather regulating the basin so, we need to be clear on the value of the 
services provided for the basin.  
Camozzi – Is there any value added for recharging? 
Bradshaw – This will need to be deferred for some time until we get a better handle on what the 
recharge projects are. And then provide some incentives through this rate process but it doesn’t 
sound like we have enough data to do it, it needs to be addressed in the fee study. 
Camozzi – I probably have 900 acres in the Petaluma basin and if I just recharged one inch and I use 
five acre-feet, I am going to be charged for a little bit of water, but I put back a lot of water into the 
basin. Is this fair? 
Bradshaw – The recharge potential needs to be looked at. 
Trotta (chat) – The current thinking is that recharge credits could be considered in the future for 
projects which provide enhanced recharge above the natural recharge occurring over the landscape. 
Such projects would need to have a way to quantify this amount of additional recharge. An example of 
such a program has been piloted in the Pajaro Valley (https://www.rcdsantacruz.org/managed-
aquifer-recharge). 

Lindsey Strain (chat) – How does the political climate look for the feasibility of getting a two-thirds vote to 
spread the cost over all water users? 

https://www.rcdsantacruz.org/managed-aquifer-recharge
https://www.rcdsantacruz.org/managed-aquifer-recharge
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Bradshaw – Our firm did the rural community engagement program. One of the first questions asked 
of well owners was to rate the importance of six issues to the community. Groundwater sustainability 
was one of the six issues. In all basins, groundwater came in fifth or sixth in importance, so it doesn’t 
bode well for a tax measure. Any ballot measure is going to take longer than July 1 to get a ballot 
measure passed and implemented; I think the earliest would probably be the November 2022 
election. Taxes are always a hard sell in urban and rural areas. 

Peter Kiel – I share the concern about fee equity. This basin isn’t like other SGMA basins. I don’t think it 
appropriate to impose fees only on well owners. Is there an example of a true Prop 218 special benefit 
assessment on a basin similar to this, where we have a municipal provider providing retail water and those 
users getting an assessment different than rural residential well owners? I would support that process if it was 
feasible. 

Bradshaw – We have seen one benefit assessment applied on a couple of twin basins. I wasn’t 
particularly impressed with the solidity of their logic and their applicability to the benefit assessment. 
The balloting for a benefit assessment is a weighted ballot so, if some of the big users are charged a 
lot more, they would have more voting power. You vote your assessment dollars, not your parcel. You 
need to quantify and separate out any general benefit that extends beyond the borders of your  
district boundaries and that can't be assessed to the people who you're assessing special benefits on, 
so that's a big calculation you would have to make and evaluate. It is possibility but I am not sure it's 
the best approach here at this point, but we will keep it on the table as we go through our options. 

Barry Sovel, Member of Public – I am a rural homeowner, I have a well and from looking at maps, I believe that 
I am in the contributing watershed area. I think ‘What should they pay’ should be question number1 and ‘Who 
should pay’ should be number 2. I am not sure what we are paying for here other than more data to analyze. I 
am more willing to consider paying if I know what I am paying for. It comes out more clearly if we can put 
focus on the data that is gained and how we can use the tool. What does the million dollars go to? 

John Shribbs (chat) – I agree with Eugene Camozzi. What is the percentage of his fees? Is it significant? What is 
a rural well owner paying, is their fee bigger than 1%? I need to get a feel for what the well owners pay, for 
comparison. One of my earlier questions about total water use – is there a way to spread the total cost of all 
water use, groundwater water and surface water out? I would like better information before talking about 
rate fees. 

Bradshaw – We aren’t asking for final decisions as we haven’t given any numbers of examples. We will 
be doing that.  

Gary Mickelson (chat) – We were told in the past that the cost to oversee our basin would be around 400K per 
year, what has changed to more than double it? 

DuBay (chat) – The 2018 rate/fee study was based on a budget of about $300,000 annually for the GSP 
development period (the GSA has been receiving an additional $300-$600K annually from DWR 
grants) for a total of $600-$900K annually. The GSP implementation budget doesn't include any 
assumptions about grant funding. 

AFY = Acre-feet per year. 
DuBay (chat) – From the Groundwater Sustainability Plan regarding actual groundwater pumping: Agriculture 
pumps an average of 4,000 AFY, rural well owners pump an average of 300 AFY and the city pumps an average 
of 200 AFY (between 2012-2018). 

Shribbs (chat) – At 4,000 acre-feet (AFY) per year, and $20/AFY then that is $80,000? Math does not 
make sense. 
DuBay (chat) – The $19.90 per acre feet is for the Santa Rosa Plain. That is just an example. 
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Strain (chat) – We can't even decide to raise property taxes to fix potholes, so it probably won't be feasible to 
pass a vote for sharing groundwater costs. 

Shribbs (chat) – I suspect any ballot measure will not get enough support and really isn't an option. 
What would a vineyard grower pay per year on average versus a cannabis grower versus a rural resident? Is 
actual cost per person per year significant? What is the cost of well pumping per acre-foot, what is total cost 
per year they pay versus the fee we are asking? 

DuBay (chat) – The amount paid depends on the type of fee. However, in Santa Rosa Plain (again, just 
an example), vineyards are estimated to use 0.6 acre-feet annually per irrigated acre. Rural residents 
are estimated to use 0.5 acre-feet annually. So, a 10-acre vineyard would pay 0.6 x 10 x $19.90. A rural 
resident would pay $9.95 annually. Permitted cannabis water use must be provided to the county, and 
it varies depending on whether the grows are inside/outside, etc. Per John's comment:  From the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan regarding actual groundwater pumping: Agriculture pumps an 
average of 4,000 AFY, rural well owners pump an average of 300 AFY and the city pumps an average of 
200 AFY (between 2012-2018). 
Mickelson (chat) – Are the numbers that you are using for our basin? 4,000 AFY in our basin seems 
very high. That’s billions of gallons. 
DuBay (chat) – Yes, that is for this basin. Page 79 of 101 of Section 3 of the GSP: 
https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/Section-03_Basin-
Setting_PV_GSV_Final_508.pdf 
Trotta (chat) – One caveat is the estimate for ag pumpage during the most recent five years of the 
water budget are much lower (~2,000 AFY vs. the average of ~4,000 reported for 2012-2018).  See 
Figure 3-30 of the GSP using the link provided above. The number for the fee study could end up being 
closer to these more recent and lower estimates. 

Andy Rodgers (chat) – Agree that highlighting what GSA services are provided would be helpful: 

1. Keep state out of our water resources.
2. Comply with law.
3. Monitor the health of groundwater basin during droughts and population growth and have the

authority to implement remedies.
4. Provide information, education, and engagement for all categories of groundwater users in the basin.

Strain (chat) – I think everyone should pay if we can find a feasible way to levy the fee against them. Everyone 
benefits from the continued oversight of the basin and the ability to use groundwater for the next 50+ years. 

Bauer – If we are taking well maintenance and operational costs, including electricity into account, we need to 
apply that to city wells as they have a lot of operational costs too. It's not cheap to pay for city water, those 
costs get passed on to the users. 

Engstrom – All rural property owners pay a tax bill for Lake Sonoma that produces water that none of us use. 
We pay but we don’t get any benefit. 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/Section-03_Basin-Setting_PV_GSV_Final_508.pdf
https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/wp-content/uploads/Section-03_Basin-Setting_PV_GSV_Final_508.pdf
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POLL 

On a scale of 1-7, how would you 
rank/prioritize the following 
concepts for the Rate and Fee 
Study?  

Should the 
approach used 
in the 2019 
Santa Rosa 
Plain Rate and 
Fee Study be 
maintained in 
the Petaluma 
Valley? 

Should the 
type of fee be 
consistent 
across all three 
basins?  

What are the primary 
concerns of the 
stakeholders you 
represent? How should 
we communicate with 
them?  

Ranking 
Multiple choice 
(Single answer) 

Multiple choice 
(Single answer) Word cloud 

Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups); All Beneficiaries Pay; 
Affordability; Enforceability; 
Revenue Stability; Simplicity; 
Administrative Ease No No Equity; Cost 
Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups); Revenue Stability; 
Affordability; Enforceability; 
Administrative Ease; Simplicity; All 
Beneficiaries Pay No 

Fairness, affordability; 
highlight the benefits 

Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups); Affordability; Simplicity; All 
Beneficiaries Pay; Enforceability; 
Revenue Stability; Administrative 
Ease No No 
Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups); All Beneficiaries Pay; 
Enforceability; Affordability; 
Revenue Stability; Administrative 
Ease; Simplicity Yes Yes benefits of managing GW 
Revenue stability; All Beneficiaries 
Pay; Affordability; Equity (i.e., 
fairness to all user groups); 
Simplicity; Enforceability; 
Administrative Ease No Yes 

sustainability of GW, GSA; 
equity 

Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups) Yes No future generations 
Affordability; Administrative Ease; 
Enforceability; Simplicity; Equity 
(i.e., fairness to all user groups); 
Revenue Stability; All Beneficiaries 
Pay No No 

value for money paid; Can 
it be done for less 

Equity (i.e., fairness to all user 
groups); Revenue Stability; 
Administrative Ease; All Beneficiaries No No 

value for money paid; 
meetings 
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Pay; Affordability; Simplicity; 
Enforceability 

No Yes 
The actual cost; Direct 
mail 

When asked ‘Should all basins have same fee structure?’ 

Questions/Comments 
Strain (chat) – No, each of the three basins have specific needs or different users. We shouldn't be forced to 
use a model that may not apply. 

Shribbs (chat) – Sonoma County should be similar throughout. Can Santa Rosa Plain change to our needs? 

Updates 
Objective: Provide relevant updates that inform the Advisory Committee – AC to ask questions if needed. Solicit 
volunteers for Outreach and Engagement Plan work group.   

Revised Outreach and Engagement Plan 
Ann DuBay – We did quite a robust stakeholder engagement and outreach plan that was adopted in January 
2018; it was focused on the period when the GSP was being developed. Because of Covid, we never had the 
chance to put it into place. Now, we are going into the Plan implementation phase, and we wish to renew 
outreach to the tribes and disadvantaged communities. DuBay listed specific questions, issues and 
considerations regarding outreach and engagement during GSP implementation. We would like to put 
together a mini task force with up to three advisory committee members from each basin. Our aim is to hold 
three 60- to- 90-minute virtual meetings in January through March and anticipate two to three hours for 
reviewing drafts/materials. I am looking for volunteers open to serving on the task force. Lindsey Strain and 
Rebecca Ng offered to join. 

Questions/Comments 
Camozzi – Could we get an estimate at our next meeting of how much a rural well owner pays for water and a 
city resident pays for water? 

DuBay – We can ask Chelsea Thompson from the City of Petaluma to provide an average of what a city 
resident pays. Maybe we can talk to Gary Mickelson about well drilling and development and pumping 
costs to get some averages, I think electricity costs would be highly variable. We can do some 
research. 

Strain (chat) – I can provide my Cotati water bills from last year and then my community water system in 
Sebastopol bill... If that will help? 

Mickelson (chat) – The current cost per foot to drill a well now is $72.00 
Barry Sovel, Member of Public (chat) – To the drilling cost, do we add the cost of sums, boosters, 
storage, maintenance, etc.? 

Shribbs – It is not just a rural resident versus a city resident but city and rural businesses. What is the 
profitability or cost per gallon of water related to their profitability?  

DuBay – I don’t think it is something we could do. We don’t have the capacity to do it. We could do 
something simple but what you are requesting is an economic study. 
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Shribbs – My concern is that if we charge $20 an acre-foot, is it going to impact their business? How 
much are we really impacting well owners? Can we survey that? 
DuBay – We don’t have a budget to do a survey, I will discuss with the consultant. 

Strain (chat) – That is a personal problem. Eventually if a business is unsustainable and the costs can't be 
passed on to the customer, you can't give them a discount just because you like them…. 

Rodgers (chat) – The Santa Rosa Plain model (in 2019) applied different estimates, factors, and coefficients to 
the acre-foot rate based on categories of use which helped weigh the fees accordingly. 

Engstrom – If you are trying to get the cost for wells, there is also filtration to consider. Also, I would like to 
mention that at the December Board meeting, someone announced that the Petaluma Valley Advisory 
Committee had unanimously approved the Plan. I didn’t vote yes, it wasn’t unanimous. I sent a note to David 
Rabbitt, I didn’t want to mention it at the meeting but mention it now to set the record straight.  

DuBay – I did say the Board voted unanimously at the public hearing. I will be in touch with you about 
this. 

Barry Sovel, Member of Public (chat) – Is it possible for me, as a member of the public, to get the Zoom link for 
both the February and March meetings, to listen? 

Meeting dates, along with materials and links can be found at: 
https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/meetings/ 

Strain(chat) – Are we planning on returning to live meetings anytime soon? 
DuBay – With the new county Covid orders, it probably won’t be in March. 
Strain – Sounds good, thank you for the update. 

Heidi Bauer thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 6:28 p.m. The next scheduled 
Advisory Committee meeting is Wednesday, March 9, 2022, at 4:30 p.m. and the next Board meeting is on 
Thursday, February 24, 2022, at 4:00 p.m. 

Attendees 
Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Andy Rodgers 
Clayton Engstrom 
Eugene Camozzi 
Gary Mickelson 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Lindsey Strain 
Peter Kiel 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng 

Advisory Committee Members – Absent/Excused 
Drew Buechley 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/meetings/
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Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting notes) 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Valerie Flores, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 
Arcelia Herrera, SCI Consulting Group 

Facilitator 
Sam Magill, Sacramento State University – Consensus and Collaboration Program 

Other Attendees 
Gina Benedetti-Petnic, Public Works and Utilities, City of Petaluma 
Barry Sovel, Member of Public 
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