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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

March 9, 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 3:02 p.m. Heidi Bauer, Chair, welcomed the participants, and 
gave a succinct overview of the agenda. Most of the meeting focus today is the rate and fee study.  

General Public Comments 
Ted Cabral – I was the chair of the Zone 2A Flood Advisory Committee for many years and am currently a 
member of one of the State Parks Commission, so I am familiar with processes and procedures of meetings. 
When you talk about taxes or fees, you need to follow strict protocols. I am a little concerned how the agenda 
is being handled for these meetings. Normally, you should adhere to regulations. I believe there needs to be a 
45-day notice period when talking about fees. Also, it is important that public comment be added after each 
topic. Please check with some of the Resources Code and Brown Act on this.

DuBay – I would refer to Jerry Bradshaw who will be giving the presentation. There definitely is a 45-
day notice period for Prop 218 related fees but I am not sure the 45-day rule applies when discussing 
options. We will refer to Legal Counsel, thank you. 

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

There were no modifications requested to the January meeting summary. Please send any comments to Sam 
Magill or Simone Peters by the end of the week so the summary can be posted. 

Ann DuBay said the Board met at the end of February primarily to discuss the rate and fee study and receive 
an update on the implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the Annual Report. The Board 
will most likely not meet in March but will meet in April and May. The Advisory Committee will also meet in 
May and receive an update from Rob Pennington/Permit Sonoma on Prop 68 grant funded tasks. Community 
meetings are planned for March 30 (virtual) and May 12 (most likely in-person). 

No public comment. 

Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Receive AC input on Rate and Fee Study options and discuss public engagement events. 

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. 

mailto:Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov
http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/
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Questions/Comments 
Clayton Engstrom – You allocated small and large public users; the difference was only 10 acre-feet. What is 
the difference between a small and a large public user? 

Bradshaw – In Petaluma Valley, the large public user is the City of Petaluma, everyone else is 
considered a small user. 
Engstrom – You allocated a half-acre-foot for rural users, five times that of an urban user. You said you 
would double the first number for a rural residential user if you have multiple houses on the property? 
Wouldn’t that be parallel to an urban user? 
Trotta – If there are multiple housed on one lot, a smaller amount would be estimated for the 
secondary houses. 
Bradshaw – Urban users are hooked up to city water, if there is a well, we assume it is used for 
irrigation. They have two sources of water, that is why the amount estimated for an urban well user is 
only a small amount. 
Engstrom – So you think that if there is more than one house, you would use the multiple of a half-
acre foot per house? 
Engstrom – Then, how much is usual city use? 
Bradshaw – We would assume the same half-acre foot. 
Engstrom – Then the rate fee should be the same amount for everybody. 
Trotta – I want to clarify that for properties with multiple residences, a smaller amount than half-acre 
foot is assumed for the additional houses. 
Engstrom – I own several of these types of properties. The main house usually takes care of the 
landscaping, the extra houses are only using water indoors. 
DuBay – Properties with multiple homes would be charged per half acre-foot for the first home and 
.25 acre-feet for the additional homes, for the very reasons you state. For a good description of filling 
data gaps, projects, operations, modeling, etc., look at the groundwater sustainability plan, located 
here: https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/gsp/. 

Engstrom – A large part of your budget is about data gaps. What are data gaps? 
Trotta – Data gaps are informational gaps identified in the GSP in this basin. Petaluma Valley’s 
monitoring networks are not as developed as in the other Sonoma County basins. There is a greater 
need here for increased monitoring to comply with the Department of Water Resources’ requirements 
as per SGMA.  
Engstrom – It seems the Operations and Projects would do that. I don’t think we should be setting 
budgets on grants that can fluctuate a lot. You said the Prop 218 fee is going to deal with a $600,000 
budget? 

Engstrom – What is the budget for all the basins? 
Bradshaw – Each basin has almost the same budget, just over a million. We assume we can get by on 
$600,000 with grants. 
Engstrom – You said you would be explaining the benefits to the rural user. What are the benefits [you 
are messaging] to the community? 
Bradshaw – We haven’t gotten into that in depth yet, we are working on it now. 
Engstrom – Our basin is in equilibrium, no fear of overdraft. We should be concentrating on charging 
fees to users that could upset our basin. 

Engstrom – Where has state intervention taken place? To say that the state will take over sounds like a threat, 
especially if it hasn’t happened yet. And if it has happened, I would like to know what that looks like. How do 
our protocols compare to other counties? 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/gsp/
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Bradshaw – Budget-wise we did compare budgets for different administrative and other functions. We 
line up well with other basins around the state. 
Trotta (chat) – I don't believe the SWRCB has intervened in any basins yet as all basins met the first 
two SGMA requirements of forming GSAs and submitting Groundwater Sustainability Plans on time. 
DWR has completed their review of GSPs submitted in 2020 and found many of them deficient – those 
GSAs have until July of this year to address the deficiencies. If they do not, they could be subject to 
SWRCB intervention. 

Drew Buechley – Without metering, how would you charge per acre-foot? There is a lot of diversity in the way 
that people use water. Also, the source of the water varies greatly between surface and ground.  I know that it 
is true for dairy, vineyards, and other ag, which is the area of my representation on the committee. Your 
broad-sweeping approach is too generic. It seems like this approach is just another arbitrary tax. 

Bradshaw – I correlate it to other fees that the average person pays such as water and sewer fees. 
Most public properties have a meter and are charged on the amount of water used. Sewage is 
typically not metered; it is often a model. For the private user that doesn’t have a meter, we use a 
water demand model based on type of crops. It is something of an over-simplification, but we think it 
is a good model. If someone takes measures to reduce their water consumption, the model won’t 
recognize it unless they ask for a rate adjustment; there is an appeal process. 
Buechley – Your analogy for sewer is likely fine for someone that lives in a city. Unincorporated rural 
residents are not accustomed to monthly fees for services that they consider owned and paid for – 
septic and well water, etc. Larger users vary so much in use case that any form of fee must not result 
in 50% of recipients needing to go to an appeal process. That is a bad start in my opinion. 

Peter Kiel – I support Clayton Engstrom’s and Drew Buechley’s comments. I think you are hearing frustration in 
this basin because there isn’t a predominate use class; this is an ag dominated basin. My personal 
recommendation is the fee structure be as broad as possible based on diversity. You mentioned a con of Prop 
218 is subject to the majority protest. We have many parcels and relatively few large landowners. Does this 
mean that Prop 218 is more viable than going through a benefit assessment process? 

Bradshaw – I think that is a fair statement that the Prop 218 fee is more attainable than going to the 
landowner vote for the benefit assessment process. 
Kiel – You mentioned the cons of proportionality, longer process, some legal risk, and potential benefit 
of adaptability. Should there be effort focused on this option? 
Bradshaw – We will be putting effort on this option. 

Lindsey Strain – We need to pay this money. We can’t change what needs to be paid, so must find a way to 
pay for it. I agree with Becky Ng, I don’t think we can fund it with grants. Everyone benefits from the GSA. If 
we can do metering and people can prove they use less than the estimated amount, they should get a 
discount. 

Eugene Camozzi – Irrigation rate for pasture is .04 – is that livestock drinking or irrigation? 
Bradshaw – It is a small amount; I believe it is a blend of the two. 
Camozzi – A lot of the ranches pay the state for livestock drinking. For irrigation of agriculture, you 
have 1,900 acre-feet – an estimate. It is so overblown. How did you come up with that number of 
acre-feet? 
Bradshaw – We think we have quite good data on the delivery of surface water, or in some cases, 
recycled water. 
Camozzi – There aren’t many crops you can irrigate that would be worth growing. When it comes to 
pumping water for agriculture, PG&E is the most expensive thing you can do. It is going to cost more 
than the crop is worth. 
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Bradshaw – We get them from demand factors that we have established through the various state and 
industry sources. 
Camozzi – Can I get that information? 
Trotta – Yes, we have estimates of water use by crop type. If there is a surface water right associated 
with a parcel, the metered use is subtracted from the estimated total water use. In some cases, there 
might not be any well water use. 
Camozzi – Can I get a fact sheet on how you calculate the 1,600-1,900 acre-feet? 
Bradshaw – Yes, please contact me offline. 

John Shribbs(chat) – What are our member agencies? Do member agencies have long term budgets ready to 
support GSA? 

DuBay (chat) – The member agencies are Sonoma County, Sonoma Water, City of Petaluma, Sonoma 
Resources Conservation District and North Bay Water District. These agencies are the signatory to the 
Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA) that created the GSA, as required by the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act. 
Magill (chat) – https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/agencies/ 

Shribbs (chat) – Water in acre-feet? Per parcel or total for valley? Where do Lagunitas and Creamery get put in 
these estimates? 

Trotta (chat) – Yes, acre-feet. Lagunitas and Creamery fall under Commercial. 

Strain (chat) – If we choose one of these options, would we ever in the future have the option to change the 
way we charge people within the basin? 

Bradshaw – Yes, absolutely. The Board has the authority to revisit and change direction. We are 
putting together a five-year study, but the Board can change the structure and/or the rate at any time 
along the way. 
Shribbs (chat) – Can we separate different users and charge differently based on value and profit from 
water use? Different than commercial? 
Bradshaw – It has been litigated in southern California. There are some provisions in the code that 
allows ag to be charged at different rates. I think there is an opportunity for that, but you need to look 
at equity with the public. There are options and pros / cons either way. 

Rebecca Ng (chat) – Can we charge a base fee for all water consumers and then, charge additional fee-based 
amounts (tiers) such as water bills? 

Bradshaw – Yes, it is an option, it is a mix and match approach. Proposing two options may require 
two options/processes, it is something we could consider.  
Strain (chat) – That is what I was thinking! 

Shribbs (chat) – Can we charge similar to PG&E style by transmission, amount, admin costs, etc. so diversify 
bills to meet needs of GSA. 

Drew Buechley (chat) – Very against that approach and can give examples. 
Engstrom (chat) – I agree with Drew Buechley. 

Shribbs (chat) – Some vineyards seem to be going to dry farming so it can be very diverse. We need metering if 
charging per acre-foot. 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/agencies/
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Ng (chat) – Do we have the authority to require meters on wells especially non-residential? 
DuBay (chat) – The GSA has the authority to require meters on non-de minimis water users (people 
who use less than two acre-feet annually and who don't use water for commercial production). This 
would be a Board policy decision. 

Shribbs (chat) – Since surface water is linked to groundwater, can we charge equally for both sources? 
DuBay (chat) – Surface water users and recycled water users would not be charged. Only groundwater 
users. 

Shribbs (chat) – Can we subsidize metering, like water, gas, electric? 
Shribbs (chat) – Metering could be a short-term grant to establish. 

Shribbs (chat) – Can ag users afford groundwater? Will it break the bank if they get charged several thousand 
per year? Would like to see groundwater cost as would look like per acre of production. Ag has thin line of 
profit as is. 

Buechley (chat) – What is the budget for CA? 
Magill (chat) – Can you be more specific? Which budget are you referring to? 
Buechley (chat) – Total cost of SGMA for CA would be interesting as we take this in front of the 
constituents. 

Heidi Bauer (chat) – In my opinion, groundwater should be managed as the precious resource it is. The more 
you use the more you pay; that would incentivize conservation and reductions for groundwater wells used by 
cities and rural users. I also like the idea of subsidizing meters if possible. That way we can meter and issue 
fees proportional to use. 

Buechley (chat) – Depending upon the cost of meters, I would agree. I also echo Clayton Engstrom's statement 
that there is no problem here. 

Engstrom (chat) – Does Mendocino have a million-dollar budget or is it based on user fees? 
Trotta (chat) – The Ukiah Valley GSA in Mendocino appears to cite a cost range of $140K to $405K per 
year. This cost does not appear to include data gap filling which they appear to rely on State funding 
to cover. Their funding mechanism cited in the GSP appears to rely on member agency contributions 
"at the start of implementation". 
Engstrom (chat) – How many wells/parcels do they have compared to the Petaluma Basin? 
DuBay (chat) – You can get basin information in the Ukiah Valley GSP, which is available online at 
https://www.mendocinocounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/47316/637731717832670000 

Bauer (chat) – I think we should pursue the prop 218 option for sure. 
Ng (chat) – Prop 218 does look more attainable. 
Buechley (chat) – I like the Prop 218 process, as it is a state taxation of its constituents. 
Shribbs (chat) – At this time any added tax would not get a positive vote. 

Buechley (chat) – This is broad reaching legislation, the cost of which should be spread broadly. I would like to 
see the analysis directly for agriculture as well. 

Strain [to Eugene Camozzi] (chat - Put a meter on your wells and prove the data wrong. 

https://www.mendocinocounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/47316/637731717832670000
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Buechley (chat) – I would like to see site by site between ground and surface. 

Shribbs (chat) – Can we match up water cost for ag comparing those that have access to recycled water versus 
those that can have surface to those that need groundwater for their production. We need to make sure 
growers have level field of play for water costs, assuming this is a critical cost affecting profit. I still want to see 
the typical water costs on local farms and commercial users. 

Buechley (chat) – I would like the committee to see a sample data set on the agricultural estimates. Not off-
line requests. 

Trotta (chat) – The slide here shows the per crop and per parcel estimates, if it is not part of the 
meeting packet we can provide. We can also provide the total estimates being derived from these per 
crop and per parcel basis to the entire Advisory Committee once we complete some refinements on 
the numbers. 

Public Comment 
Maryse Suppiger (chat) – I thought Santa Rosa Plain GSA charged ~ $20 per acre-foot for groundwater, not 
$230-400 per acre-foot as Option A suggests. Perhaps, I'm not understanding correctly? 

DuBay (chat) – The Santa Rosa Plain fees (current fees) are based on the current budget (which will 
change beginning on July 1, as we start implementing the groundwater sustainability plan). The big 
difference, however, is that the costs of implementing the plans for each basin are quite similar, but 
Petaluma has a lot less people to share the costs. 
Maryse Suppiger (chat) – I see. OK, so the template/formula is the same, just smaller pool of people 
splitting the cost? 

Maryse Suppiger (chat) – Re subsidizing meters. Other GSAs are doing this, i.e., Lower Tule & Pixley in Tulare. 
I believe meters are around 5,000 on average but there is a huge range depending on size. Lower Tule 
& Pixley are likely offering growers $1,000 - 2,000 each in subsidy (for the nice ones, around 4 or 5k). 

Maryse Suppiger (chat) – Are these slides available online? 
DuBay (chat) – The rate/fee slides are in the meeting packet online. The full slides will be posted in the next 
couple of days. 

Ted Cabral – There has been a lot of development with storm drain captures that direct everything to the 
Petaluma River or one of its tributaries. It has degraded the ability of this basin to recharge groundwater from 
the region. Many of the planned projects don’t include recharge component, they rarely even have a storm 
water component. Net positive recharge is possible, I don’t see it captured in any of these rates, I encourage 
the Advisory Committee and consultants to look at this. There should be a net re-charge credit. I appreciate 
your efforts with this. 

1. Basis of Costs
Budget for grant revenue (~40% of costs) to keep rates down? 
(Seems reasonable – Yes 31%, No 69%) 

Strain (chat) – I only say no because I don't want the budget to rely on grants. 

Considerations for Fee Structure 
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Camozzi (chat) – Grant is a tough one, it would be nice. 

Buechley (chat) What is the grant process?  I am not sure we have a basis for an understanding the over / 
under on the risk. 

Shribbs (chat) – Grants will not be sustainable long term - our economics are going to fluctuate. 

Shribbs (chat) – Grants for special projects only in future, need consistent money (fees) for operation costs, 
otherwise risk going into red frequently. Who would bail us out if there is a major shortfall? 

Strain (chat) – I hope that if we didn't budget for any grants, and then got grants, we could use the money we 
"saved" to put meters on, or use it to fund a ballot measure, to lower the fees for future uses. 

Peter Kiel (chat) – SCWA is very effective in grant seeking, so I trust the grant estimate, but hedge my bets for 
lower than 40% based on the lower priority/problems on the Petaluma Valley Basin. 

Shribbs (chat) – Grants for special projects only in future, need consistent money (fees) for operation costs, 
otherwise risk going into red frequently. There is a major shortfall? 

Trotta – We are assuming that most of the grants would be competitive. There will be $200 million available 
statewide for 90 basins across the state. The award is $1 million minimum and there is no match requirement, 
but you do get extra points if you provide a 5% match. Obviously, there is no guarantee of getting grant 
funding, but we have been successful through the program in the past to fund the development of the GSP. 

Public Comment 
Maryse Suppiger (chat) – I think as SGMA gets underway less funding will be available from DWR. It will start 
to dry up. 

Maryse Suppiger (chat) – I thought that grant (SGM grant) was not competitive (by subbasin). 
DuBay (chat) – The next grant round will be competitive, https://water.ca.gov/work-with-us/grants-
and-loans/sustainable-groundwater. 

Recommend we assume a higher or lower percentage of grant funding? 
(Higher 7%, Lower 86%, No change 7%) 

Camozzi – It would be nice if the grant paid the whole thing. 

Other comments were received in the chat previously. 

2. Fee Structure
Only groundwater users? (Yes 85%, No 15%) 
All water consumers? (Yes, 23%, No 77%) 

Shribbs (chat) – City users need to contribute. 
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Camozzi – Fees levied directly on groundwater users only? No. All water users Yes. 

Strain – Yes, all water users, but not immediately. We don’t have the money to put it on the ballot now. 

Shribbs (chat) – Since city uses groundwater, they can charge for it without extra tax. Voters will reject tax at 
this time. 

Public Comment 
Maryse Suppiger (chat) – Yes, because if we can mitigate undesirable results associated with over-pumping, 
everyone benefits. 

3. Timing and Pace
Implement in July 2022 and/or re-visit revenue structure ion Year 2 or Year 3 
Implement in FY 2022/23 (Yes 77%) 
Delay until Year 2 or 3 (23%) 

Ng (chat) – Implement as soon as possible. 

Shribbs (chat) – Delay if we have grant money to continue. 

Camozzi – Delay until year 2 or 3. 

Shribbs (chat) – Years, given no more rain this year? 

4. Based on high cost of placing it on the ballot and 2/3 vote require, should parcel tax be
eliminated? (Yes 71%, No 29%)

Camozzi – No. 

See attachment for detailed poll responses. 

GSP Annual Report 
Objective: Provide overview of GSP Annual Report and receive AC 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. 

Questions/Comments 
Kiel – My recommendation is that you qualify comments about missing thresholds, where you don't have a lot 
of historic data to explain that it's a monitoring tool but it's not necessarily an indication of adverse impact. 

Trotta – We plan to make these types of qualifications in the report. 
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Shribbs (chat) – Since groundwater takes years to recover, a downtrend now will continue for how many years 
given no more rain this year? Concerned current drought cycle will continue several more years. 

Kiel (chat) – What is historic basis for interconnected SW thresholds? 

Andy Rodgers (chat) - Will the report be posted on the GSA website after submittal? 
Trotta (chat) – Yes, it will be posted on the GSA website and on DWR's SGMA Portal. 

Shribbs (chat) – Can the city add or increase a fee in regular water bill to add funding to GSA? 

Ng (chat) – The City of Petaluma cannot include the GSA fees on their water bills. 

No public comment. 

Outreach and Engagement Plan 
Objective: Introduce Outreach and Engagement Plan and receive AC feedback. 

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. The upcoming Community meeting on March 30 is a 
virtual meeting and the second Community meeting on May 12 is scheduled to be in person. 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. 

Questions/Comments 
Camozzi – Back in July, Sonoma Water was going to ask everyone to cut back water use by 15-20%. At our 
meeting, you said that the City of Petaluma was estimating to pump an extra 225 acre-feet to get through July 
through September. I am curious as to what the actual numbers were for the period. 

Chelsea – From July to October we were pumping about one million gallons a day. 

Shribbs – Since we are using more groundwater last summer, and probably a lot more this coming summer, 
can we charge or increase fees for groundwater that is being used, it’s a little bit more expensive for 
electricity. Is the city willing to add that into their budget? 

Chelsea – We will be doing a new water rate study including drought rate surcharges, we currently 
don’t have a way of charging more during water shortages. 
Shribbs – I was asking if the city, not just to recoup the monies for themselves, but to recruit money 
for the GSA by adding onto bills, both now and in the future. If we want to charge the general 
population for the groundwater, the GSA, and for projects, and if down the road we run out of grants, 
we will need money from the city to support the GSA. Is there a means for which we can add this to 
the water bill, without going to vote, so that we bypass the vote and are able to add a little bit to 
everybody? 
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DuBay – We can ask Jerry Bradshaw and legal counsel about that. 

Engstrom – The numbers Chelsea was using are double of what Jerry Bradshaw had in his report. He needs to 
update his report. 

DuBay – Jerry Bradshaw’s numbers were based on water years through 2020. 
Engstrom – The numbers we have now are better than what we had in the past. 

No public comment. 

Sam Magill thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 6:38 p.m. The next scheduled 
Advisory Committee meeting is Wednesday, May 11, 2022, at 4:30 p.m. and the next Board meeting is on 
Thursday, April 28, 2022.  

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

Advisory Committee Members – Absent/Excused 
Gary Mickelson 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Jay Jasperse, Plan Manager (arrived 4:53pm) 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting notes) 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 

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

Other Attendees 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 
Bob Anderson, Santa Rosa Plain Advisory Committee Chair 
Maryse Suppiger, Member of Public 
Ted Cabral, Member of Public 
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