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Petaluma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

May 11, 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 participants, and 
gave an overview of the agenda. She said the meeting would focus mostly on the fee study. 

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

Drew Buechley felt his objection to the broad-sweeping generic approach to fees wasn’t adequately 
documented and asked that his objection be better reflected in the March meeting summary.  

Please send any additional comments to Sam Magill or Simone Peters by the end of the week, Friday, May 13 
so the summary can be posted. 

Ann DuBay gave an overview of the meeting calendar. She said it would be great to have a large presence of 
Advisory Committee members at the Community meeting later this week. 

Rate and Fee Study 
Objective: Receive AC input on Rate and Fee Study options and proposed fee amounts 

Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting gave a status update on the Rate and Fee Study progress starting with a 
background overview. He said that a preferred rate structure has been selected, and the budget, assumes 25% 
grant funding. He provided five-year cost estimates for the GSA.  

Ann DuBay explained preliminary Year 1 reduced budget options for administration (-$31,000) and Marcus 
Trotta explained preliminary Year 1 reduced budget options for GSP implementation (-$65,000). Although 
administration costs can be reduced beyond Year 1, most of the GSP implementation cost savings would be 
deferred from Year 1 to following years. Current expected budget gap to be filled is about $400,000 for Year 1. 

Bradshaw presented three approach options that had been shown to the Board. 

1. Option 1 – Adopt fee this year based on groundwater usage (minimal budget plus minus
$400,000)

2. Option 2 – Adopt fee this year based on groundwater usage (40% grant funding)
3. Option 3 No fee in Year 1 (continue member contributions (minimal budget plus or minus

$400,000)

mailto:Ann.DuBay@scwa.ca.gov
http://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/
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VOTE 
John Shribbs – Option 1, we need to be solvent 
Heidi Bauer, Option 1 
Rebecca Ng – Option 1, would like to see Option 1 for one year, but leans towards hybrid option in future 
Drew Buechley – Option 3, take more time to understand options better 
Clayton Engstrom– Option 3 
Eugene Camozzi – Option 3 

Questions/Comments 
Drew Buechley – I appreciate the additional work being done; it will go a long way with constituents. My 
reaction is around blanket fees that makes one go to an appeal process. I would like to know what is in the 
$1.1 million and how it compares to other basins. Is it reasonable for Petaluma Valley given size and status? 
How many basins are there? I also would like to understand grants a bit better.  

Bradshaw – Grants aren’t free, they are paid by bonds measures. Not discretionary on our part. The 
general approach is that we try to get as much as possible. The budget of $1.1 million – we looked at 
various GSAs around the state, it is about $1 million per basin. As I look beyond the first five years, 
some basins have lots of high capital costs, Petaluma Valley will not. 
Trotta – We have a more detailed budget. We received direction from the GSA Board to look at 
options for reducing the first-year budget and deferring costs for some projects. 

Clayton Engstrom – When we started talking about wells, we said 300, then we went to 500, now it is over 
1000. Land use codes haven’t changed, I think it is enormously inaccurate.  

Bradshaw – The land use codes are updated. We haven’t received any feedback locally that we have 
crops on parcels that are vacant. 
Engstrom – I am more concerned about the residential aspect. Are there 1000 wells? 
Bradshaw – We don’t have accurate data for the wells, so we are modeling water demand for 1000. 
Engstrom – I have been a real estate agent for almost 35 years. I understand the Assessor’s Use codes, 
I disagree with the numbers. Another question, is turf in the urban areas or country? 
Andy Rich – We have the land use map from DWR that maps irrigated turf areas. We overlaid it on all 
the parcels in the basin. For properties with city water, we assume the parcel isn’t using groundwater. 
Turf is both inside and outside the basin. 
Bradshaw – As the numbers change, the pie chart will change. We will try and vet it. 
DuBay – There are well owners within the city, much like an HOA or golf course that rely on 
groundwater rather than city water.  
Engstrom – Wells on properties in the city limits of Petaluma need to be registered so they must be 
documented. 
Magill – Re your disagreement on 1000 parcels, if there is an alternative source to get the information, 
we would like to see it. 

Camozzi – You say your data is 95% correct but Marcus Trotta said he just found out that up to 30% is wrong. 
We need to work to get the data correct. 

Bradshaw – I would go with Marcus Trotta’s data, and yes, we have more work to do. 
Camozzi – We have done this for the last three years and only in the last four months we are talking 
about fees and expected to have an answer by June; this is hard to do if the data isn’t correct. I feel 
this is too rushed. 

Shribbs (chat) – Will you be saying everything is concerning only the Petaluma basin or all three basins, please 
make clear. 

DuBay (chat) – The Petaluma Basin only. 
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Buechley – How many groundwater sustainability agencies are there are in the state? 
Trotta – There are approximately 90 basins required to comply with SGMA. We can research in a little 
more detail and get back to you. 
DuBay – There are roughly 300 agencies.  
DuBay (chat) – More information (from DWR): The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA) established a new structure for managing California’s groundwater resources at the local level 
by local agencies. SGMA required Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to form in the State’s 
high- and medium-priority basins and subbasins by June 30, 2017. Over 260 GSAs in over 140 basins 
were formed by SGMA’s initial planning milestone. However, as SGMA continues to be implemented 
and the priorities and boundaries of some basins change, new GSAs will be formed, and existing GSAs 
may want to reorganize, consolidate, or withdraw from managing in all or part of a basin. All GSA 
formation notifications are managed on DWR’s SGMA Portal. 
Buechley – With an average budget of $1.1 million? 
DuBay – The $1.1 million is difficult, it varies a lot and there are loads of exceptions. I wouldn’t be 
surprised if it is about $1 million a year. 

Camozzi – If a person wanted to opt out of the fee, could they opt for the state fee? 
Trotta – I don’t believe a parcel or group of parcels could opt for the state fee, it would be a basin-
wide decision. 
Bradshaw – Any state intervention is only a stop gap until an agency can do its job. They only have one 
tool which is to meter everyone, it is not attractive over time. 

Engstrom – Your 19,500 number on the hybrid approach. I just went on the city website, and they have 20,713 
water meters, so your numbers are off. 

Bradshaw – The entire city isn’t within the basin; it is one of our challenges. 

Buechley – What is our legal structure? State intervention process, we are talking about the most efficient way 
to pass fees to constituents. If the state intervention occurred, how would they pass through the fees? 

DuBay – It is a joint powers of authority agreement between several public agencies, we have no 
employees.  
DuBay (chat) – https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/gsa-structure/ for information about GSA 
structure and  https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/documents/ for formation documents and 
legal structure. 

Shribbs (chat) – How much of salary time is spent in all these necessary meetings? Will meeting time decline 
after fees established since our fees are much higher for our basin, would state fees be lower? 

Trotta (chat) – Here is information on the SWRCB's intervention fees including FAQs - 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/sgma/reporting_and_fees.html. 

Rebecca Ng (chat) – Doesn't State Intervention give up control of the GSA to the State? 
DuBay (chat) – Yes, state intervention hands over control to the state until the basin can come back 
into compliance. The State Board staff has made it very clear that the only 'tool' they will use to 
manage the basin is pumping reductions. 

Bauer – For the hybrid option, the city users would pay a blanket fee per user through their water bill, and 
there would be an additional fee because the City of Petaluma needs to use groundwater sometimes, so there 
would be a fee for that?  The residents would see a flat fee and a usage fee? 

Bradshaw – The pass through is a small percent, it works out to small amount. 
Bauer – If we were to do that, what percentage would city users be paying, about half? 

https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/gsa-structure/
https://petalumavalleygroundwater.org/documents/
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/sgma/reporting_and_fees.html
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Bradshaw – Right now it is about 45%. 
Bauer – But the city users aren’t using half the water, right? 
Bradshaw – Correct. 

Bauer – If we did Option 3, who are the members that would be contributing? 
DuBay – The County of Sonoma, Sonoma Water, the City of Petaluma, The Sonoma Resource 
Conservation District, and the North Bay Water District. 
Bauer – Option 3 looks like a good option, what are the barriers to that option? 
DuBay – The member agencies haven’t agreed.  
Bradshaw – The cities are very late in their budget process; it is late in the game for member agencies 
to incorporate it into their budgets. 
Bauer – So the choice is Option 1 or 2 for year 1 or state intervention? 
Bradshaw – I don’t think state intervention works that fast. 

Shribbs – I am worried about the solvency of the business. At this point the economy could go in any direction, 
more likely down rather than up, grants may dry up, the GSA could go into red, even in year 1. I am very 
concerned about no fees right now (option 3), we need solvency and money coming in. I vote for option 1. 

Engstrom (chat) – Is turf commercial, and large public, the same? if not, where is commercial and turf getting 
water? 

DuBay (chat) – Commercial and large public (Petaluma) are all different. 

Engstrom (chat) – Why a five-year average for Petaluma when last year was 400 acre-feet? 

Shribbs (chat) – Please define "offset". 
DuBay (chat) – The 'offset' means that if a parcel is estimated to use ten acre-feet per year (AFY) of 
water and we know that it receives five AFY of recycled water, the recycled water is subtracted, so the 
total groundwater use would be five AFY. 
Bradshaw (chat) – Offset is the term for surface water or recycled water to supplant any groundwater 
to meet the parcel demand. 

Engstrom (chat) – Where does 1087 parcels come from? We have not seen that high a number. 
Bradshaw (chat) – That number comes from the Assessor Use codes for the parcels.  I think you have 
in your packet a listing of all those types of use codes that include residential. 
DuBay (chat) – An email was sent out today with Jerry's presentation. It also included the assessor use 
codes that Jerry Bradshaw mentioned. Let me know if you didn't receive this and I'll resend it. 
Engstrom (chat) – Do all parcels have wells? I was under the impression we should be looking at wells. 
Many parcels may not be built or have wells. 
Bradshaw (chat) – We don't have complete or reliable data on wells. As an alternative, we are 
modeling the water demand for parcels that do not have "City" water service. The inference is that 
they must be relying on groundwater. 

Shribbs (chat) – Are you including vineyard expansion in future? 
Andrew Rich (chat) – Vineyard expansion is not included in this. If there is expansion in the future, the 
rates and estimates will be updated. 
Bradshaw – Any change in land use will be incorporated in future years as those occur. 
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DuBay (chat) – From an email that Peter Kiel sent to Chair Bauer: 
1. Because of the significant risk that current fee estimates will result in under-collection of fees, the GSA

should slow down the process and consider a significantly reduced first year budget with possible
member contributions.

2. The GSA should not charge fees for estimated use on any user for this fiscal year, and that user fees
should be imposed only after the GSA has completed a thorough analysis of land use and water supply
data.

3. If the GSA imposes fees on users this fiscal year, the GSA should assume that its model overestimates
of agricultural groundwater use exceed actual use by 30-50%.

4. 4. The GSA should adopt 0.4 acre-feet per year as the estimated vineyard water demand for the
Petaluma Valley Basin.

5. The GSA should adopt the hybrid fee approach modeled after the Sacramento Central GSA proposal,
which apportions fees to the “all customers” (beneficiaries) and the groundwater users” classes.  This
approach is fair and reasonable because it would fairly apportion some of the GSA costs to the general
population who will benefit from groundwater basin monitoring and information and benefit from
having the PV Basin as a reliable standby source of water during drought.

Shribbs (chat) – Have you looked at Google Earth maps to compare land use to the database you are using? 
especially for pasture and vineyard. 

Shribbs (chat) – Not sure how this all applies to rate and fees. Number of wells or parcels involved that will 
need to be charged? 

From Andrew Rich (chat) – I'm not sure who made the comment, but someone made the comment that the 
Parcel Use codes are often wrong. Can you please provide some examples to staff so that we can further 
review this issue? The Parcel Use codes is the best data we have for these purposes of identifying rural 
residential groundwater users. 

Shribbs (chat) – Income average for vineyards is much higher than all other uses except cannabis so they 
should be able to absorb actual usage costs. Can we get some estimates of water cost per income use? 
Our fees are a lot higher than other two basins and would like to see why this is occurring. 

Bradshaw (chat) – The reason these rates are so much higher than the other two basins is simple 
arithmetic: The annual costs are about the same, but the acre-feet pumped are so much less, that the 
$/AF works out much higher. 

Shribbs (chat) – If our use is much less why is the administration cost the same, especially since same admin 
for all three basins. 

DuBay (chat) – The GSA Boards and Advisory Committees meet on similar schedules; the cost of 
insurance, legal, accounting, audits, etc. are the same for each basin. Costs are shared wherever 
possible (for example, preparation for Board and AC meetings). But most of the costs aren't really 
'scalable' and don't drop because a basin is smaller. This is not unique to our area. It's happening in 
other parts of CA, too. 

Shribbs (chat) – What are the parameters that push "fees" into "taxes" legally? 
No public comment. 
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Permit Sonoma Presentation 
Objective: Objective: Provide updates on Proposition 68 grant opportunities, Governor’s drought Executive Order, 
and well permitting requirements 

Rob Pennington, Permit Sonoma provided an update on the tasks funded through Prop 68 that are being 
completed by Permit Sonoma. 

Ann DuBay thanked Rob Pennington for all the work he has been doing. She said she would be sending a link 
for the GUIDE program to the Advisory Committee soon to test a beta version and provide feedback. 

Questions/Comments 
John Shribbs – New wells versus old wells. What parameters are in the system to ensure folks with old wells 
aren’t lying when completing the survey and what type of enforcement is there if folks say they disagree? Will 
the arbitration process be included in what you are doing? 

Pennington – We are discussing how to make changes following survey input. In general, we wouldn’t 
want to make changes, unless we can verify the information. It is a question of ‘what is an appropriate 
level of supporting information’? There is expected to be an appeals’ process for more complicated 
changes. 

Engstrom – If I apply for a new well, do I have to have it monitored? What is modernization of groundwater 
monitoring program? 

Pennington – That's only for our Use permit holders, a very small subset of groundwater users in the 
basin, such as wineries, cannabis projects, or event centers that require a use permit to operate. We 
are building in the functionality to include voluntary groundwater monitoring, so that if folks are 
interested in monitoring their well, then we could add them as a record and then they could submit 
data into our database. 

Shribbs (chat) – Map of wells showing x number per unit by color suggests even higher number of wells in 
watershed. How accurate is that map. 

No public comment. 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Implementation Update 
Objective: Provide update on key GSP implementation items 

Marcus Trotta said that staff has been primarily focused on the rate and fee study. Other work includes the 
Annual Report (submitted on April 1 to DWR), and the grant-funded monitoring well drilling. The drillers are 
expected to break ground next week, starting in the Santa Rosa Plain. When we have a schedule for Petaluma 
Valley, we will let you know and arrange a tour for those interested in seeing the construction. 

Once the GSP was submitted to DWR in January, and they deemed it complete in terms of content, DWR 
opened it up for a 75-day review. We received three comments from California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries, and a consortium of different non-governmental organizations. Each of 
those organizations also submitted comments during our public review draft period last fall. The comments 
were centered around interconnected surface water which is identified as a data gap area in our Plan. 
Trotta confirmed that the Gov Order N7-22 issued in March relates to the ongoing drought. Two items, 9A and 
9B, directly affect well permitting. 9A requires new well permit requests to be coordinated between well 
permitting agencies and the GSA. 9B requires the permitting agency to determine if extraction of the 
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groundwater won’t likely cause subsidence or negatively affect nearby wells. The Order provides exemption 
for de minimis users and public supply wells. Historically, only two to three wells per year fall into the category 
in Petaluma Valley. 

Questions/Comments 
Camozzi – How many wells are in the Petaluma Basin? 

Trotta – We estimate about 400-500. The process we are using for the rate/fee study is looking at the 
number of parcels using groundwater and that is closer to 1000.  
Camozzi – About a year ago you said about 850, Jerry Bradshaw’s number is about 1250, is that DWRs 
number? 
Trotta – We will look that up, the well data base isn’t complete and the process of using developed 
parcels outside of service is difficult too. 
Bradshaw – The 1250 is not a count of wells, it is a count of parcels that are not within the city system 
but have some water demand. We are modeling demand. 
Camozzi – DWR uses 1250 wells for the area of the basin. 

No public comment. 

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

Andrea Rodriguez – We have an updated draft community engagement plan. Items include: 

• Evergreen items (website updates, maintenance, monthly email update, social media, talking points
and materials on topical items

• Leveraging partner agency and stakeholder outreach
• Planning for new initiatives as part of grant applications
• Re-focus on engagement with disadvantaged communities and tribal governments

Please provide your feedback by May 25. We will share your input at the next meeting before going to the 
Board. 

No questions or comments. 

General Public Comments 
None. 

Adjournment 
The next scheduled Advisory Committee meeting is Wednesday, July 13, 2022, at 4:30 p.m. (date to be 
confirmed) and the next Board meeting is on Thursday, May 26, 2022. There is a community meeting 
scheduled for tomorrow at 5:30 p.m. at the Petaluma Community Center. 

Heidi Bauer thanked everyone for joining and their input. She said this was Sam Magill’s last meeting as 
facilitator; she thanked him for supporting the group over the years. 

Sam Magill thanked everyone for participating and adjourned the meeting at 6:41 p.m. 
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Attendees 
Advisory Committee Members - Attending 
Clayton Engstrom 
Drew Buechley  
Eugene Camozzi 
Heidi Bauer 
John Shribbs 
Rebecca (Becky) Ng 

Advisory Committee Members – Absent/Excused 
Andy Rodgers 
Gary Mickelson 
Peter Kiel 
Lindsey Strain 

Staff / Presenters 
Ann DuBay, PV GSA Administrator 
Marcus Trotta, Technical Staff 
Andy Rich, Technical Staff 
Andrea Rodriguez, Outreach Staff 
Simone Peters, GSA Administrative Aide (recording meeting notes) 
Rob Pennington, Permit Sonoma 
Jerry Bradshaw, SCI Consulting Group 
Valerie Flores, SCI Consulting 
Ryan Aston, SCI Consulting Group 

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

Other Attendees 
Gina Benedetti-Petnic, City of Petaluma 
Chelsea Thompson, City of Petaluma 
Megan Joyce, Member of Public 
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