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Be Courteous - TURN OFF your cell phones and pagers while the meeting is in session. 
 

5:00 P.M. - STUDY SESSION 
 
Presentation of Regional Water Supply Issues by Jay Jasperse from Sonoma County Water Agency 
 

 

6:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION - OPENING 
 
CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
ROLL CALL (Rouse, Gallian, Cook, Barbose, Brown) 
 
 
1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda.  It is recommended 
that you keep your comments to three minutes or less.  Under State Law, matters presented under this item 
cannot be discussed or acted upon by the City Council at this time.  For items appearing on the agenda, the 
public will be invited to make comments at the time the item comes up for Council consideration.  Upon being 
acknowledged by the Mayor, please step to the podium and speak into the microphone.  Begin by stating and 
spelling your name. 

 
2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements  
 
3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENTS 

FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF 
 
4. PRESENTATIONS  
 
Item 4A: Gay Wine Weekend Proclamation 
 
Item 4B: Presentation on the Implementation of the Sonoma Clean Power (SCP) Program 

in the City of Sonoma 
 
 
 

SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE 
SONOMA CITY COUNCIL 

& 
CONCURRENT REGULAR MEETING OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL AS THE 

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED 
SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

Sonoma CA 95476 
 

Monday, June 3, 2013 
5:00 p.m.  Special Meeting 
6:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 

 
**** 

AGENDA 

City Council 
Ken Brown, Mayor 

Tom Rouse, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 

David Cook 
Laurie Gallian 
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5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER – CITY COUNCIL 
All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be acted upon by a single motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless members of the Council, staff, or public request 
specific items to be removed for separate action.  At this time Council may decide to change the order of the 
agenda. 

 
Item 5A: Waive Further reading and Authorize Introduction and/or Adoption of Ordinances 

by Title Only.  (Standard procedural action - no backup information provided) 
 
Item 5B: Approval of the Minutes of the May 20, 2013 Meeting. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the minutes. 
 
Item 5C: Request by Congregation Shir Shalom for City-subsidized use of the Sonoma 

Valley Veterans Memorial Building on October 27, 2013. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the request subject to applicant’s compliance with 

the City’s standard insurance requirements. 
 
Item 5D: Adoption of a Resolution urging the State to assert its right to continue to lease 

the water bottoms in Drakes Estero for shellfish cultivation. [Requested by Mayor 
Brown and Mayor Pro Tem Rouse] 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the resolution. 
 
6. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER – CITY COUNCIL AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be acted upon by a single motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless members of the Council, staff, or public request 
specific items to be removed for separate action.  At this time Council may decide to change the order of the 
agenda. 
 

Item 6A: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the May 20, 2013 City Council / 
Successor Agency Meeting pertaining to the Successor Agency. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the minutes. 
 
7. PUBLIC HEARING – None Scheduled 
 
8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL 
(Matters requiring discussion and/or action by the Council) 
 
Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible adoption of a resolution establishing 

procedures pertaining to appointments to City boards and commissions. (City 
Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation: Adopt the Resolution entitled A Resolution of the City Council 
of the City of Sonoma Establishing Guidelines Pertaining to Appointments to City 
Boards and Commissions and Rescinding Res. No. 77-2002 [selecting the appropriate 
interview approach]. 

 
Item 8B: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding the process for filling 

the vacant position on the Planning Commission. (City Manager) 
  Staff Recommendation:  Provide direction to staff. 
 
Item 8C: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding designation of the 

voting delegate and alternate for the 2013 League of California Cities Annual 
Conference. (City Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation:  Designate a Voting Delegate and up to two Alternates. 
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8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL, Continued 
 
Item 8D: Discussion, consideration and possible action providing direction to the Mayor 

regarding the City’s vote on an appointment by the Sonoma County Mayors’ and 
Councilmembers’ Association at their June 13, 2013 meeting.  (City Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation:  Discuss and consider, and provide direction to the Mayor 
regarding a recommendation for the appointment. 

 
9. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
(Matters requiring discussion and/or action by the Council) 
 
10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS 
 
Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities. 
 
Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks. 
 
11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  
 
12. PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION  
 Public testimony on closed session item(s) only. 
 
13. CLOSED SESSION  
 
Item 13A: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-ANTICIPATED LITIGATION.  Initiation of 

litigation pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4): (One Potential Case) 
 
14. RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION & REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION 
 
15. ADJOURNMENT 
 
I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on 
May 30, 2013.   GAY JOHANN, CITY CLERK 
 
Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of 
business referred to on the agenda are normally available for public inspection the Wednesday 
before each regularly scheduled meeting at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA.  
Any documents subject to disclosure that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the 
members of the City Council regarding any item on this agenda after the agenda has been 
distributed will be made available for inspection at the City Clerk’s office, No. 1 The Plaza, 
Sonoma CA during regular business hours. 
 
If you challenge the action of the City Council in court, you may be limited to raising only 
those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the agenda, or in 
written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk, at or prior to the public hearing. 
 
In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48-hours 
before the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure 
accessibility to this meeting.  

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000211&cite=CAGTS54956.9&originatingDoc=NBA587F500DE511E28A628CD7CECCD897&refType=SP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_5ba1000067d06


 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
Study Session 
 
06/03/2013 

 
Department 

Public Works 
Staff Contact  

Dan Takasugi, Public Works Director / City Engineer 
Agenda Item Title 

Presentation of Regional Water Supply Issues by Jay Jasperse from Sonoma County Water Agency 
Summary 

Jay Jasperse, Chief Engineer, at Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) will make a presentation 
on the Regional Water Supply issues that affect the City of Sonoma.  This will include Integrated 
Water Resource Management, SCWA projects and initiatives, the Russian River watershed, 
Regional Groundwater Management, Water Conservation, and Recycled Water. 
 
Staff intends to follow this June 3, 2013 presentation with a presentation on the June 17 Council 
agenda that addresses water issues local to the City.  At that June 17 meeting, staff also plans to 
seek Council direction on the City’s general strategic direction for water supply management and 
direction to update the City’s water rate structure and rate model, which is a Council goal for 
2013/2014. 
 

Recommended Council Action 
Receive the presentation   (Presentation item, no City Council action is scheduled for this meeting). 

Alternative Actions 
N/A 

Financial Impact 
N/A 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

None. 
 
cc:  

 
 



 
 

 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4A 
 
06/03/2013 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
Agenda Item Title 
    Gay Wine Weekend Proclamation 
Summary 

Mayor Brown would like to recognize Gay Wine Weekend sponsored by Gary Saperstein and Out in 
the Vineyard.  The event will take place June 14-16, 2013 and the Rainbow Flag will fly in front of 
City Hall during that time. 
In keeping with City practice, the recipients of the proclamation have been asked to keep the total 
length of their follow-up comments and/or announcements to not more than 10 minutes. 

Recommended Council Action 
Mayor Brown to present the proclamation. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion. 

Financial Impact 
n/a 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

1.  Proclamation 
 
Copy via email:  Gary Saperstein 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4B 
 
06/03/2013 

 

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Presentation on the Implementation of the Sonoma Clean Power (SCP) Program in the City of Sonoma 

Summary 
On April 23, 2013, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, sitting as the SCP Authority Board of Directors, 
took action to approve the implementation of the SCP.  Mr. Cordell Stillman is the Sonoma County Water 
Agency staff member leading the SCP effort.  Mr. Stillman is unavailable and Mr. Steven Shupe will make a 
presentation to the City Council for the purpose of answering questions about the potential next steps for 
city participation in the SCP joint powers authority.  SCP is a community choice aggregation program wherein 
a joint powers authority will be formed to consolidate electricity buying power.  PG&E will continue to 
provide all delivery and billing services.  SCP is asking each city in Sonoma County to join the joint powers 
authority by adopting a resolution and ordinance.  SCP has provided preliminary rates based on results of 
recent power producer proposals.  

By statute the program is an "opt out" program. If Sonoma chooses to participate, residents and businesses 
in the city would be automatically enrolled in the program (although perhaps not immediately; SCP envisions 
a phased roll-out of the program over two years). Each customer would receive four notices of their right to 
opt out of the program and remain with PG&E. Two notices of this right would be provided in the two 
months before the customer starts receiving power from SCP, and two notices are provided in the two 
months after the customer starts receiving power form SCP.  There is no fee to opt out during this four 
month period, and customers can opt out by either by going to the SCP web site or by phone. After this four 
month period customers can still opt out at any time, but may be required to pay a fee to do so. The amount 
of that fee hasn't been set (estimates by SCP are $5 for residential customers, $25 for businesses). According 
to SCP staff, they plan to roll out a marketing program well in advance of the day SCP starts providing service, 
so that the public is aware of its right to opt out and how to accomplish that. 

Final rates will depend on how many Sonoma County jurisdictions join SCP, and power producer final 
negotiations.  Attached for the Council’s information is a list of frequently asked questions, as well as Mr. 
Stillman’s detailed Board of Supervisor’s staff report.   

Recommended Council Action 
The presentation is for information purposes only for the City Council to ask questions and provide feedback 
and direction to staff.  If the Council is interested in moving forward to join the SCP joint powers authority, 
then the matter will need to be returned at a future Council meeting for formal action.  Based on the SCP’s 
deadline, the Sonoma City Council would have to take action to adopt the resolution, and introduce and  the 
ordinance for first reading no later than June 30, 2013. 

Alternative Actions 
[1]The Council could direct staff to solicit public feedback prior to initiating the process to joining the SCP 
joint powers authority; or [2]  The City could join the SCP authority, and then “opt out” based on the power 
price.   

Financial Impact 
The final fiscal impact is estimated for residential customers to be from 1.8% below to 1.1% above PG&E’s 
rates, and for commercial customers to be from 3.1% below to 0.5% above PG&E’s rates.  In addition to the  
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number of participating jurisdictions, another critical element of community choice aggregation is the ratio of 
customers that “opt out” of having SCP be their power supplier.  Presently, a 20% opt out rate is estimated. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

Frequently asked Questions 

BOS Report 

Miscellaneous correspondence received as of the posting of the agenda.  Any additional information received 
following the posting of the agenda will be placed on the Council dais. 

cc: 
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DRAFT	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  FAQs	  for	  Cities	  
This	  FAQ	  document	  will	  be	  updated	  from	  time	  to	  time	  as	  new	  information	  is	  available.	  A	  
separate	  FAQ	  for	  the	  general	  public	  is	  available	  at	  www.scwa.ca.gov/cca.	  
Last	  updated	  May	  1,	  2013	  

	  
	  

Key	  Points	  

• SCP’s	  goal	  is	  to	  keep	  rates	  comparable	  with	  PG&E’s	  rates	  while	  providing	  a	  greener	  
product	  and	  reducing	  customers’	  utility	  bills	  in	  the	  long	  term.	  	  

• Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  (SCP)	  will	  end	  PG&E’s	  monopoly	  and	  provide	  local	  competition	  
and	  consumer	  choice.	  	  

• PG&E	  will	  continue	  to	  provide	  the	  same	  services	  of	  delivery,	  line	  maintenance,	  outage	  
management,	  new	  service	  requests,	  billing	  and	  energy	  efficiency	  programs.	  	  	  

• Customers	  will	  get	  one	  bill	  from	  PG&E	  that	  charges	  for	  energy,	  distribution,	  
transmission,	  taxes	  and	  fees.	  	  PG&E	  will	  forward	  payments	  made	  by	  customers	  for	  the	  
energy	  generation	  portion	  to	  SCP.	  

• SCP	  will	  keep	  more	  of	  the	  revenues	  from	  energy	  sales	  in	  Sonoma	  County,	  while	  allowing	  
customers	  who	  do	  not	  want	  to	  participate	  to	  opt	  out	  and	  stay	  with	  PG&E.	  	  	  

• SCP	  will	  focus	  on	  local	  renewable	  energy	  and	  energy	  efficiency	  projects.	  	  These	  help	  to	  
minimize	  the	  use	  of	  transmission	  grid	  infrastructure,	  directly	  support	  our	  local	  economy	  
and	  provide	  a	  more	  reliable	  and	  stable	  power	  supply.	  

• Each	  city	  that	  joins	  SCP	  will	  obtain	  a	  seat	  on	  the	  Board	  of	  Directors,	  thus	  giving	  cities	  a	  
say	  in	  how	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  is	  run.	  

• By	  2015,	  SCP	  will	  provide	  financial	  incentives,	  such	  as	  a	  feed-‐in	  tariff,	  to	  directly	  
purchase	  energy	  generated	  from	  local	  renewable	  energy	  projects	  at	  favorable	  rates.	  	  	  

	  
	  
	  
The	  range	  of	  estimated	  rates	  for	  the	  2014	  year	  are:	  

Residential	  ...........................	  from	  1.8%	  below	  PG&E’s	  rate	  to	  1.1%	  above	  

Commercial/Industrial	  ........	  from	  3.1%	  below	  PG&E	  rate	  to	  0.5%	  above	  
	  



Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  FAQ	  for	  Cities	   2	   v.	  May	  1,	  2013	  

	  

Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  FAQs	  for	  Cities	  
Last	  updated	  May	  1,	  2013	  

	  

1. What	  is	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power?	  
Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  (SCP)	  is	  a	  Community	  Choice	  Aggregation	  program	  (see	  next	  FAQ)	  that	  
will	  provide	  electric	  power	  to	  the	  residents,	  businesses	  and	  institutions	  in	  participating	  
jurisdictions	  throughout	  Sonoma	  County.	  	  SCP	  will	  be	  operated	  by	  a	  joint	  powers	  authority	  
formed	  by	  the	  County	  of	  Sonoma	  and	  the	  Sonoma	  County	  Water	  Agency	  and	  will	  include	  the	  
cities	  of	  Sonoma	  County	  which	  decide	  to	  join	  after	  they	  review	  preliminary	  rate	  information	  
due	  out	  in	  mid-‐April.	  	  SCP	  is	  expected	  to	  start	  providing	  service	  to	  a	  small	  portion	  of	  
customers	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  2014,	  pending	  a	  final	  vote	  to	  proceed	  by	  its	  Board	  of	  
Directors.	  	  The	  rollout	  of	  the	  program	  to	  remaining	  customers	  in	  participating	  cities	  will	  
happen	  in	  phases	  over	  2-‐3	  years.	  

2. What	  is	  a	  Community	  Choice	  Aggregation,	  or	  “CCA?”	  
Community	  Choice	  Aggregation	  (CCA)	  is	  a	  way	  that	  cities	  and	  counties	  can	  consolidate	  the	  
buying	  power	  of	  individual	  customers	  to	  get	  good	  rates	  on	  energy	  with	  a	  higher	  fraction	  of	  
renewable	  content.	  	  The	  existing	  utility	  (PG&E)	  will	  continue	  to	  provide	  all	  of	  the	  delivery,	  
line	  maintenance,	  outage	  management,	  new	  service	  requests,	  billing	  services	  and	  energy	  
efficiency	  programs.	  	  Marin	  County	  (with	  the	  City	  of	  Richmond)	  has	  an	  operating	  CCA	  and	  
several	  areas	  of	  California,	  including	  San	  Francisco,	  San	  Diego,	  Monterrey/Santa	  Cruz,	  San	  
Luis	  Obispo	  and	  Yolo	  County	  are	  developing	  a	  CCA	  or	  exploring	  that	  possibility.	  	  CCAs	  are	  
common	  in	  Illinois,	  where	  more	  than	  300	  municipalities	  participate	  in	  CCAs,	  and	  CCAs	  have	  a	  
track	  record	  of	  providing	  affordable	  energy	  in	  Massachusetts	  (since	  1998)	  and	  Ohio	  (since	  
2000).	  

3. Why	  would	  we	  form	  a	  CCA?	  
A	  CCA	  can	  provide	  multiple	  benefits.	  These	  include	  reducing	  the	  amount	  of	  greenhouse	  gas	  
emissions	  associated	  with	  electricity	  use,	  stabilizing	  energy	  rates	  (and	  eventually	  reducing	  
them	  below	  those	  charged	  by	  PG&E),	  increasing	  the	  amount	  of	  renewable	  energy	  systems	  in	  
the	  county,	  providing	  additional	  efficiency	  programs	  and	  incentives	  and	  benefiting	  the	  local	  
economy.	  Today,	  businesses	  do	  not	  have	  an	  effective	  market	  for	  selling	  renewable	  
energy.	  	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  will	  create	  that.	  	  Today,	  electric	  rates	  are	  set	  without	  any	  
input	  from	  Sonoma	  County	  residents.	  	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  will	  change	  that.	  	  Today,	  we	  rely	  
on	  tax	  revenues	  to	  promote	  local	  efficiency	  programs.	  	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  will	  change	  
that.	  
	   About	  $12	  million	  is	  collected	  from	  Sonoma	  County	  ratepayers	  every	  year	  for	  use	  by	  
PG&E	  for	  efficiency	  programs,	  but	  ratepayers	  have	  no	  say	  over	  what	  programs	  are	  
implemented.	  	  A	  CCA	  has	  the	  ability	  to	  request	  a	  portion	  of	  that	  money	  to	  administer	  new	  
programs	  that	  are	  better	  targeted	  to	  Sonoma	  County.	  	  Today,	  estimated	  profits	  of	  more	  
than	  $10	  million	  from	  energy	  sales	  are	  taken	  out	  of	  the	  county	  to	  pay	  private	  investors.	  That	  
money	  would	  be	  better	  used	  inside	  Sonoma	  County	  on	  services	  and	  projects	  that	  benefit	  
ratepayers	  and	  on	  rate	  reductions.	  
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4. How	  will	  the	  rates	  compare	  with	  PG&E’s	  rates?	  
Based	  on	  a	  bids	  for	  power	  supply,	  the	  2014	  estimated	  rates	  for	  residential	  customers	  will	  be	  
between	  1.8%	  below	  PG&E’s	  2014	  rate	  to	  1.1%	  above.	  	  The	  estimated	  rates	  for	  commercial	  
and	  industrial	  customers	  is	  between	  3.1%	  below	  PG&E	  and	  0.5%	  above.	  	  These	  estimates	  
were	  made	  by	  ignoring	  the	  lowest	  bid	  and	  using	  the	  range	  of	  costs	  from	  the	  cluster	  of	  
responsive	  bidders	  to	  build	  retail	  rate.	  	  Final	  rates	  will	  be	  set	  in	  October	  after	  a	  detailed	  
negotiation	  for	  a	  supply	  contract	  is	  completed.	  	  SCP’s	  goal	  is	  to	  keep	  rates	  competitive	  with	  
PG&E’s	  rates	  while	  providing	  a	  product	  with	  more	  renewable	  energy.	  	  	  

5. Will	  low	  income	  residents	  still	  get	  the	  subsidy	  for	  the	  CARE	  rate?	  
Yes.	  

6. Is	  there	  an	  option	  to	  buy	  greener	  electricity?	  
Yes.	  	  SCP	  will	  offer	  an	  optional	  rate	  for	  100%	  renewable	  energy	  at	  a	  premium.	  	  In	  addition,	  
SCP	  aims	  to	  increase	  the	  portion	  of	  green	  energy	  it	  sells	  to	  all	  customers	  over	  time.	  

7. How	  will	  billing	  change?	  
Customers	  will	  continue	  to	  get	  just	  one	  bill	  from	  PG&E	  that	  charges	  for	  energy,	  distribution,	  
transmission	  and	  the	  usual	  taxes	  and	  program	  fees.	  	  PG&E	  will	  send	  payments	  for	  the	  
energy	  generation	  portion	  of	  the	  bill	  to	  SCP.	  	  

8. When	  will	  customers	  start	  receiving	  service?	  
SCP	  will	  start	  providing	  electricity	  in	  early	  2014	  to	  a	  portion	  of	  customers	  in	  County	  
unincorporated	  areas	  and	  in	  each	  of	  the	  cities	  that	  choose	  to	  join	  SCP.	  More	  customers	  will	  
start	  receiving	  service	  in	  2015	  and	  2016	  in	  phases.	  	  This	  process	  of	  phasing	  in	  customers	  
helps	  ensure	  that	  SCP	  can	  provide	  good	  customer	  service	  and	  reduces	  financial	  risks	  by	  
keeping	  the	  amount	  of	  start-‐up	  loans	  for	  energy	  supply	  contracts	  to	  a	  minimum.	  
	   Customers	  wishing	  to	  receive	  service	  from	  SCP	  do	  not	  need	  to	  do	  anything	  to	  
participate.	  	  Enrollment	  in	  SCP	  is	  automatic	  unless	  a	  customer	  chooses	  to	  opt	  out	  and	  stay	  
with	  PG&E.	  	  
	  

9. How	  do	  customers	  opt	  out?	  
Customers	  have	  the	  ability	  to	  opt	  out	  of	  the	  Program	  beginning	  two	  months	  before	  service	  
starts.	  The	  opt-‐out	  process	  will	  be	  simple.	  Customers	  will	  begin	  receiving	  notices	  with	  
instructions	  on	  how	  to	  opt	  out	  of	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  60	  days	  prior	  to	  the	  first	  delivery	  of	  
electricity.	  Customers	  will	  receive	  a	  minimum	  of	  four	  monthly	  notices.	  For	  two	  months	  prior	  
and	  two	  months	  after	  service	  begins,	  customers	  may	  opt	  out	  of	  the	  program	  at	  no	  
charge.	  	  After	  the	  first	  two	  months	  of	  service,	  a	  small	  one-‐time	  termination	  fee	  will	  be	  
assessed. 

10. Can’t	  PG&E	  buy	  energy	  for	  less	  money	  because	  of	  its	  size?	  
No.	  The	  market	  for	  electric	  energy	  is	  very	  competitive,	  and	  PG&E’s	  size	  does	  not	  provide	  an	  
advantage	  on	  wholesale	  prices.	  PG&E	  also	  has	  costs	  that	  SCP	  will	  not	  have	  –	  PG&E	  must	  
make	  dividend	  payments	  to	  its	  stockholders	  and	  must	  pay	  taxes	  on	  its	  income.	  These	  costs	  
impact	  PG&E’s	  rates.	  
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11. Would	  service	  be	  interrupted	  if	  the	  CCA	  fails?	  
No.	  If	  the	  CCA	  was	  unable	  to	  continue	  providing	  energy	  to	  customers	  for	  any	  reason,	  then	  
PG&E	  would	  seamlessly	  take	  over	  that	  function	  and	  customers	  would	  return	  to	  PG&E.	  

12. Won’t	  this	  just	  create	  another	  expensive	  government	  agency?	  
What	  exists	  today	  is	  a	  very	  expensive	  private	  entity	  that	  takes	  approximately	  $180	  million	  in	  
energy	  revenues	  out	  of	  Sonoma	  County	  every	  year,	  operating	  in	  a	  marketplace	  with	  no	  
competition.	  	  By	  forming	  SCP,	  Sonoma	  County	  will	  be	  able	  to	  redirect	  the	  net	  income	  from	  
energy	  sales	  back	  into	  Sonoma	  County,	  while	  allowing	  any	  customers	  who	  do	  not	  want	  to	  
participate	  to	  opt	  out	  and	  stay	  with	  PG&E.	  	  None	  of	  the	  costs	  to	  operate	  SCP	  will	  come	  from	  
taxpayers.	  SCP	  will	  not	  require	  a	  large	  number	  of	  employees.	  The	  Marin	  Energy	  Authority,	  
which	  operates	  a	  CCA	  program	  in	  Marin	  County,	  has	  about	  12	  employees.	  

13. How	  would	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  be	  governed?	  
SCP	  is	  governed	  by	  a	  Board	  of	  Directors,	  which	  is	  advised	  and	  reviewed	  by	  a	  Ratepayer	  
Advisory	  Committee	  and	  Business	  Operations	  Committee.	  The	  Board	  of	  Directors	  for	  
Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  will	  evolve	  as	  cities	  join.	  	  The	  following	  table	  shows	  how	  many	  seats	  
each	  participant	  of	  the	  Board	  holds	  as	  more	  cities	  choose	  to	  participate:	  
	  

JPA Participants	   Seat 1	   Seat 2	   Seat 3	   Seat 4	   Seat 5	   Seat 6	   Seat 7	   Seat 8	   Seat 9	  
Only the County/SCWA 	   County	   County	   County	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	   empty	   empty	  
1 participating city	   City 1	   County	   County	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	   empty	   empty	  
2 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   County	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	   empty	   empty	  
3 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	   empty	   empty	  
4 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   City 4	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	   empty	  
5 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   City 4	   City 5	   County	   County	   empty	   empty	  
6 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   City 4	   City 5	   City 6	   County	   empty	   empty	  
7 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   City 4	   City 5	   City 6	   City 7	   County	   empty	  
8 participating cities	   City 1	   City 2	   City 3	   City 4	   City 5	   City 6	   City 7	   City 8	   County	  
	  
In	  the	  special	  case	  that	  Santa	  Rosa	  participates,	  but	  no	  more	  than	  one	  other	  city	  participates	  
for	  Phase	  1,	  Santa	  Rosa	  would	  have	  two	  seats.	  
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Each	  Director	  has	  one	  vote,	  but	  upon	  request	  by	  any	  Director	  an	  affirmative	  vote	  may	  also	  
require	  a	  majority	  of	  “Voting	  Shares”	  weighted	  to	  the	  relative	  electric	  load	  in	  each	  
participating	  city.	  	  Voting	  Shares	  are	  based	  on	  the	  relative	  amounts	  of	  energy	  used	  in	  each	  
city	  and	  the	  County.	  Each	  Director	  has	  a	  voting	  share	  equal	  to	  their	  jurisdiction’s	  Annual	  
Energy	  Use	  (MWh)	  divided	  by	  the	  total	  annual	  energy	  use	  by	  all	  participants.	  Three	  
hypothetical	  scenarios	  are	  provided	  in	  this	  table	  to	  illustrate	  how	  voting	  shares	  would	  work	  
in	  each	  case:	  

	   	   	   Example 1	   	   Example 2	   	   Example 3	  

	   Annual 
MWh	  

	   Voting Shares 
with All Cities 
Participating	  

	   Voting Shares 
with 3 Cities 
Participating	  

	   Voting Shares 
with 6 Cities 
Participating	  

Cloverdale	   37,294	   	   1.4	   	   2.7	   	   1.5	  

Cotati	   35,172	   	   1.3	   	   2.6	   	   1.4	  

Petaluma	   350,175	   	   13.0	   	   25.5	   	   13.9	  

Rohnert Park	   190,701	   	   7.1	   	   -	   	   7.6	  

Santa Rosa	   908,892	   	   33.7	   	   -	   	   36.1	  

Sebastopol	   46,209	   	   1.7	   	   -	   	   1.8	  

Sonoma	   70,173	   	   2.6	   	   -	   	   -	  

Unincorporated	   952,061	   	   35.3	   	   69.3	   	   37.8 

Windsor	   105,350	   	   3.9	   	   -	   	   -	  

Totals	   2,696,027	   	   100.0	   	   100.0	   	   100.0	  

	  

14. Will	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  have	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  PG&E?	  
PG&E	  has	  a	  number	  of	  products	  and	  services	  they	  sell,	  including	  transmission,	  distribution,	  
energy,	  incentive	  programs,	  billing	  and	  many	  other	  services.	  	  The	  formation	  of	  Sonoma	  
Clean	  Power	  means	  that	  PG&E	  would	  face	  competition	  for	  energy	  sales.	  	  There	  would	  be	  no	  
change	  in	  their	  other	  business	  areas,	  such	  as	  with	  transmission,	  distribution,	  outage	  
management	  or	  existing	  energy	  efficiency	  programs.	  	  Moreover,	  as	  a	  regulated	  public	  utility,	  
PG&E	  is	  entitled	  to	  continue	  collecting	  enough	  fees	  to	  cover	  all	  of	  their	  reasonable	  costs	  and	  
profits	  associated	  with	  these	  services.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  PG&E	  will	  have	  to	  compete	  with	  SCP	  for	  
customers	  on	  its	  energy	  sales,	  but	  SCP	  will	  have	  no	  impact	  on	  its	  other	  business	  services,	  
which	  make	  up	  the	  majority	  of	  its	  business	  income	  and	  profit.	  	  

15. Why	  not	  form	  a	  Municipal	  Utility?	  
Municipal	  utilities	  are	  similar	  to	  CCAs	  in	  that	  they	  also	  buy	  and	  sell	  electric	  energy	  to	  local	  
customers.	  	  However,	  “munis”	  have	  the	  burden	  of	  owning	  and	  maintaining	  the	  electric	  
distribution	  system	  (poles,	  lines,	  transformers,	  substations,	  etc.,)	  setting	  up	  a	  billing	  
structure,	  and	  must	  ensure	  power	  reliability.	  	  In	  contrast,	  CCAs	  do	  not	  require	  any	  initial	  
infrastructure,	  do	  not	  need	  fleets	  of	  trucks	  or	  large	  numbers	  of	  employees,	  and	  do	  not	  have	  
the	  immense	  start-‐up	  costs	  and	  liability	  risks	  associated	  with	  buying	  and	  managing	  the	  local	  
electrical	  grid.	  	  	  
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16. What	  impact	  will	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  have	  on	  jobs?	  
The	  Feasibility	  Study	  estimated	  that	  SCP	  would	  have	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  local	  jobs	  and	  
the	  local	  economy.	  	  Because	  all	  revenues	  of	  SCP	  in	  excess	  of	  power	  and	  other	  costs	  must	  be	  
spent	  on	  projects	  which	  benefit	  the	  ratepayers	  in	  Sonoma	  County.	  	  Since	  that	  revenue	  
stream	  has	  historically	  been	  leaving	  the	  county,	  keeping	  that	  income	  local	  will	  provide	  a	  net	  
benefit	  to	  local	  jobs.	  	  During	  the	  first	  few	  years	  of	  operations,	  SCP’s	  net	  income	  will	  be	  
relatively	  small	  as	  the	  program	  scales	  up.	  	  But	  after	  five	  years,	  assuming	  all	  cities	  join,	  we	  
estimate	  SCP	  will	  have	  over	  $10	  million	  in	  net	  income,	  and	  possibly	  as	  much	  as	  $15	  million	  if	  
we	  are	  able	  to	  secure	  management	  of	  the	  energy	  portion	  of	  the	  state-‐mandated	  Public	  
Goods	  Charge.	  After	  the	  first	  several	  years,	  that	  net	  income	  will	  go	  toward	  producing	  
permanent	  local	  jobs.	  
	   In	  addition,	  because	  SCP	  expects	  to	  obtain	  an	  increasing	  portion	  of	  its	  renewable	  supply	  
from	  local	  projects,	  development	  of	  those	  projects	  will	  also	  have	  a	  positive	  local	  economic	  
impacts	  that	  go	  beyond	  the	  direct	  purchases	  and	  incentives	  made	  by	  SCP.	  	  	  

17. Will	  the	  CCA	  risk	  public	  money?	  
Yes,	  although	  the	  amount	  is	  limited	  to	  the	  money	  already	  spent	  plus	  the	  amount	  needed	  to	  
secure	  the	  start-‐up	  capital.	  	  The	  Sonoma	  County	  Water	  Agency	  has	  spent	  close	  to	  $1	  million	  
through	  March	  2013	  on	  public	  surveys,	  a	  feasibility	  study,	  an	  implementation	  plan,	  
regulatory	  analysis,	  load	  studies	  and	  managing	  the	  collection	  of	  preliminary	  energy	  bids	  and	  
the	  development	  of	  estimated	  rates.	  The	  additional	  public	  money	  at	  risk	  is	  limited	  to	  a	  
guaranty	  by	  the	  County	  of	  a	  loan	  to	  be	  received	  by	  SCP	  of	  up	  to	  $2.5	  million	  to	  offset	  start-‐
up	  costs,	  which	  guaranty	  would	  be	  released	  after	  three	  years.	  Cities	  joining	  SCP	  will	  not	  take	  
on	  financial	  risk.	  
	   Because	  SCP	  is	  operated	  under	  an	  independent	  joint	  powers	  authority,	  the	  debts	  and	  
liabilities	  of	  SCP	  cannot	  be	  attributed	  to	  the	  County,	  or	  the	  Water	  Agency,	  or	  the	  cities	  that	  
decide	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  program.	  The	  “worst	  case”	  scenario	  for	  SCP	  is	  one	  in	  which	  the	  
price	  of	  power	  purchased	  by	  SCP	  increases	  dramatically,	  leading	  to	  rates	  for	  SCP	  customers	  
that	  are	  significantly	  in	  excess	  of	  PG&E’s	  rates.	  This	  would	  cause	  large	  numbers	  of	  SCP	  
customers	  to	  opt	  out	  of	  the	  program	  and	  return	  to	  PG&E,	  resulting	  in	  a	  reduced	  rate	  base	  
for	  SCP	  and,	  potentially,	  an	  inability	  on	  the	  part	  of	  SCP	  to	  pay	  its	  power	  suppliers	  and	  other	  
creditors.	  
	   By	  using	  established	  industry	  risk	  management	  techniques,	  this	  worst	  case	  is	  highly	  
unlikely	  to	  occur.	  But	  even	  if	  it	  did,	  the	  financial	  risk	  is	  entirely	  upon	  SCP’s	  creditors	  and	  
suppliers.	  Because	  of	  the	  joint	  powers	  authority	  structure,	  SCP	  participants	  would	  not	  be	  
liable	  for	  SCP’s	  losses.	  And	  as	  noted	  in	  FAQ	  Number	  10,	  if	  SCP	  failed,	  there	  would	  be	  no	  
interruption	  in	  electric	  service	  to	  customers.	  
	  

18. What	  assurances	  do	  we	  have	  that	  the	  CCA	  will	  be	  well	  managed?	  
Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  is	  a	  joint	  powers	  authority	  that	  has	  a	  public	  board,	  public	  oversight	  
and	  transparency.	  	  It	  is	  also	  set	  up	  to	  operate	  more	  like	  a	  business	  than	  monopoly	  utilities	  
like	  the	  Water	  Agency	  for	  the	  simple	  reason	  that	  it	  is	  in	  a	  competitive	  market.	  For	  example,	  
SCP	  may	  use	  negotiated	  contracts	  rather	  than	  follow	  public	  contracting	  rules	  when	  it	  is	  
financially	  advantageous	  to	  do	  so.	  	  SCP	  will	  operate	  like	  any	  other	  competitive	  utility,	  in	  that	  
it	  will	  focus	  on	  winning	  the	  maximum	  number	  of	  customers	  by	  providing	  the	  highest	  value	  
services.	  
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19. Can	  PG&E	  cause	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  to	  fail?	  
PG&E	  actively	  marketed	  to	  customers	  in	  Marin	  with	  messages	  that	  attempted	  to	  depict	  
Marin	  Clean	  Energy	  as	  expensive	  and	  not	  green.	  	  Related	  marketing	  by	  others	  in	  San	  
Francisco	  has	  denounced	  the	  likely	  high	  rates	  there	  and	  the	  impact	  those	  rates	  would	  have	  
on	  the	  cost	  of	  living	  and	  local	  jobs.	  	  SCP	  has	  carefully	  reviewed	  these	  two	  programs	  and	  
made	  significant	  improvements	  to	  create	  a	  stronger	  business.	  	  	  
	   SCP	  will	  launch	  with	  33%	  renewable	  energy	  rather	  than	  the	  50%	  level	  chosen	  by	  Marin	  
and	  the	  100%	  level	  chosen	  by	  San	  Francisco.	  	  This	  will	  allow	  SCP	  to	  keep	  rates	  much	  closer	  
to	  current	  PG&E	  rates	  while	  building	  financial	  resources	  to	  support	  local	  renewable	  projects	  
and	  programs.	  	  This	  way	  we	  will	  invest	  less	  money	  into	  Renewable	  Energy	  Credits	  (see	  next	  
FAQ)	  and	  start	  building	  local	  renewable	  systems	  sooner.	  	  SCP	  intends	  to	  increase	  the	  
percentage	  of	  renewables	  in	  its	  energy	  mix	  as	  soon	  as	  its	  finances	  can	  support	  it	  without	  a	  
major	  impact	  on	  rates.	  
	   SCP	  will	  also	  benefit	  from	  starting	  after	  Marin	  Clean	  Energy,	  because	  that	  agency	  has	  
helped	  clarify	  the	  many	  ways	  in	  which	  CCAs	  can	  ensure	  a	  healthy	  working	  relationship	  with	  
PG&E.	  	  SCP	  will	  also	  benefit	  from	  launching	  after	  the	  passage	  of	  legislation	  that	  limits	  what	  
actions	  PG&E	  can	  take	  to	  oppose	  the	  program	  (SB	  790,	  Leno).	  This	  law	  limits	  the	  sources	  of	  
money	  and	  the	  kinds	  of	  activities	  PG&E	  can	  use	  for	  negative	  marketing.	  	  SCP	  will	  quickly	  
respond	  to	  any	  misinformation	  and	  use	  the	  CPUC	  to	  ensure	  PG&E	  fully	  cooperates	  with	  the	  
formation	  and	  operation	  of	  the	  CCA.	  

20. What	  are	  Renewable	  Energy	  Credits	  (RECs)?	  
RECs	  are	  a	  way	  of	  creating	  more	  demand	  for	  renewable	  energy	  by	  allowing	  a	  renewable	  
energy	  generator	  to	  more	  easily	  sell	  the	  environmental	  benefits	  of	  their	  power.	  	  A	  wind	  
farm	  in	  Oregon	  can	  sell	  RECs	  to	  a	  utility	  in	  California	  without	  physically	  moving	  the	  energy	  
across	  state	  lines	  because	  the	  renewable	  attribute	  is	  sold	  separately	  from	  the	  underlying	  
energy.	  The	  effect	  is	  that	  renewable	  energy	  projects	  can	  be	  located	  far	  away	  from	  the	  
utilities	  that	  value	  green	  power.	  	   	  
	   Despite	  the	  benefits	  RECs	  bring	  in	  terms	  of	  creating	  more	  demand	  for	  renewable	  
energy,	  purchasing	  RECs	  from	  far-‐away	  projects	  is	  not	  SCP’s	  long-‐term	  goal,	  which	  is	  to	  
focus	  on	  local	  projects.	  Local	  projects	  have	  the	  most	  environmental	  value	  because,	  in	  
addition	  to	  their	  climate	  change	  mitigation	  benefits,	  they	  minimize	  the	  use	  of	  transmission	  
grid	  infrastructure	  and	  have	  lower	  impacts	  on	  habitat.	  	  Local	  projects	  also	  directly	  support	  
our	  local	  economy.	  	  
	   For	  these	  reasons,	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power	  is	  launching	  with	  33%	  renewable	  energy	  in	  its	  
power	  mix,	  and	  is	  emphasizing	  in-‐state	  renewable	  production	  from	  the	  outset.	  The	  portion	  
of	  energy	  from	  renewable	  sources	  for	  Phase	  1	  will	  contain	  a	  minimum	  of	  50%	  delivered	  
renewable	  energy	  and	  use	  RECs	  for	  up	  to	  50%.	  If	  prices	  are	  favorable,	  SCP	  may	  increase	  the	  
use	  of	  RECs	  in	  the	  short-‐term,	  but	  intends	  to	  use	  its	  net	  income	  primarily	  to	  support	  local	  
programs	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  new	  local	  projects	  rather	  than	  investing	  in	  large	  amounts	  
of	  RECs.	  	  

21. But	  is	  SCP	  really	  greener	  than	  PG&E?	  
Yes.	  	  SCP’s	  initial	  power	  mix	  of	  33%	  renewable	  energy	  is	  greener	  than	  PG&E’s	  power	  mix	  
with	  about	  20%	  renewables.	  	  In	  addition,	  SCP's	  use	  of	  renewable	  energy	  will	  grow	  much	  
more	  quickly	  than	  PG&E's.	  	  For	  Phase	  1,	  SCP	  will	  use	  about	  65%	  more	  renewable	  energy	  and	  
this	  advantage	  will	  increase	  so	  that	  in	  five	  years	  SCP	  will	  use	  at	  least	  74%	  more	  renewable	  
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energy,	  even	  after	  accounting	  for	  PG&E’s	  planned	  increases	  in	  renewable	  sources.	  	  SCP's	  
investment	  in	  renewable	  energy	  resources	  will	  reduce	  the	  total	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  of	  
the	  power	  market.	  	  Despite	  the	  fact	  that	  PG&E	  has	  some	  low-‐carbon	  sources	  such	  as	  nuclear	  
and	  large	  hydroelectric	  dams	  that	  are	  not	  counted	  in	  their	  renewable	  portfolio,	  SCP	  would	  
result	  in	  a	  net	  reduction	  in	  total	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions.	  This	  is	  because	  PG&E	  will	  
continue	  to	  operate	  these	  baseload	  facilities	  (and	  its	  other	  renewable	  sources)	  at	  full	  
capacity	  after	  SCP	  begins	  service,	  and	  will	  reduce	  production	  from	  the	  non-‐renewable	  
portion	  of	  its	  generation	  portfolio	  to	  account	  for	  the	  loss	  of	  SCP	  customers.	  Thus	  the	  
implementation	  of	  SCP	  would	  result	  in	  reducing	  the	  amount	  of	  power	  produced	  from	  the	  
most	  greenhouse-‐gas	  intensive	  portion	  of	  the	  PG&E	  supply	  (e.g.,	  the	  25%	  of	  PG&E	  supply	  
that	  is	  from	  natural	  gas-‐fired	  plants)	  and	  replacing	  it	  with	  SCP's	  33%	  renewable	  supply,	  
resulting	  in	  a	  net	  overall	  reduction	  in	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions.	  These	  benefits	  will	  become	  
more	  pronounced	  over	  time	  as	  SCP	  adds	  new	  renewable	  generation	  resources	  to	  the	  
system.	  	  The	  Feasibility	  Study	  for	  SCP	  also	  confirmed	  that	  the	  program	  would	  result	  in	  
significant	  reductions	  in	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions.	  

22. How	  will	  SCP	  help	  Sonoma	  County	  build	  more	  renewable	  energy	  projects?	  
SCP	  will	  develop	  a	  detailed	  plan	  for	  renewables	  later	  in	  2013.	  	  The	  plan	  will	  include	  specific	  
goals	  for	  feed-‐in	  tariffs,	  net	  energy	  metering,	  power	  purchase	  agreements,	  Community	  
Solar,	  project	  financing	  pools	  and	  other	  approaches	  to	  encouraging	  renewable	  energy	  
development.	  We	  expect	  that	  in	  2014,	  SCP	  will	  contract	  with	  other	  public	  agencies	  and	  
larger	  private	  projects	  to	  buy	  long-‐term	  energy	  supplies,	  and	  that	  by	  2015,	  SCP	  will	  provide	  
financial	  incentives,	  including	  a	  feed-‐in	  tariff	  or	  a	  similar	  program	  to	  directly	  purchase	  
energy	  generated	  from	  local	  renewable	  energy	  projects	  at	  favorable	  rates.	  	  	  	  SCP	  also	  
intends	  to	  create	  a	  Community	  Solar	  program,	  in	  which	  customers	  are	  invited	  to	  buy	  shares	  
of	  community-‐owned	  systems.	  	  SCP	  is	  exploring	  the	  use	  of	  bond	  issuance	  to	  support	  low-‐
cost	  project	  financing	  for	  local	  project	  development.	  

23. How	  will	  SCP	  avoid	  the	  feed-‐in	  tariff	  problems	  that	  occurred	  in	  Germany?	  
A	  combination	  of	  strategies	  will	  be	  used	  to	  ensure	  that	  any	  feed-‐in	  tariff	  (FIT)	  to	  support	  
renewable	  energy	  production	  will	  remain	  financially	  viable.	  	  The	  FIT	  program	  will	  be	  planned	  
in	  detail	  later	  in	  2013,	  but	  likely	  will	  include	  a	  strict	  limit	  on	  the	  total	  capacity	  allowed	  into	  
the	  program	  in	  each	  round	  and	  price	  differences	  for	  baseload	  sources	  such	  as	  geothermal	  
relative	  to	  variable	  sources	  such	  as	  wind	  and	  solar	  photovoltaic.	  	  Also,	  SCP	  will	  actively	  
explore	  other	  ways	  to	  increase	  private	  investment	  in	  renewable	  energy,	  including	  a	  
Community	  Solar	  program.	  

24. What	  kinds	  of	  energy	  efficiency	  programs	  will	  SCP	  offer?	  
SCP	  will	  develop	  a	  detailed	  plan	  for	  energy	  efficiency	  and	  load	  management	  by	  mid-‐2014.	  	  
The	  plan	  will	  include	  details	  on	  the	  programs	  most	  valuable	  for	  Sonoma	  County	  and	  target	  
reductions	  in	  loads.	  
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25. Would	  SCP	  remain	  viable	  if	  it	  cuts	  loads	  and	  installs	  a	  lot	  of	  renewables?	  
Yes.	  	  Even	  with	  extraordinarily	  successful	  efforts	  to	  help	  customers	  reduce	  their	  energy	  use	  
and	  install	  local	  renewable	  systems,	  there	  will	  be	  a	  sizable	  and	  viable	  energy	  market	  in	  
Sonoma	  County.	  	  	  

26. What	  laws	  govern	  how	  CCAs	  operate?	  
California	  AB	  117	  (Migden)	  sets	  out	  the	  framework	  for	  the	  formation	  and	  operation	  of	  CCAs.	  
AB	  117	  provides,	  in	  part:	  "All	  electrical	  corporations	  shall	  cooperate	  fully	  with	  any	  
community	  choice	  aggregators	  that	  investigate,	  pursue,	  or	  implement	  community	  choice	  
aggregation	  programs."	  SB	  790	  (Leno)	  provides	  important	  limitations	  on	  how	  investor-‐
owned	  utilities	  may	  or	  may	  not	  market	  against	  the	  formation	  of	  CCAs	  and	  customer	  
enrollment.	  	  	  

	  

For	  more	  information	  about	  Sonoma	  Clean	  Power,	  visit:	  	  www.scwa.ca.gov/cca.	  
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County of Sonoma 
Agenda Item 

Summary Report 

Agenda Item Number: 
(This Section for use by Clerk of the Board Only.) 

Clerk of the Board 
575 Administration Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

 

To: Board of Directors of the Sonoma Clean Power Authority, the Board of Directors of the Sonoma 
County Water Agency, the Board of Supervisors for the County of Sonoma 

Board Agenda Date: April 23, 2013 Vote Requirement: Majority 

Department or Agency Name(s): Sonoma County Water Agency 

Staff Name and Phone Number: Supervisorial District(s): 

Cordel Stillman/547-1953 All Districts 

Title: Sonoma Clean Power 

Recommended Actions: 

Receive staff report regarding progress on implementation of the Sonoma Clean Power program and 
responses to Request for Proposals on power rates; authorize staff to implement program; and approve 
associated actions, as detailed in Exhibit A of staff report. 
 

Executive Summary: 

Introduction 
This item provides information regarding the Request for Proposals on power rates and requests the 
Board of Directors of the Sonoma Clean Power Authority (Board) to authorize staff to implement the 
Sonoma Clean Power Community Choice Aggregation Program in the unincorporated area of Sonoma 
County and in the territories of cities within Sonoma County that choose to participate in the program 
by June 30, 2013.  The item also requests approval by the Board of Directors of the Sonoma County 
Water Agency and the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors of certain related actions necessary to the 
implementation of the Sonoma Clean Power program.  A list of all actions requested by this item is 
attached as Exhibit A (A1). 
 
Under the Sonoma Clean Power program, the electric demands of customers within the unincorporated 
area of the County and within any cities choosing to join the program would be served by electrical 
power provided by the Sonoma Clean Power Authority except for customers who choose to opt out and 
stay with PG&E.  The existing distribution utility (PG&E) is required to deliver the electricity provided by 
the Sonoma Clean Power Authority to the program’s customers.  PG&E will also continue to provide 
other services, including transmission, grid infrastructure upkeep and repair, efficiency programs, new 
service requests and billing.  Customers will continue to receive one bill from PG&E for all their energy 
costs, but the “generation” portion of the bill (that is, the charge for the electrical power itself) will be 
paid by PG&E to the Sonoma Clean Power Authority, which will use the revenues to pay the cost of 
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acquiring power for its customers.  Customers not wishing to receive power from the program have the 
right to “opt out” of the program and continue to receive power from PG&E. 
 
Approval of this item will result in the Sonoma Clean Power Authority taking all of the steps necessary to 
roll out the Sonoma Clean Power program.  The estimated start of service would be January 1, 2014.  
Phase 1 of the program would provide service to approximately 10,000 customers.  The Phase 2 roll-out 
would add approximately 120,000 customers after 6 months to a year of operation, and the Phase 3 roll 
out (90,000 customers) would occur about 6 months later.  The exact number of customers eventually 
served by Sonoma Clean Power will depend on which cities choose to participate in the program.  The 
participation of cities is anticipated and will broaden the rate base, although the program is viable even 
if the benefits of the program are limited to those living in the unincorporated area of the County. 
 
Sonoma Clean Power -- Benefits  
The October 2011 Report on the Feasibility of Community Choice Aggregation in Sonoma County 
(Feasibility Study) prepared by the Water Agency and its consultants documented the benefits 
implementation of the Sonoma Clean Power program can provide.  Staff has also addressed various 
concerns identified while exploring implementation.  These are listed and addressed in Exhibit B (A1). 
 
These include: 
 

Increased Renewable Energy Use:  The Sonoma Clean Power Authority will initially deliver power 
having a minimum 33% renewable content, which will meet the State of California’s 2020 
renewable portfolio standard, and plans to increase the minimum renewable content to 50% by 
or before 2018.  These minimums exceed the renewable content of electricity delivered by 
PG&E.  In addition, the Sonoma Clean Power Authority will offer an optional 100% renewable 
power product to its customers for a premium. 
 
By increasing the renewable content of power delivered in Sonoma County, the Sonoma Clean 
Power program will have a significant effect on greenhouse gas emissions.  The Feasibility Study 
estimated that implementation of the program with the renewable minimums described above 
would result in a 23% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions attributable to electricity use in 
Sonoma County (eliminating 155,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year – equivalent to the 
annual greenhouse gas emissions of 32,300 automobiles).  Implementation of the Sonoma Clean 
Power program is the biggest single short-term step Sonoma County can take to reduce its 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Local Economic Benefits:  Sonoma County residents currently pay approximately $180 million per 
year in electric generation costs to PG&E.  Most of this goes to pay for generation facilities in 
other areas of California or the United States.  Sonoma Clean Power plans to focus on the 
development of local renewable generation sources, as well as implementing local energy 
efficiency and conservation programs.  By keeping the generation revenues “at home” and 
focusing on local programs, Sonoma Clean Power will create local jobs and improve the local 
economy.  The Feasibility Study estimated that the economic and job impacts of the program 
would be significant and sustained. 
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Providing Choice and Competition:  Sonoma Clean Power will eliminate the existing monopoly of 
PG&E and give customers a choice – customers can receive power from the Sonoma Clean Power 
Authority, or they can opt out and continue to receive power from PG&E.  Increasing 
competition in the marketplace for electrical generation services will benefit customers of both 
PG&E and Sonoma Clean Power. 
 
Local Control:  The operations and priorities of PG&E are determined by its shareholders, its 
management, and the California Public Utilities Commission in San Francisco.  The governing 
board of the Sonoma Clean Power Authority will be comprised of appointees from the County 
and the cities choosing to join the program.  This provides local residents with greater influence 
and control over decisions about the operation and priorities of the Sonoma Clean Power 
Authority, and will ensure that the Authority is attentive and responsive to the needs of its 
customers and residents. 
 
Lower Financing Costs:  Because the Sonoma Clean Power Authority is a public entity, it can 
finance electrical generation facilities with tax‐exempt bonds, does not have to pay dividends to 
shareholders, and does not have to pay income taxes.  These lower costs mean that in the long 
run the Sonoma Clean Power Authority should be able to provide electrical power to its 
customers at a lower cost than PG&E. 
 
Increased Efficiency Programs:  In many cases, the amount of money it takes to conserve a 
kilowatt of power is less than the amount of money it takes to generate a kilowatt of power.  
One of the primary purposes of Sonoma Clean Power is to undertake more aggressive energy 
efficiency and conservation programs, which will both reduce consumers’ overall energy costs 
and further reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Providing a Market for Small‐Scale Renewables:  By implementing more flexible and generous 
feed-in tariffs and net-energy metering programs, Sonoma Clean Power will provide a market for 
and encourage the development of small-scale private renewable energy projects (such as 
photovoltaics).  Such projects will provide additional greenhouse gas reductions and local 
economic benefits. 

 
Water Agency staff identified a number of other possible benefits of the program as well.  For example, 
Sonoma Clean Power would be eligible to apply for and receive revenues from the “public goods charge” 
that the California Public Utilities Commission requires PG&E to collect from customers to support 
energy efficiency programs.  Sonoma Clean Power could also offer individualized electric service 
products for larger commercial and business customers, which could help such customers save money 
on their electric bills. 
 
Rates, Financial Projections, and Financing 
 
Background 
 
On December 4, 2012, the Board of Directors of the Sonoma County Water Agency and the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Sonoma entered into a Joint Powers Agreement, creating the Sonoma 
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Clean Power Authority.  Under an agreement between the Water Agency and the Authority approved on 
December 11, 2012, Water Agency staff performed certain services for the Authority on an interim 
basis, including the following: 
 

Water Agency staff and consultants prepared and circulated a Request for Proposals to 
companies capable of providing the electric generation, scheduling, data management, and 
other services required by Sonoma Clean Power.  Responses were received on April 5, 2013.  
Water Agency staff and its consultants have analyzed the responses to determine what rates 
the Sonoma Clean Power Authority would charge its customers if the community choice 
aggregation program were implemented.  The result of that analysis is discussed below. 

 
Water Agency staff issued a Request for Qualifications for a consultant to perform peer review 
services to review and verify the work and conclusions of our consultants and staff in the areas 
of implementation planning, rate setting, contract negotiation, and other areas.  Responses 
were received on March 1, 2013 and MRW and Associates was selected.  MRW also performed 
the peer review of the Sonoma Clean Power Feasibility Study.  The Board authorized the 
General Manager to enter into a contract for these services at the February 5, 2013 Board 
meeting.   

 
Water Agency staff issued a Request for Qualifications for a consultant to perform an 
executive search for a consultant to act as Chief Executive Officer of Sonoma Clean Power for a 
defined term.  The Request for Qualifications was sent to firms with knowledge in this arena.  
When no firms responded to the Request for Qualifications, Water Agency staff contacted a 
number of firms who had received the Request for Qualifications to further explain the 
services being requested.  As a result of these contacts, the Water Agency has negotiated an 
agreement with Robert Half and Associates to perform these services. 

 
A Request for Qualifications was issued in February, 2013 for public information and outreach 
services related to the startup of Sonoma Clean Power.  Responses from ten firms were 
received on March 8, 2013.  Responses were evaluated by Water Agency staff and the firm of 
M.I.G. (Kenwood, CA) was selected to perform public outreach and marketing. 

 
Water Agency staff and its consultants investigated possible sources of start-up financing for 
the Sonoma Clean Power program. As discussed in the next section, staff has identified a 
financing source and negotiated favorable financing terms. 

 
Responses to the Request for Proposals for providing the electric generation, scheduling, data 
management, and other services required by Sonoma Clean Power were received from 13 firms.  
Services to be provided include delivery of electric power, data management, power scheduling services, 
demand management, net energy metering and feed-in tariff program development, and call center 
services.  The responsive proposals are being evaluated by Water Agency staff and consultants, with the 
goal of identifying the most favorable proposals from two or three energy service providers in the 
coming weeks. Once the number of cities choosing to participate in the program has been finalized, staff 
will ask the remaining firms to provide the Sonoma Clean Power Authority with their final and best 
offers, based on the actual number of customers in participating cities and the county.  A final contract 
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will then be negotiated. 
 
Rates 
 
Based upon the proposed cost of power contained in the responses provided by electric service 
providers, Water Agency staff and consultants were able to calculate within a narrow range the 
estimated rate that the Sonoma Clean Power Authority would charge its customers.  This estimate is 
based upon certain assumptions (e.g., that the “opt out” rate of customers would be 20%, similar to that 
experienced by the Marin Energy Authority and that finance costs will be as discussed below). A table 
comparing expected 2014 Sonoma Clean Power Authority rates to expected 2014 PG&E rates for typical 
residential and commercial customers is shown below and attached as Exhibit C.  
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Notes: 

PG&E class average rates for residential (E-1) and medium commercial (A-10) customers are assumed to 
be 3.5% higher than the 2013 rates, taken from PG&E Advice Letter 4096-E-A, Attachment 2, Table 3, 
December 30, 2012. 

“Additional PG&E Fees” includes the Power Charge Indifference Adjustments and the Franchise Fee 
Surcharge. 

The calculation estimates that electric rates for a typical residential account would be from 1.8% below 
to 1.1% above PG&E’s rates.  Estimated rates for at typical commercial account would be from 3.1% 
below to 0.5% above PG&E’s rates.  A table comparing expected 2014 Sonoma Clean Power Authority 
monthly rates to expected 2014 PG&E monthly rates for typical residential and commercial customers is 
attached as Exhibit C (A1). 
 
Note that the cost of electric power provided by an electric service provider cannot be set and 
guaranteed until the Sonoma Clean Power Authority signs an agreement with that provider.  Similarly, 
the rate of financing for purchasing energy will not be set until the Authority actually first uses loan 
funds.  Thus the longer the delay between the present and the time these events occur, the less 
certainty there is that the estimated rates above will match those actually charged by Sonoma Clean 
Power.  However, Water Agency staff and its consultants anticipate that the rates above are indicative 
of those likely to be charged assuming that the Authority begins delivering power on January 1, 2014. 
 
The favorable terms offered by the energy service providers in their responses to the RFP, which 
resulted in the estimated rates in the table above, were not entirely unexpected.  In California, most 
power in excess of that provided by longstanding generation resources (such as hydropower and nuclear 
facilities) is generated by natural-gas fired plants, and the price of natural gas is at historically low levels.  
In addition, electric service providers see the advent of community choice aggregation programs such as 
Sonoma Clean Power as a way to break into a California market that has been off-limits to them since 
the right of direct access was eliminated in the early 2000s.  Finally, interest rates in the financial 
markets are also at historical lows, making this a propitious time to borrow start-up funds. 
 
Financial Projections 
 
Water Agency staff and consultants have estimated the monthly expenses and revenues of Sonoma 
Clean Power over the first four years of operations, in order to determine whether the enterprise is 
financially viable.  This analysis, which is based on current best assumptions about power, 
administrative, and finance costs, as well as estimates of revenues from power sales, shows that 
Sonoma Clean Power is financially viable, and will produce operating surpluses within the first year of 
selling power.  A summary of the forecast annual revenues and expenses is shown in Table 1, attached 
as Exhibit D (A1). 
 
The basic business model involves buying energy at wholesale and selling it to Sonoma County 
businesses and residents at retail rates.  Revenues from power sales are used to pay for the cost of 
purchased energy, to pay staffing, consultants, and other common business expenses. 
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Three significant factors affect estimated Sonoma Clean Power finances: 
 
Cost and terms of startup lending:  The total cost of interest and fees for borrowing the startup money 
affects Sonoma Clean Power’s financial health, as do the terms for repayment.  The Draft 
Implementation Plan assumed rates and terms similar to Marin Energy Authority, namely 5.00% interest 
with a straight 5-yr amortized loan repayment schedule for all borrowing.  Actual finance costs are more 
favorable, reflecting the offer received from First Community Bank presented in the “Start-up Financing” 
section later in this report. In addition, the Water Agency has agreed to accept delayed repayment of its 
startup loan, meaning that rather than a lump sum repayment in June 2013, it will start receiving 
monthly payments of $25,000 in January 2015 until its loan is fully repaid. 
 
Wholesale energy prices:  Sonoma Clean Power’s largest expense is the amount it pays to power 
suppliers for wholesale power.  Because Sonoma Clean Power has a commitment to keeping its rates 
very close to PG&E’s rates (while working to achieve lower rates over time), if wholesale power costs are 
too high, Sonoma Clean Power will not be financially viable.  However, we received favorable responses 
from energy suppliers to the Request for Proposal.  Based upon these responses, and taking into 
account other Sonoma Clean Power costs, Sonoma Clean Power’s average rates can be set at a rate that 
comparable to PG&E’s current rates. This level of rates will allow Sonoma Clean Power to obtain the 
revenue amounts set forth in the table above. With this level of rates and revenues, the analysis shows 
that Sonoma Clean Power would be a financially viable enterprise. 
 
Number of cities participating in Phase 1:   The number of customers in Phase 1 affects how quickly the 
enterprise can reach breakeven cash flows, which in turn improves Sonoma Clean Power’s ability to 
secure favorable lending terms for the Phase 2 and 3 rollouts.  Because of certain fixed costs associated 
with running Sonoma Clean Power, the more quickly Sonoma Clean Power can grow, the more quickly it 
can reach a strong financial position.   An updated financial evaluation will be provided to the Sonoma 
Clean Power Board immediately following the June 30, 2013 deadline for cities to join for participating in 
Phase 1. 
 
The expenses listed in Table 1 are based upon the experience of Marin Energy Authority in operating a 
similar program.  Operations and Administrative expenses are based on an estimate of eight full-time 
staff with additional contracted professional support.  We estimate that $228,000 per month would 
cover these staff and consultant costs as well as the marketing outreach campaign.   
 
Data Management service costs are based on an estimated $1.75 per account per month fee plus $0.45 
per MWh for the first 800 GWhs per year.  These costs increase over the three phases as service is 
provided to more customers (similar to Marin Energy Authority’s costs).  Actual data management costs 
may be higher or lower based on the selection of a provider from a competitive solicitation for services. 
 
IOU Fees are the charges by PG&E setting up customer accounts for participation in Sonoma Clean 
Power, meter reading and billing, and include an estimated $0.70 per account per month, $6,500 per 
phase to transition the accounts to Sonoma Clean Power, and a one-time $15,000 security deposit at 
startup.  Like with Data Management, these charges increase as service is provided to more customers.  
Other Administrative and General expenses include $50,000 per month for office space, supplies, 
telephones, technical support and related business expenses as well as $30,000 per month for 
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unanticipated expenses that arise from the formation and operation of Sonoma Clean Power. 
 
The Cost of Energy line item includes several costs beginning with the competitively-bid wholesale 
energy supply costs for each type of energy (general market energy, energy from local renewable energy 
projects, in-state renewable energy that is used immediately (called “Bucket 1”) in-state renewable 
energy that is used in the same year as produced (called “Bucket 2”) and renewable energy credits.  The 
Cost of Energy also includes charges for certain regulatory requirements, including a “Resource 
Adequacy” charge of $8.00 per MWh, a charge for distribution system delivery losses of $2.58 per MWh, 
and a charge by the California Independent System Operator of $3.00 per MWh. 
 
The Debt Service line item includes both interest payments and principal payments on all loans.  The 
estimates assume borrowing in the amounts of $2.5 million drawn between June 2013 and December 
2013, $7.5 million drawn at the end of 2013 and into the first two or three months of 2014 to pay for 
initial energy supply for Phase 1, $10 million at the end of 2014 to cover startup energy supply costs for 
Phase 2, and $3 million at the end of 2015 to cover the startup energy costs for Phase 3.  This makes a 
total of $23 million in loans.  However, this estimate is conservative and the amount of borrowing is 
likely to be less.  All of the loans are interest-only for the first 24 months followed by a 36-month 
amortized loan payment schedule with principal and interest.  The first $2.5 million would be borrowed 
at 4.00% interest.  The remaining energy contract loans would be borrowed at approximately 4.5% 
interest (see “Start-up Financing” later in this report for a description of how this rate will be set). 
 
Deposits and Other Uses include a $700,000 estimate of the cost of the bond required to be filed with 
the California Public Utilities Commission and a $15,000 security deposit to initiate working with PG&E.  
The California Public Utilities Commission bond could be more or less than $700,000 based on the 
outcome of current proceedings at the California Public Utilities Commission.  For budget purposes, the 
estimate was set at a reasonably conservative level. 
 
Finally, the line item, “CCA Program Surplus/Deficit” shows Sonoma Clean Power’s net income assuming 
the revenue and expense amounts are as estimated.  This amount will primarily be used to self-finance 
energy contracts for the first few years, although this is also the source of funding for general operating 
reserves, a rate stabilization fund, any direct costs associated with customer programs that add to 
PG&E’s current offerings, such as customized energy efficiency programs, demand management, 
distributed generation, net energy metering, a feed-in tariff for excess renewable energy and the 
development of any Sonoma Clean Power-owned generation assets. 
 
The amount of Sonoma Clean Power’s net income will significantly increase as the startup debts are paid 
off.  Debt service rises to $7.5 million in early 2018 and then begins to drop as loans are paid off, 
eventually dropping to zero at the end of 2020.  Net income will also increase as the so-called “Power 
Cost Indifference Adjustment” charge is reduced over time.  The power cost indifference adjustment is a 
charge to ensure that PG&E's remaining customers do not bear any cost created by departing customers 
who receive their electric supply from a community choice aggregation program. 
 
Start-up Financing 
 
On April 17, 2012, the Board directed staff to pursue start-up funding for Sonoma Clean Power.  Since 
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that time we have investigated various ways to finance the first several months of administration and 
energy costs. Proceeds from financing sources would cover two different types of expenses. First, the 
Sonoma Clean Power Authority will need financing in order to pay staff, consultant, and administrative 
costs prior to the time when revenues from power sales begin to be collected. Second, the Authority 
must pay for electric power as it is delivered to customers, but does not receive revenues back from the 
customers for a period of 45-60 days.  It is estimated that up to $2,500,000 in financing is necessary to 
cover the first type of costs, and up to $7,500,000 is necessary to cover the second type of costs. 
 
Staff has investigated several methods for financing these costs.  Initially we were hopeful that the 
California Infrastructure Bank would be able to provide the financing.  Several trips were made to 
Sacramento, including a meeting in the Governor’s office.  In the end, the Infrastructure Bank was 
unable to provide the needed loan. 
 
Staff also discussed obtaining start-up financing through the issuance of tax-exempt bonds, and 
discussed such a possibility with two bond financing firms.  Although the two firms were willing to 
consider underwriting an issuance of bonds, it became apparent that because this would be the first 
issuance of its type, the net costs of the issuance would be higher than usual, and it was unlikely that 
financing could be obtained within a time frame that would allow Sonoma Clean Power to begin service 
by January 2014. 
 
Staff also investigated the use of financing from energy service providers.  In the request for proposal 
process described above, energy service providers that provide start-up financing will be given 
preferential rankings in the evaluation of their proposals.  If it is determined that using start-up financing 
would be cost effective, it may be worked into final contract negotiations.  
 
Finally, staff approached private lending institutions regarding their ability to finance Sonoma Clean 
Power.  After conversations with several banks, First Community Bank in Santa Rosa stepped forward 
with a proposal that stood out from the others.  After several rounds of negotiation, First Community 
Bank has agreed to offer Sonoma Clean Power two lines of credit to finance the two types of start-up 
costs described above. 
 
The first line of credit would finance the first type of start-up costs (staff, consultant, and administrative 
costs, as well as out-of-pocket costs such as the cost of a bond required by the California Public Utilities 
Commission).  These costs would be incurred during the period from approximately July 2013 until 
revenues from power sales begin to be collected (approximately seven months later).  Conservative 
estimates of these costs are in the range of $2.0-$2.5 million.  First Community Bank is offering a line of 
credit in the amount of $2.5 million to cover these costs, at an interest rate of 4.00%.  The loan would be 
repaid after five years, but the Authority would only have to make interest payments for the first 24 
months (thus aiding the Authority’s cash flow at the very beginning of its startup period).  First 
Community Bank is requiring a guarantee of repayment of the line of credit; however, the amount of the 
guarantee can be reduced after twelve months of energy sales, and the requirement of a guarantee 
would be completely eliminated after the Authority makes twelve months of principal and interest 
payments on the loan, provided that the Authority maintains a debt service coverage ratio of 2:1.  There 
is no penalty for early repayment of the line of credit and no requirement to draw the full amount. 
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The second line of credit would finance the purchase of electric power to be delivered by the Authority 
during the first phase of startup.  There is a delay of approximately 45 to 60 days between the time the 
Authority must pay the electric service providers for power and the time the Authority receives 
payments for that power from its customers.  We estimate that a line of credit of $7.5 million will be 
needed to cover the power purchase cost that will be incurred prior to receiving revenues.  First 
Community Bank is not requiring a guarantee of repayment on this line of credit, but is requesting that 
the Authority grant First Community Bank a security interest in the power contracts with the electric 
service providers.  The interest rate on this line of credit is calculated based upon a formula that tracks 
the 5-yr Treasury Constant Maturity rate, and will not be fixed until the Authority first draws down funds 
from the line of credit.  The interest rate on the line of credit would be 4.20% if the first funds were 
drawn today.  The line of credit must be paid back within five years, but the first 12 months are 
structured as an interest-only loan to improve cash flow.  The line of credit may be prepaid at any time 
without penalty and there is no requirement to draw the full amount. 
 
The offer of these lines of credit by First Community Bank evidences the bank’s commitment to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions and encouraging the development of local “green” jobs. The offer also 
evidences the solidity and viability of the business plan developed for the Sonoma Clean Power 
Authority by Water Agency staff and consultants. 
 
The County Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector has reviewed the pro forma and the proposed 
terms of the First Community Bank loan. Staff is working with the County Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-
Tax Collector, the County Administrator, and County Counsel to determine the best mechanism for 
providing the guaranty. This could include obtaining a guaranty from the County, obtaining a guaranty or 
a letter of credit from a private party, or providing some other type of security. The form of guaranty will 
be presented to the Board at the time that the Board considers and approves the final loan documents. 
Staff is also exploring the use of a direct loan from the County for the $2.5 million, in case that proves to 
be the best option. 
 
Sonoma County Water Agency Services and Reimbursement Agreement 
 
Beginning in March 2011, the Water Agency has been directly involved in investigating the feasibility of 
implementing a community choice aggregation program and in the creation of Sonoma Clean Power.  In 
addition to providing the staff and consultant services needed for this effort, the Agency has been 
developing renewable energy projects in anticipation of delivering power to Sonoma Clean Power from 
those projects.  The Agency has also been developing energy efficiency programs (for example, the 
Sonoma County Efficiency Financing program) which will neatly complement Sonoma Clean Power.  
Finally, the Agency is investigating the development of community solar projects, which could also be 
absorbed by Sonoma Clean Power.  These Water Agency efforts have been designed to assure that 
Sonoma Clean Power can deliver on its promise of local economic benefit as soon as is practicable. 
 
On December 11, 2012, the Board of Directors of the Sonoma Clean Power Authority approved an 
agreement for interim services with the Sonoma County Water Agency.  In this agreement, the Water 
Agency agreed to continue to fund the initial costs related to Sonoma Clean Power with the 
understanding that it would be reimbursed for these costs at the time Sonoma Clean Power became 
financially viable.  The agreement for reimbursement recognizes that Sonoma Clean Power will not be 



Revision No. 20121026-1 

able to immediately begin repayment, and allows Sonoma Clean Power to defer payments until one year 
after the program begins (estimated to be January 2015). 
 
In order for Sonoma Clean Power to become financially viable it will be important that it focus in the 
short term on providing excellent customer service and establishing a firm customer base with rates that 
remain competitive with PG&E.  Having Sonoma Clean Power staff concentrate primarily on this mission 
in the short term will make its success more likely.  However, the development of local renewable 
energy projects, demand side programs and efficiency programs is of central importance to the long-
term success of Sonoma Clean Power.  By having the Water Agency staff and consultants continue to 
work on these types of projects in the short term, Sonoma Clean Power will be able to concentrate on 
solidifying its structure and business, while still advancing its long-term goals and objectives. 
 
Staff thus recommends that the Boards of the Authority and the Water Agency approve the proposed 
Services and Reimbursement Agreement between the two entities.  Under the proposed Agreement, 
the Water Agency will continue to advance viable renewable energy projects that could sell power to 
Sonoma Clean Power; analyze and propose new energy efficiency programs, services, and market 
mechanisms that could benefit Sonoma County (and potentially be financed by the Public Goods Charge 
funds); develop a proposed feed-in tariff program; investigate Community Solar Projects which could 
allow homeowners and businesses to subscribe to a solar project through virtual net metering; and act 
as a renewable energy “research and development” arm for Sonoma Clean Power.  In return for these 
services, the Authority will pay the Water Agency a fee of $25,000 per month, beginning on January 1, 
2015.  The Water Agency will set up a balancing account to track costs, expenses, and payments, and if 
the Agreement is terminated, any excess amounts due either to the Water Agency or the Authority will 
be repaid. The Water Agency is thus paid only for services actually performed. 
 
This services portion of the Agreement can be terminated by either party on 90-days’ notice, and does 
not preclude the Authority from contracting with other governmental, non-profit, or private entities to 
provide these or similar services in the future. Thus the Authority Chief Executive Officer and Board 
retain full discretion to decide whether to contract out such work to other parties to replace in whole or 
in part the services proposed to be performed by the Water Agency.  As noted, in the short term the 
interim Authority CEO and staff must focus on bringing initial SCP service on-line, ensuring the operation 
functions properly and provides excellent customer service, and planning for the later roll-out of service 
to additional customers.  The Authority will not have the capacity to engage in the important longer-
term project planning and development activities that the Water Agency will be performing under the 
proposed agreement.  Putting the agreement in place now will thus help insure that implementation of 
the longer-term goals of the Authority is not delayed by the important short-term demands on Authority 
staff. 
  
The proposed Agreement will also provide for the repayment by the Authority of costs and expenses 
incurred by the Water Agency through December 31, 2013 on feasibility studies and activities necessary 
to form the Authority and implement the community choice aggregation program.  The Authority and 
the Water Agency will agree on the amount to be reimbursed, and the Authority will pay $25,000 per 
month to the Water Agency beginning January 1, 2015 until the reimbursement amount is repaid, at an 
interest rate of 3% per year. 
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Ancillary Professional Services Agreements 
 
Public outreach will be an important aspect of Sonoma Clean Power as it moves towards 
implementation. In particular, it will be important to clearly inform customers of Sonoma Clean Power 
rates and their right to opt out of Sonoma Clean Power service and remain with PG&E.  Water Agency 
staff and consultants are currently developing an outreach plan to ensure even hard-to-reach customers 
are given opportunities to learn about Sonoma Clean Power and understand their right to opt out of the 
program. 
 
Rusty Klassen has been a consultant to the Water Agency on issues related to Sonoma Clean Power.  His 
services have been and continue to be valuable to the Water Agency in the areas of start-up financing, 
policy, California Independent System Operator issues and project development.  Staff requests that the 
Board authorize the General Manager of the Sonoma County Water Agency to execute an amendment 
to the existing professional services agreement with Rusty Klassen to add $10,000 to the contract 
amount for a total of $60,000 in FY 12/13. 
 
A Request for Qualifications for public outreach and marketing services was issued and responses were 
received from ten firms.  M.I.G. (Kenwood, CA) was selected as the firm most qualified to perform the 
work.  The work will include public education regarding the options consumers will have with respect to 
their power provider.  This will take place through the creation of a website, radio, print media, social 
media, direct mailings and other mass media outlets.  Staff is requesting that the Board authorize the 
General Manager of the Sonoma County Water Agency to enter into a professional services agreement 
in an amount not to $258,000 for these services. 

Prior Board Actions: 

12/04/2012:  Authorization formation of Sonoma Clean Power Authority. 
04/17/2012:  Accept results of surveys, approve goals of Aggregation Program, directed staff to hold 
workshops, pursue creation of a Joint Power Authority and pursue start up financing, authorize an 
amendment to contract with Dalessi Management Consulting for preparation of an Implementation 
Plan. 
10/18/2011: Accept Community Choice Aggregation feasibility study and direct staff to continue with 
the investigation of Community Choice Aggregation in Sonoma County. 
03/22/2011:  Approval of the Sonoma County Water Agency Energy Policy Community Choice 
Aggregation Feasibility Study Report. 

Strategic Plan Alignment Goal 2: Economic and Environmental Stewardship 

This program will stimulate economic growth in the areas of energy efficiency and renewable energy 
development in Sonoma County  
 
Water Agency Energy Goals and Strategies, Goal 2:  Pursue funding and development of renewable 
energy Projects of broad regional benefit to generate revenue, lower county-wide emissions profile, and 
reduce long term rate exposure risk to consumers. 
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Fiscal Summary - FY 12-13 

Expenditures Funding Source(s) 

Budgeted Amount $ 268,000 Water Agency Gen Fund $  

Add Appropriations Reqd. $  State/Federal $  

 $  Fees/Other $ 268,000 

 $  Use of Fund Balance $  

 $  Contingencies $  

 $   $  

Total Expenditure $ 268,000 Total Sources $ 268,000 

Narrative Explanation of Fiscal Impacts (If Required): 

Of total $268,000 amount, $258,000 is for new contract with MIG for marketing services, and $10,000 is 
for additional services by consultant Rusty Klassen. 

Staffing Impacts 

Position Title 
(Payroll Classification) 

Monthly Salary 
Range 

(A – I Step) 

Additions 
(Number) 

Deletions 
(Number) 

    

    

Narrative Explanation of Staffing Impacts (If Required): 

 

Attachments: 

Exhibits A, B, C, D (A1) 

Related Items “On File” with the Clerk of the Board: 

 

SR\\FILESERVER\DATA\CL\AGENDA\AGREES\04-23-2013 WA SONOMA 

CLEAN POWER_SUMM.DOCM 
CF/46-0-21 KLASSEN, RUSTY (AGREE TO SUPPORT DEV OF RENEW ENG PROG) TW 10/11-142 

CF/46-0-2 SONOMA CLEAN POWER 
CF/46-0-21 MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC (AGREE FOR PEER REVIEW SVS IN SUPPORT OF SCP) TW 12/13-126 

 































 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5B 
 
06/03/2013 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of the Minutes of the May 20, 2013 Meeting. 

Summary 
The minutes have been prepared for Council review and approval. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve the minutes. 

Alternative Actions 
Correct or amend the minutes prior to approval. 

Financial Impact 
N/A 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

Minutes 
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Joint Meeting With The Sonoma Valley Health Care District 
 
1.  Call to order and introductions 
 
Mayor Brown called the meeting to order.  Present were: Mayor Brown and Councilmembers 
Barbose, Cook and Gallian.  Hospital Board Members Hohurst, and Carruth, Nevins.  Absent were:  
Councilmember Rouse and Boardmembers Boerum and Hirch.  Also Present:  City Clerk Johann, 
Planning Director Goodison, and Hospital CEO Mather. 
 
2. Discussion of items of mutual interest 
 
Hospital CEO Mather reported that the Board’s major focus had been the hospital expansion and 
remodel project and development of a strategic plan.  They anticipate completion of the expansion by 
the middle of November and had raised $10 million of the $11 million needed to fully fund the project.  
Boardmember Hohurst reported that they were looking at the end of Perkins Street or the Carnelli 
property as possible locations for additional medical offices.  Mather spoke on the potential impact of 
the Affordable Care Act and noted that Sonoma Valley had a high percentage of Medicare patients 
and at least 9,000 in capitation. 
 
Mayor Brown inquired how the contract to provide medical care for inmates of Napa State Hospital 
was going.  Mather responded that it was going fine and they had not had any instances which 
required calling the Police.  She said they averaged about thirty patients a month. 
 
Clm. Barbose inquired if the hospital had any plans for an exercise program.  Mather explained they 
would be setting up a wellness center next door to Parkpoint Fitness Center.  
 
Clm. Gallian inquired about transportation issues.  Mather responded that there was a bus stop at the 
hospital and noted that the majority of their patients drove themselves to appointments. 
 
Clm. Cook confirmed that the hospital was a Safe Medicine Disposal site. 
 
3.   Comments from the Public. – There were no comments from the public. 

 

SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL 
& 

CONCURRENT REGULAR MEETING OF SONOMA CITY COUNCIL AS THE 
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

Monday, May 20, 2013 
 

5:00 p.m. Joint Meeting With The 
Sonoma Valley Health Care District 

EOC – 175 First Street West 
(Special Meeting) 

 
6:00 p.m. Regular Session 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 
 

**** 
MINUTES 

City Council 
Ken Brown, Mayor 

Tom Rouse, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 

David Cook 
Laurie Gallian 
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6:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING 
 
Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  Public Works Director Takasugi led the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 
 
PRESENT: Mayor Brown and Councilmembers Barbose, Gallian, and Cook  
ABSENT: Rouse 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager Johann, City Attorney Walter, Planning 
Director Goodison, Public Works Director Takasugi, Stormwater Coordinator Atkins, and Maintenance 
Worker Pegg. 
 
1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
Darryl Ponsican made statements regarding the negative impacts leafblowers had on his life and 
urged the City Council to take action to ban them. 
 
Anthony Fernandez made statements in support of fluoridation of the County’s water supply. 
 
2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements  
 
Clm. Gallian reported attendance at the Chamber Mixer held at the Depot Park Museum and at the 
Springs Alliance meeting held at the Grange.   
 
Clm. Cook announced his May 29 office hour at City Hall. 
 
Mayor Brown reported participation in the Historic Racecar Motorcade from Sonoma Raceway to 
Sebastiani Winery, he dropped in on the Gran Fondo bicycle event in the Plaza, and presented 
certificates of recognition to Valerie Brown and Harriet Derwingson at the Sonoma Valley Hospital 
Foundation 2013 Pulse Award ceremony. 
 
3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENTS 

FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF 
 
There were no announcements. 
 
4. PRESENTATIONS  
 
Item 4A: Recognition of Gerry Simmel’s service on the Cultural and Fine Arts 

Commission. 
 
Mayor Brown presented Gerry Simmel a Certificate of Appreciation for his service on the Cultural and 
Fine Arts Commission 2007-2013. 
 
Item 4B: Presentation of Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Annual Stormwater Report and Program 

Activities. 
 
Maintenance Worker Pegg presented the annual Stormwater Report.  Highlights of the report 
included: 
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 Over 1,250 K-12 Students Participated in Sonoma Ecology Center’s Watershed Education 
Program. 

 The City teamed with Sonoma Community Center to complete a Rainwater Harvesting 
Demonstration Project at 276 E. Napa Street. 

 Stormwater Coordinator Wendy Atkins made educational presentations at Sonoma Ecology 
Center’s Sustainability Day Workshop. 

 394 Volunteers attended 10 Creek Clean-Up Events.  They removed 1700 lbs. of garbage and 
280 lbs. of recyclables from the Creeks. 

 Staff began an inventory and inspection of all stormwater outfalls in Sonoma. 
 Staff conducted 113 Construction Site Inspections to ensure that all Erosion Control Measures 

were in place and functioning. 
 Staff removed 7 tons of debris from municipal storm drains. 
 230 tons of debris were swept from gutters and streets. 
 Through collaboration with San Francisco Estuary Partnership, 34 Trash Capture Devices 

were installed in August 2012.  Each device prevents solid waste from entering the 
Stormwater System. 

 
Clm. Barbose inquired if staff had identified any problems with old sewer laterals leaking into the 
storm drains.  Pegg responded they were in the process of locating maps of the old lines to research if 
there could be some leaks.  Clm. Barbose and Mayor Brown complimented Pegg on his presentation. 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER – CITY COUNCIL 
 
Item 5A: Waive Further reading and Authorize Introduction and/or Adoption of Ordinances 

by Title Only. 
Item 5B: Approval of the Minutes of the May 6, 2013 Meeting. 
Item 5C: Authorization to execute memorandums of agreement in order to participate and 

qualify for funding in the County-wide Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Implementation Program. 

Item 5D: Second Reading and adoption of an ordinance amending Chapter 10.48 of the 
Sonoma Municipal Code relating to the regulation of parking on City streets. 
(Ord. No. 01-2013) 

Item 5E: Adoption of a resolution establishing parking regulations on City streets and for 
Electric Charging Stations.  (Removed from Consent, see below)  

Item 5F: Adoption of a resolution establishing a schedule of parking fines and penalties.  
(Res. No. 19-2013) 

 
Clm. Cook removed Consent Item 5E.  The public comment period opened and closed with none 
received.  It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Barbose, to approve the Consent 
Calendar except for Item 5E.  The motion carried unanimously, Rouse absent. 
 
Item 5E: Adoption of a resolution establishing parking regulations on City streets and for 

Electric Charging Stations.   
 
Clm. Cook inquired if the proposed four hour parking limit for the Electric Charging Stations was 
adequate.  City Clerk Johann responded that four hours was the Statewide average according to 
Police Chief Sackett.  It was moved by Clm. Cook, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to adopt the resolution 
entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Sonoma Establishing Parking Regulations on 
City Streets and For Electric Charging Stations. (Res. No. 18-2013)  The motion carried unanimously, 
Rouse absent. 
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6. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER – CITY COUNCIL AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
 
Item 6A: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the May 6, 2013 City Council / 

Successor Agency Meeting pertaining to the Successor Agency. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Cook, to approve the Consent Calendar as 
presented.  The motion carried unanimously, Rouse absent. 
 
7. PUBLIC HEARING – None Scheduled 
 
8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL 
 
Item 8A: Discussion and possible action regarding the new NPDES Permit, including 

consideration of a resolution authorizing the City Manager to apply for coverage 
under the State Water Resources Control Board’s Phase II Small Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) General Permit. 

 
Stormwater Coordinator Atkins reported that on February 5, 2013, the State Water Resources Control 
Board adopted Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit No. CAS000004 Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for Storm Water Discharges 
from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) (General Permit).  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), under the Clean Water Act, required local governments to 
obtain coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit in order to 
discharge stormwater from small municipally-owned stormwater conveyance systems to waters of the 
United States.  Atkins stated that in California, the U.S. EPA delegated NPDES permitting authority to 
the California State Water Resources Control Board.  In the Bay Area, the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board was the Phase II Permit local enforcement authority.  All 
California municipalities with a population of less than 100,000 were covered by the Phase II permit.  
 
Atkins stated that staff was recommending adoption of a resolution authorizing the City Manager to 
apply for coverage under the State’s MS4 General Permit.  She added that current budget and 
staffing levels were not sufficient to meet the requirements of the permit and staff would be requesting 
additional resources for the FY 2013/14 budget cycle. 
 
Clm. Barbose inquired if staff had been successful in seeking reconsideration of some of the 
unfunded mandates.  Atkins responded that the State had not considered the requirements to be a 
higher level of service and noted that Federal mandates and requirements for which agencies can 
charge a fee were also exempt. 
 
The public comment period was opened and closed with none received.  It was moved by Clm. 
Gallian, seconded by Clm. Barbose, to adopt the resolution entitled A Resolution of the City Council of 
the City of Sonoma Authorizing the city Manager to Apply for Coverage Under the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s Phase II Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) General 
Permit (Res. No. 20-2013).  The motion carried unanimously, Rouse absent. 
 
8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL, Continued 
 
Item 8B: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action on a Resolution Authorizing the 

City Manager to file an Application for Funding Assigned to the Metropolitan 
Transportation Committee, Committing Necessary Matching Funds, and Stating 
the Assurance to Complete the Rehabilitation of Various Streets in Sonoma. 
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Public Works Director Takusuki reported that with the dissolution of redevelopment the Napa Road 
Rehabilitation Project, in addition to numerous other CDA-TAB Projects, had been put on hold until an 
alternative funding source was identified.  In May of 2011, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) approved the One Bay Area Grant (OBAG).  OBAG established program 
commitments and policies for investing roughly $800 million over the four-year Cycle 2 period (FYs 
2012-13 through 2015-16), funded through continuations of the current surface transportation 
legislation known as Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21).  Working in 
conjunction with MTC, the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) released its Call for 
Projects under OBAG on October 8, 2012 to program projects for fiscal years 2013-14, 2014-15, and 
2015-16.  The City submitted a grant application by the November 30, 2012 due date for the Napa 
Road Rehabilitation Project titled “Rehabilitation of Various Streets in Sonoma” and had been 
awarded $250,000 in grant proceeds.  The City’s cost share to complete the project would be 
$298,000 and will be included in the 2013/14 budget.  Takusuki added that the project was anticipated 
to get underway in 2015. 
 
There were no Council comments and the public comment period was opened and closed with none 
received.  It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Barbose, to adopt the resolution entitled A 
Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to File An Application For Funding Assigned to the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Committing Necessary Matching Funds, and Stating the 
Assurance to Complete the Project.  (Res. No. 21-2013).  The motion carried unanimously, Rouse 
absent. 
 
Item 8C: Discussion, consideration, and possible direction to staff concerning a request 

for proposals for the re-use and renovation of the Maysonnave Cottage.   
 
Planning Director Goodison reported that on January 7, 2013 the City Council reviewed a series of 
options developed by the Facilities Committee concerning the Maysonnave Cottage. The options 
included: 1) Demolition; 2) subdividing the property and selling off a parcel encompassing the cottage 
so that it might be used as a residence; and 3) circulating a request for proposals (RFP) inviting 
suggestions for the re-use and renovation of the cottage.  After discussing the matter, the City Council 
voted 3-2 to direct staff to proceed with option #3.  As directed by the Council, staff developed a draft 
RFP for the City Council’s consideration.  Goodison added that in conducting additional research 
while preparing the RFP, staff concluded that some basic property improvements would be required in 
order to successfully solicit proposals for the re-use and upgrade of the cottage.  The improvements 
were as follows: 1) upgrade (and underground) the electrical service to the property; 2) create an 
accessible sidewalk connection to First Street East; and 3) demolish the barn.  
 
Clm. Barbose questioned the need for the City to spend money.  Goodison explained that staff felt it 
would be necessary to encourage the submittal of proposals.  He assured the Council that no money 
would be spent prior to acceptance of a proposal or award of a contract. 
 
Clm. Cook stated that he previously voted against demolition of the cottage and that he did not want 
to include relocation as an option at this time.   
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public. Patricia Culinan suggested that the RFP include 
language referring to the Secretary of Interior Standards and that the setting of the cottage was also 
important. 
 
Clm. Cook stated that demolition and relocation were the same thing to him and he urged the Council 
to remove the option of relocation from the RFP.  Clm. Barbose did not feel the same and pointed out 
the successful relocation and preservation of the Marcy House.  Mayor Brown agreed with Barbose 
and Clm. Gallian added that the City was trying to cast the net as wide as possible to attract 
proposals. 
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Clm. Cook stated the property had become a security risk and suggested the addition of motion 
detector lighting.  Mayor Brown agreed about the need for security lighting.  It was moved by Clm. 
Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to direct staff to circulate the RFP as drafted.  The motion carried 
three to one, Cook dissented and Rouse was absent. 
 
Item 8D: Discussion, consideration and possible action authorizing Councilmember Cook 

to use best judgment based on information presented when voting at meetings 
of the Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association of Sonoma County Legislative 
Committee meetings.   

 
City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager Johann reported the Legislative Committee, established by 
the Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association of Sonoma County, consisted of a Mayor or 
Councilmember from each of the member cities, chosen by their respective City Councils.  Its duties 
were to review pending legislative and policy matters, which have the potential to affect California 
cities, and to determine an appropriate response on behalf of the Association.  In some instances, the 
Committee would send letters of support or opposition.  Councilmember Cook serves as the City’s 
representative on the Legislative Committee.  Mayor Pro Tem Rouse is the Alternate.  Johann stated 
that typically, when Councilmembers, sitting as members of outside boards, were asked to vote on an 
issue; they placed the issue on a City Council agenda in advance of the meeting at which the vote 
would be taken in order to obtain direction on how their vote should be cast on behalf of the City. She 
stated that frequently Councilmember Cook, as the City’s representative on the Sonoma County 
Legislative Committee, was called upon to vote on an issue without having had enough advance 
notice to obtain direction from the City Council. For this reason, Councilmember Cook was requesting 
authorization to vote using his own discretion at the Legislative Committee meetings. 
 
The public comment period was opened and closed with none received.  Clm. Gallian stated that as a 
League of Cities Boardmember she received updates on pending issues through the League’s 
Division representative and was aware that items moved quickly through the process at times.  She 
stated that she was comfortable with granting the requested authorization and added that it was a 
right and a privilege for those who serve on the Legislative Committee.  Clm. Barbose and Mayor 
Brown agreed. 
 
9. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
 
10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS 
 
Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities. 
 
Clm. Barbose reported attendance at the final meeting of the Sonoma Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG). 
 
Clm. Cook announced that the Friends of the Library raised $10,000 at their recent used book sale. 
 
Mayor Brown reported attendance at the Disaster Council and Sonoma Valley Fire and Rescue 
Authority meetings. 
 
Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks. 
 
Clm. Gallian said thank you to all the Veterans and invited all to the Memorial Day Observance on 
May 27. 
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11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  
 
Anthony Fernandez left his contact information with the City Clerk. 
 
12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7: 09   p.m.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting 
of the Sonoma City Council on the __day of __________ 2013. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Gay Johann, MMC 
City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5C 
 
06/03/2013 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
Agenda Item Title 

Request by Congregation Shir Shalom for City-subsidized use of the Sonoma Valley Veterans 
Memorial Building on October 27, 2013. 

Summary 
In 1991, the City entered into a Development and Use Agreement with Sonoma County to undertake 
a major renovation of the Sonoma Valley Veterans Memorial Building.  The agreement also provided 
that the City would pay the County $10,000 annually to offset operational expenses and in return the 
City would be allowed use of the facility up to twenty times per fiscal year.  Through the years, the 
City developed a program whereby many, if not all, the City’s allocated days were assigned to local 
students and non-profit or charitable organizations.  In June 2010, the City Council approved a 
three-year extension of the agreement that will expire June 30, 2013.   
 
On December 4, 2012 Congregation Shir Shalom submitted a request for City-subsidized use of the 
Veteran’s Building on October 27, 2013 for their 4th Annual Jewish Winemakers Tasting and Nosh.  
Their request was placed on a waiting list at that time there were no subsidies available. 
 
Staff was just informed by the County that one of the rent subsidies previously granted had gone 
unused due to the cancellation of an event and that there was still one available.  Congregation Shir 
Shalom was first on the rent subsidy waiting list.  If this request is approved, the City will have no 
rent-subsidized days remaining for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve the request subject to applicant’s compliance with the City’s standard insurance 
requirements. 

Alternative Actions 
1)  Delay action pending receipt of additional information. 
2)  Deny the request. 

Financial Impact 
The City pays $10,000 annually to the County in return for the use of the Veteran’s Building for 
twenty days throughout the year.  The value of each City-subsidized day provided to an outside 
organization is $500. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

Request from Maddy Leader. 
 

 
cc:  Maddy Leader, via email 
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City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5D 
 
05/20/2013 

 

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Adoption of a Resolution urging the State to assert its right to continue to lease the water bottoms in 
Drakes Estero for shellfish cultivation. [Requested by Mayor Brown & Mayor Pro Tem Rouse] 

Summary 
Mayor Brown brought this item forward at the request of constituent Yannick Phillips. 
 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the resolution. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion. 

Financial Impact 
None. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

Resolution 
Backup information provided by Ms. Phillips 

cc:  Yannick Phillips via email 

 
 



CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __ - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
SUPPORTING THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA’S RIGHTS OVER OYSTER 

CULTIVATION 
 

 
WHEREAS, oyster farming in Drakes Estero, located in Pt. Reyes, Marin County, has 

been part of the region’s history for nearly 100 years; and 
 
WHEREAS, Drakes Bay Oyster Farm employs 30 community members, and farms 

sustainably in Drakes Estero, producing 40-50% of all oysters in California, which includes 
supplying our Sonoma restaurants and other local venues (example: firemen community 
functions, local fundraiser events) with an important food source. The Lunny family, who owns 
and manages the oyster farm, works hard to participate in keeping the agricultural economic 
system in West Marin alive.  The family members are respected stewards of the land in their 
community and represent the best in environmental protection, small business, local jobs and 
history; and 

 
WHEREAS, the State of California, acting through the constitutionally-established Fish 

and Game Commission, has leased the tidelands within the Point Reyes National Seashore for 
shellfish cultivation since 1934; and 

 
WHEREAS, the California Legislature retained the State’s fishing in Drakes Estero when 

it transferred the tidelands within the Point Reyes National Seashore to the United States in 
1965; and 

 
WHEREAS, in June 2004 the California Fish and Game Commission authorized a 25 

year extension of the lease for shellfish cultivation in Drakes Estero until 2029; and 
 
WHEREAS, when the Johnson Oyster Company sold the land and facilities on the shore 

of Drakes Estero to the United States in 1972 it retained a 40-year “reservation of use and 
occupancy for an acre and a half of the land on the shore of Drakes Estero, which expired in 
November 2012, but could be renewed “that such permit will run concurrently with and will 
terminate upon the expiration of State water bottom allotments assigned to the Vendor” (Lunny 
family); and 

 
WHEREAS, according to the United States National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency, 

the environmental benefits of shellfish cultivation include providing habitat for endangered and 
threatened species; species recovery; cleaner water and nutrient removal; and shoreline 
protection; and 

 
WHEREAS, Congress authorized the Secretary of the Interior to grant the current owner 

of the oyster farm, the Drakes Bay Oyster Farm, a permit to continue to use and occupy the 
onshore facilities on the same terms as the existing permit except that the Secretary was given 
discretion to amend the terms of the current permit to reflect recommendations of the National 
Academy of Sciences; and 

 



WHEREAS, a 2009 National Academy of Sciences review of National Park Service 
studies on the impact of shellfish cultivation on the ecology of Drakes Estero “selectively 
presented, over-interpreted, or misrepresented the available scientific information on potential 
impacts of the oyster mariculture operation;” and 

 
WHEREAS, in 2010 the National Park Service said that it was required to conduct 

environmental review of the impact of granting the permit and invited public comment both 
during the scoping stage and on a draft environmental impact statement; and 

 
WHEREAS, a 2012 review by a Committee of the National Academy of Sciences of the 

science in the draft environmental impact report concluded that “because of a limited amount of 
information on effects of oyster farming in Drakes Estero, the conclusions regarding the impacts 
projected for seven of eight categories are associated with moderate to high levels of 
uncertainty, and, for many of those categories, an equally reasonable alternate conclusion of a 
lower impact intensity could be reached”; and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Sonoma 
 
1.  Requests Assembly Member Marc Levine, Chair of the Select Agriculture and 

Environment Committee, to urge the State of California to assert its rights to continue to lease 
the water bottoms in Drakes Estero for shellfish cultivation which would include giving support to 
the Fish and Game Commission in its full jurisdiction; and 

 
2.  Request Congressman Jared Huffman to support a bi-partisan Congressional 

investigation by the appropriate House Committee of Natural Resources which he is a member 
of, into the questionable science that informed Secretary Salazar’s decision not to grant the 
Oyster Farm a permit for the facilities onshore Drakes Estero; and 

 
3.  Commends and lends its support of Drakes Bay Oyster Farm in its heroic efforts to 

seek a permit to continue to utilize the onshore facilities and thus to preserve the last oyster 
cannery in California and the many jobs it provides for women, in particular, maintaining the 
environmental and agricultural stewardship which presents an exemplary template of 
harmonious co-existence of sustainable agriculture and wilderness. 

 
ADOPTED this ___ day of _______, 2013 by the following vote: 

 
  AYES:    
  NOES:    
  ABSENT:  
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 



































 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council/Successor Agency 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6A 
 
06/03/2013 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the May 20, 2013 City Council / Successor Agency 
Meeting pertaining to the Successor Agency. 

Summary 
The minutes have been prepared for Council review and approval. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve the minutes. 

Alternative Actions 
Correct or amend the minutes prior to approval. 

Financial Impact 
N/A 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

See Agenda Item 5B for the minutes 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
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Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8A 
 
06/03/2013 

 

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, consideration and possible adoption of a resolution establishing procedures pertaining 
to appointments to City boards and commissions. 

Summary 
Towards the end of 2012 during Council discussions related to an appointment to the Planning 
Commission, certain issues arose pertaining to the commission appointment process that would 
benefit from further clarification.  Two issues in particular included: 1) the appointment of 
commission alternates; and 2) the use of a Council subcommittee to conduct applicant interviews. 
 
Staff used Resolution No. 77-2002 which “established guidelines pertaining to expired terms and 
reappointments to City boards and commissions” as a starting point and has added sections 
pertaining to the appointment of commission alternates, the recruitment process, and the Council 
subcommittee which conducts applicant interviews based upon the current practices that are in 
place. 
 
The attached resolution accomplishes the following: 
 
1.     It retains the existing concept that the appointment of alternates to fill a vacancy is not 
automatic, but discretionary with the mayor (more on this issue, below). But even the mayor’s 
nomination of an alternate is subject to ratification by the council. 
 
2.    It continues the policy of authorizing the mayor to nominate candidates for vacant/open 
positions, subject to ratification by the council.  This policy is not mandated by state law.  Only in 
cities where the mayor is directly elected is the mayor vested with the power to nominate 
appointees, subject to ratification by the council.   This procedure means, then, that only the mayor 
may nominate candidates to fill open/vacant positions.  Individual councilmembers are divested of 
this opportunity to make nominations – an opportunity that they otherwise possess under state law.  
In order to change this policy, the Sonoma Municipal Code will need to be amended. 
 
3.   It makes the appointment process somewhat more transparent, at least to the council.  These 
provisions represent changes from existing practice.  They include: (a) the City Clerk is required to 
give the mayor and councilmembers notice of the expiration of a commissioner’s term of office; and 
(b) a mayor’s determination that she/he will not consider re-appointing an incumbent must be 
noticed to the other councilmembers.  It retains the existing practice of permitting the mayor to 
unilaterally determine that an incumbent will not be re-appointed and unilaterally determine that the 
existing applications on file are sufficient (or not)  to choose from and that advertising the 
opening/vacancy is unnecessary (or necessary). 
 
4.   It offers two approaches to the interview process.  One approach retains the existing practice of 
authorizing the mayor to appoint one other councilmember to join the mayor in interviewing the 
candidates, with the joint recommendation of this subcommittee forming the basis for the mayor’s 
nomination.  The resolution changes the existing practice by mandating that the interviews be 
conducted by two councilmembers in attendance.  This approach does not provide the three 
councilmembers who are not involved in the interviews the benefit of the information gleaned during  
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the interviews, and leaves each of these three councilmembers to their own devices in terms of 
reviewing the applications and discovering what information they can about the eligible candidates. 
 
The second approach does away with the subcommittee concept entirely, and gives to the full 
council the opportunity and right to interview all candidates (either those who applied during the 
advertising period or those whose applications on file the mayor has already determined to be 
numerically or otherwise sufficient).  These interviews by the entire council are envisioned to take 
place during the public portion of an agendized council meeting, at the conclusion of which the 
mayor is empowered to make his/her nominations which must be ratified by the council to be 
effective.  The attached resolution outlines several actions that can be taken at the close of the 
council interviews in an attempt to anticipate possible scenarios and set forth the steps that must be 
taken in the event any of the scenarios actually plays out. 
 
Another part of the previous Council discussions related to the issue of whether the appointment of a 
commission alternate should be automatic instead of at the discretion of the Mayor.  In addition, 
since the initial preparation of this staff report and the attached resolution, Councilmember Barbose 
received communication from Gerry Simmel (and proposed amendments to the Municipal Code) 
regarding the residency requirement for alternates and Councilmember Barbose has requested 
Council consideration of:  
 
1. Whether a vacancy on a commission for which there is an alternate is automatically filled by the 
alternate if he or she is willing to be appointed, provided that it does not result in the filling of an out 
of city commissioner seat with a city resident and the alternate has adequately discharged his or her 
duties as an alternate. 
 
2. Whether the Council  should adopt the amendment to the Sonoma Municipal Code suggested 
by Mr. Simmel or other appropriate amendment to implement the decision reached by Council on #1 
above.  Making the appointment of an alternate automatic would require an amendment to the 
Municipal Code.  Should Council desire to make any changes to the appointment of alternates it 
could direct staff to prepare an ordinance enacting the change or changes for future Council 
consideration. 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the Resolution entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Sonoma Establishing 
Guidelines Pertaining to Appointments to City Boards and Commissions and Rescinding Res. No. 
77-2002 [selecting the appropriate interview approach]. 

Alternative Actions 
1. Revise the resolution prior to adoption. 
2. Provide direction to staff to research particular issues further and to revise the resolution 

accordingly. 
3. Defer action to a future date. 

Financial Impact 
N/A 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
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Attachments: 
1. Existing Resolution No. 77-2002 
2. Redlined version of the resolution [the proposed Resolution] 
3. Clean Version of the Proposed Resolution 
4. Applicable code sections 

 











CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. xx - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
ESTABLISHING PROCEDURES  PERTAINING TO APPOINTMENTS AND 

REAPPOINTMENTS TO CITY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS AND 
RESCINDING RES. NO. 77-2002 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Sonoma encourages citizen participation on its many boards 
and commissions; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Chapter 2.40 of the Sonoma Municipal Code Chapter provides general provisions for boards 
and commissions including how appointments are made and the total number of years that may be served; and 
 
 WHEREAS, California Government Code §54972 requires preparation and posting of a Local 
Appointments List on or before December 31 of each year; and  
  
 WHEREAS, California Government Code §54974 requires posting of a special vacancy notice whenever 
an unscheduled vacancy occurs on any board or commission; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to establish written guidelines pertaining to the procedure for 
advertisement, appointment and reappointment of board or commission members for which the City Council has 
the appointing authority; and 
 

WHEREAS, for purposes of this Resolution, all boards, commissions and committees appointed using the 
guidelines set forth below shall be referred to as “commission”.  A member of a board, commission, or committee 
shall be referred to as a “commissioner”; and 

 
WHEREAS, all commission appointments shall be by nomination of the Mayor and ratification by the City 

Council.  (SMC 2.40.100)   
  
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Sonoma hereby establishes 
the following procedures  regarding advertisement, appointment and reappointment of commissioners: 
 
Section 1.  Definitions 
 
 “Open position” shall mean a position made available due to the expiration of a term of office or due to the 
creation of a new position on a commission.  An “open position” shall include both regular member positions and 
alternate member positions. 
 
 “Unscheduled Vacancy” shall mean a position made available prior to the expiration of the applicable 
term of office due to resignation, incapacitation, ineligibility, death or other reason.  An “unscheduled vacancy” 
may occur with respect to  both regular member positions and alternate member positions. 
 
 “Eligible Alternate” shall mean an appointed commission alternate who meets the residency requirement 
of the vacancy to be filled by the Eligible Alternate. 
 
Section 2.  Reappointment of Commissioners 
Commissioners may serve up to a total of eight years.  They are first appointed to a two-year term and may be 
reappointed for a second term of four years and a third term of two years.  (SMC2.40.070) 
 
 A..  Six weeks prior to expiration of a commission member’s first or second term, the City Clerk shall 
provide written notification to the Mayor and the other Councilmembers.  The notification shall include the name of 
the member, the board or commission to which she/he is appointed, the date of the original appointment, and 
whether she/he is eligible for a four-year or two-year appointment pursuant to Municipal Code section 2.40.070.   
 

B.  The Mayor shall consider the reappointment of the member whose term is expiring.  C.   If the Mayor 
determines that reappointment of the member is advisable, then he/she shall contact the member to ask if she/he 
is  willing to accept appointment to another term.  If the member is willing, the Mayor shall notify the City Clerk to 
place the reappointment on the Consent Calendar of a future City Council agenda.  

 
D.  If the Mayor determines that reappointment of the member is not advisable, he/she shall notify the 

commission member and the City Clerk of that determination no later than four weeks prior to the expiration of the 



member’s term.  Upon receipt of such determination, the City Clerk shall promptly notify the other 
Councilmembers of same. 
 
Section 3.  Filling an open position or unscheduled vacancy 
 
 A.  Whenever an Unscheduled Vacancy occurs on a commission, the City Clerk shall, no later than  
twenty days after the vacancy occurs:  A) Post a special vacancy notice on the City Hall bulletin board;2) Post a 
special vacancy notice on the City’s website and 3) Send a copy of the special vacancy notice to the Sonoma 
Valley Library. The City Council is precluded from making an appointment to fill the vacancy for at least ten days 
after the posting of the special vacancy notice unless an emergency exists in which case it may fill the vacancy on 
an acting basis until the final appointment is made; pursuant to the provisions of G.C. 54974. 
 

B.  Appointment of an Alternate.  Open Positions and Unscheduled Vacancies may be filled by the 
appointment of an Eligible Alternate.  An Eligible Alternate may be appointed to fill the position without further 
recruitment for a replacement upon nomination by the Mayor and ratification by the City Council. (SMC 2.40.110 
D)  In the case of an Unscheduled Vacancy, the appointment may not occur less than ten days after the posting 
of the special vacancy notice. 
 
 C.  Consideration of Applications on file.  The City Clerk shall retain all commission applications on file 
and they shall be considered active for a period of one year after receipt.  The Mayor may determine that an 
adequate number of applications on file are sufficient from which to draw from and no further advertisement of the 
vacancy is necessary.  
 

D.  Advertisement.  Open Positions or Unscheduled Vacancies  which are not filled by the appointment of 
an Eligible Alternate or from the applications on file shall be advertised by the publication of a vacancy notice at 
least one time, no later than ten days prior to the deadline to submit applications, in a newspaper of general 
circulation published and circulated in the City of Sonoma. The City Clerk may also disseminate the 
advertisement by other methods commonly used to distribute public information such as posting it on the City 
website, issuance of a press release, etc.  The notice shall include the statement that should the position not be 
filled as a result of the advertisement; the application period will remain open until the position is filled. 

 
Section 4.  Applicant Interviews 
 

[Alternative One] 
 

At the close of the advertised application period or upon the Mayor’s determination that the applications on file are 
sufficient, as the case may be,  a two-member City Council subcommittee consisting of the Mayor and one other 
Councilmember of the Mayor’s choosing, shall interview all applicants or review the on-file applications, 
respectively.  Every interview shall be conducted with two elected officials in attendance.   Following conclusion of 
the interviews or the subcommittee’s review of the on-file applications, the subcommittee will make a 
recommendation, which shall be brought forth as a nomination by the Mayor as a Consent Calendar item on a 
future City Council agenda.   
 

[Alternative Two] 
 

At the close of the advertised application period or upon the Mayor’s determination that the applications on file are 
sufficient, as the case may be,  the City Clerk shall agendize a council meeting for the purpose of the full council 
interviewing all of the applicants during the public portion of such meeting.  These interviews may be scheduled 
as part of a regular council meeting.  At the close of the interviews and the public comment portion pertaining 
thereto, one of the following actions may be taken:  (1) the Mayor may nominate one of the candidates for 
appointment to the position and said candidate shall be appointed to the position provided that the council ratifies 
the nomination pursuant to Sonoma Municipal Code (SMC) section 2.40.100; or (2) the Mayor may decline to 
nominate any candidate for the position, in which case the council shall determine whether or not to continue 
advertising the vacancy, advertise the vacancy for the first time, or decline to fill the position for the time being 
under terms and conditions specified by the council consistent with this Resolution; or (3) the council, by 4/5ths 
vote of the members of the council, may require that the vacancy be re-advertised or advertised for the first time 
and the position filled under terms and conditions consistent with this Resolution; or (4) if none of the Mayor’s 
nominations garner sufficient votes to ratify same, then the vacancy shall be re-advertised or advertised for the 
first time for no less than 90 days, upon the conclusion of which the City Clerk shall re-agendize the interviews 
and selection of the candidates at which time the council shall interview the candidates who submitted 
applications within said 90 day advertisement period, and, at the conclusion of which, one of the four actions 
described above may take place.  
 
 

 



Section 5.  Commission Applications 
 
Individuals desiring to serve on a City commission must complete a Commission Application Form.  The 
completed application form must be filed with the City Clerk prior to the close of the application period.  
Applications received after the application deadline will not be considered for current vacancies but will be placed 
on file for a period of one year for consideration in the event of future vacancies.  All applications shall be deemed 
to be public documents and shall be available for public inspection. 
 
Section 6.  Resolution Number 77-2002 is hereby rescinded in its entirety. 
 
 
 The foregoing Resolution was duly adopted this ___day of _________ 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
 AYES: 
 NOES: 
 ABSENT: 
 ABSTAIN: 

 ___________________________________  
       KEN BROWN, MAYOR 
 

ATTEST: 
 

___________________________________                          
GAY JOHANN, CITY CLERK 



Code Sections pertaining to the discussion, consideration and possible adoption of a resolution 
establishing guidelines pertaining to appointments to City boards and commissions. 
 
Government Code 54972-74: 
 
54972.  On or before December 31 of each year, each legislative body shall prepare an 
appointments list of all regular and ongoing boards, commissions, and committees which are 
appointed by the legislative body of the local agency. This list shall be known as the Local 
Appointments List. The list shall contain the following information:  (a) A list of all appointive 
terms which will expire during the next calendar year, with the name of the incumbent 
appointee, the date of appointment, the date the term expires, and the necessary qualifications 
for the position. (b) A list of all boards, commissions, and committees whose members serve at 
the pleasure of the legislative body, and the necessary qualifications for each position. 
 
54973.  The Local Appointments List shall be made available to members of the public for a 
reasonable fee which shall not exceed actual cost. The legislative body shall designate the 
public library with the largest service population within its jurisdiction to receive a copy of the list. 
 
54974.  (a) Whenever an unscheduled vacancy occurs in any board, commission, or committee 
for which the legislative body has the appointing power, whether due to resignation, death, 
termination, or other causes, a special vacancy notice shall be posted in the office of the clerk of 
the local agency, the library designated pursuant to Section 54973, and in other places as 
directed by the legislative body, not earlier than 20 days before or not later than 20 days after 
the vacancy occurs. Final appointment to the board, commission, or committee shall not be 
made by the legislative body for at least 10 working days after the posting of the notice in the 
clerk’s office. (b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), the legislative body may, if it finds that an 
emergency exists, fill the unscheduled vacancy immediately. A person appointed to fill the 
vacancy shall serve only on an acting basis until the final appointment is made pursuant to this 
section. 
 
Sonoma Municipal Code Chapter 2.40, Boards & Commissions – General Provisions: 
 
2.40.010  Attendance. 
Attendance by members at the regular and special meetings of all boards, commissions, and 
advisory or assisting groups of the city appointed by the city council now in existence, or 
hereafter established, shall be subject to the following rule:  If a member of any board or 
commission of the city fails to attend the regular or special meetings of such a board or 
commission for three consecutive meetings or one-third of any calendar year’s meetings, the 
office becomes vacant automatically, without any declaration to that effect, and shall thereafter 
be filled as any other vacancy. Upon request by a commissioner, the council may waive the 
attendance rules due to special circumstances. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 
 
2.40.020  Meeting schedules.  Regular meetings of the planning commission shall be held 
monthly with special meetings being scheduled on call by the chair or in the absence of the 
chair, on call by the vice chair. Regular meetings of other boards and commissions shall be held 
once each calendar quarter, unless a more frequent meeting schedule is approved by the city 
council. Special meetings of any commission can be called by the chair or a majority of the 
commission members. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 
 
2.40.030  Removals.  All commissioners serve at the pleasure of the council and may be 
removed from any commission by a three-fifths vote of the full council. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 



 
2.40.040  Quorum.  A quorum shall consist of a majority of eligible commissioners serving at 
such time as any meeting is scheduled or called. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 
 
2.40.050  Public meetings.  All commission meetings shall be properly noticed, at least 72 hours 
in advance of any meeting, held in full view of the public on city property or such other place as 
approved by the city council, and comply with applicable city and state laws. (Ord. 99-15 § 1, 
2000; Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 
 
2.40.060  Compensation.  All commissioners shall serve without compensation. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 
1984). 
 
2.40.070  Term of office.  No commissioner shall serve for a total of more than eight years. A 
commissioner shall first be appointed for a two-year term; the council may reappoint a 
commissioner to a second term of four years and may also reappoint a commissioner to a third 
term of two years. All reappointments shall be made at the sole discretion of the city council 
utilizing the procedures contained in SMC 2.40.100. Members of the mobilehome park rental 
review board shall be exempt from the term limits and appointment schedule provided herein 
and shall instead serve at the sole discretion of the city council. (Ord. 99-15 § 2, 2000; Ord. 87-8 
§ 1, 1987). 
 
2.40.080  Commission officers.  Each commission shall select a chairman and vice chairman 
from the eligible members of their respective commissions during a regularly scheduled 
meeting. (Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984). 
 
2.40.090  City council may waive limitation on successive terms of office.  Notwithstanding any 
limitation on the length of the term which an individual member of a board or commission may 
serve, or any limitation on the number of successive terms which may be served, the city 
council may, by a four-fifths vote of its membership, appoint or reappoint any incumbent 
member of a city board or commission to continue in office beyond the prior limitation or to fill 
the unexpired term of any office vacated by any other member of a board or commission. (Ord. 
2003-03 § 1, 2003; Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984. Formerly 2.40.100). 
 
2.40.100  Appointments.  Appointments to city commissions shall be filled by nomination of the 
mayor and ratification by the city council. (Ord. 2003-03 § 1, 2003; Ord. 84-8 § 2, 1984. 
Formerly 2.40.110). 
 
2.40.110  Alternates.  A. In addition to regular members, the city council shall appoint one 
alternate member to each city board or commission now in existence or hereafter established. 
 
B. The alternate shall, like regular members, attend the regular meetings and special meetings 
of the board or commission to which he/she is appointed. The alternate shall review staff reports 
and documents and otherwise prepare for such meetings. At such meetings, the alternate shall 
be identified for the record. That alternate shall publicly announce any items on the agenda that 
he/she is disqualified from participating in because of a conflict of interest. If, as a result of 
absences, one or more regular members cannot participate at a regular or special meeting, the 
alternate shall move to any vacant seat and shall participate as a regular member until the 
completion of the agenda. If the alternate participates due to a conflict of interest of a regular 
member, the alternate shall participate as a regular member only until the affected item is 
completed. In the event an absent member arrives after the commencement of an agenda item, 
the alternate shall participate as a regular member until the completion of the current item, at 



which time the alternate shall move back to the alternate’s seat and shall stop participating as a 
regular member. In the event an item on which the alternate member has participated as a 
regular member is continued to a subsequent meeting, the alternate shall continue to participate 
as a regular member on the item at any and all such subsequent meetings.   
 
C. The qualifications, appointment, term of office, attendance, removal and other requirements 
applicable to the alternate shall be the same as those for regular members of the board or 
commission, except that the alternate position may be filled only by a qualified elector of the 
city. The alternate shall also be subject to the requirements of and shall abide by the Ralph M. 
Brown Act, the Political Reform Act and other law applicable to the regular members of the 
board, commission or group. 
 
D. In the event that a vacancy occurs on the board or commission, upon nomination by the 
mayor and ratification by the city council, the alternate may be appointed to the vacancy without 
further recruitment for a replacement for the regular member.  For the purpose of determining 
the term of office pursuant to SMC 2.40.070, the time served as an alternate member shall not 
be counted toward the term to be served as a regular member. (Ord. 03-2007 § 1, 2007; Ord. 
2003-03 § 1, 2003; Ord. 2000-14 § 1, 2000. Formerly 2.40.120). 
 
2.40.120  Effect of tie votes as a result of absences.  When the action of any commission is a tie 
vote as a result of absences of one or more members of that commission, the matter shall be 
rescheduled for commission reconsideration at a meeting at which all, or an odd number of, 
commissioners will be in attendance. This section shall not apply when a tie vote is a result of 
recusal necessitated by conformance with the California Political Reform Act. (Ord. 09-2008 § 1, 
2008). 
 
. 
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Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 
Agenda Item Title 

Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding the process for filling the vacant position on 
the Planning Commission. 

Summary 
The Planning Commission consists of 7 members and one alternate who serve at the pleasure of 
the City Council.  Commissioners may serve for a total of eight years (Two-year term, Four-year 
term, Two-year term).  At least six members and the alternate must reside within the City limits. 
A position on the Planning Commission was vacated in November 2012 when Michael George did 
not seek reappointment after serving six years on the Commission.  The then Mayor, Joanne 
Sanders, directed the City Clerk to advertise the vacancy.  Six applications were received including 
one submitted by the Planning Commission Alternate Bill Willers.  Mayor Sanders conducted the 
interviews and placed the nomination of James Cribb on the November 5, 2012 Consent Calendar. 
Mayor Brown recused himself and did not participate in the item.  The nomination was not ratified.  
At the December 3, 2012, Council meeting, Mayor Sanders again nominated Mr. Cribb and one of 
the other applicants; however neither nomination was ratified and the position has remained vacant. 
 
The primary reason presented by Councilmembers for not ratifying Mayor Sanders’ nomination was  
the belief that the Alternate should have been appointed.  Councilmembers also expressed a desire 
to establish guidelines clarifying the Commission Appointment process.  Assuming that 
Councilmembers adopt a procedure pursuant to the previous item on this agenda; staff is requesting 
direction from the City Council as to the process it wishes to utilize to fill the vacant position on the 
Planning Commission. 

Recommended Council Action 
Provide direction to staff. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion. 

Financial Impact 
n/a 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachment:  Excerpts from the 11/5/12, 11/19/12 and 12/3/12 Council meeting minutes. 

 
cc:   



Excerpt from the November 5, 2012 City Council Minutes: 
 
Item 5D: Approval and Ratification of the appointment of James K. Cribb to the 

Planning Commission for a two-year term effective November 5, 2012.  
(Removed from Consent, see below) 

 
Clm. Barbose removed Item 5D.  Mayor Sanders stated that staff had requested removal of 5F 
and she would remove 5B.  Clm. Brown stated that for full transparency he would recuse from 
voting on Item 5D.  He stated he had talked to two Councilmembers about elements of the issue 
and that no collective concurrence had taken place.  The public comment period was opened 
and closed with none received.  It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to 
approve the items remaining on the Consent Calendar.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Item 5D: Approval and Ratification of the appointment of James K. Cribb to the 

Planning Commission for a two-year term effective November 5, 2012.   
 
Clm. Brown stepped down from the dais and left the room.  
 
Mayor Sanders expressed her disappointment with Clm. Brown’s actions and cause for recusal.  
She stated that she had interviewed six candidates, gave them all fair consideration, and came 
to the conclusion that James Cribb was best suited to fill the vacancy on the Planning 
Commission.  She then invited comments from the public.  Ed Kenney stated that Clm. Brown 
had violated the Brown Act and that was ethically wrong. 
 
Clm. Barbose stated that he removed the item from the Consent Calendar because he felt that 
the current alternate (Bill Willers) should be promoted to the regular position.  He added that if 
the Council did not respect and honor the service of commission alternates with promotion, the 
City would have a hard time filling the alternate positions.  Clm. Barbose stated that Mr. Cribbs 
was a fine candidate and his position regarding the appointment had nothing to do with Mr. 
Cribbs personally.  He proposed that on a subsequent agenda the Council appoint the current 
alternate to the regular seat on the commission and Mr. Cribb to the alternate position. 
 
Clm. Rouse stated his support for the Mayor’s decision and noted that Mr. Cribb had served on 
the Design Review Commission for eight years.  Clm. Gallian stated that the appointment 
process needed to be shored up and that she would have liked to have seen two 
Councilmembers involved in the interview process.  Clm. Barbose stated he spoke to Mr. Willers 
who stated it had been his expectation to be appointed when an opening came up.  Mayor 
Sanders stated that it was obvious that a motion to appoint Cribb would result in a tie vote and 
they should move on to another item on the agenda. 
 
Clm. Brown returned to the dais. 
 
Excerpt from the November 19, 2012 City Council Minutes: 
 
Item 8C: Discussion of potential Brown Act violation that affected the City Council’s 

November 5, 2012 agenda item regarding the appointment of a Planning 
Commissioner, requested by Mayor Sanders. 

 
Mayor Sanders stated that she placed this on the agenda because some of her constituents had 
questions about the Brown Act and what happened when somebody violated it.  Clm. Barbose 
asked City Attorney Walter if there was a procedure for handling such an item.  Attorney Walter 



stated that the Brown Act directs that public business be conducted in the public eye.  It does 
not punish those who are alleged to violate it except when there was an intentional act to 
deprive the public of information.  Walter stated that in his view, that had not occurred in this 
instance.  He said that Clm. Brown consulted with him prior to the last meeting and had 
complied with the Brown Act by recusing himself.  Walter added that he did not feel any 
additional steps needed to be taken. 
 
Mayor Sanders referred to a letter submitted by local Attorney Fred Peterson and stated that he 
should receive a written response from staff.  Attorney Walter stated he would follow up on that.  
Mayor Sanders asked about her ability to discuss the matter of the appointment to the Planning 
Commission with another Councilmember and Walter responded that in doing so, she would put 
the other Councilmember at risk. 
 
Mayor Sanders invited comments from the public.  Fred Peterson read a memo memorializing a 
conversation he had with Clm. Rouse about his communication with Clm. Brown about the 
Planning Commission appointment.  He asked that the letter and memo be made a part of the 
City’s record.  Peterson stated that because Brown violated the Brown Act he should be 
recused from any further discussion about the appointment. 
 
Herb Golenpaul stated that the fact that the Mayor did not have anyone else participate in the 
interviews had a lot to do with this situation.  Mayor Sanders responded it had been her intent to 
have another person participate but they could not make it and she did not want to reschedule 
the six applicants at the very last minute. 
 
Morgan Sanders stated that there needed to be consequences for not following the rules and 
questioned Clm. Brown’s qualification to be the next Mayor. 
 
Clm. Rouse stated the Council needed to govern in a transparent mode.  Clm. Gallian stated 
that Councilmembers should have been made aware of the cancellation of one of the interview 
panels.  She said that having only one person conduct the interviews was confusing to her. 
 
Clm. Barbose defended Clm. Brown and stated it was an inadvertent act on his part and that no 
additional punishment was required or appropriate. 
 
Clm. Brown stated that he had made a mistake but that no one believed in the Brown Act more 
than he did.  He added that he would not participate in the appointment and asked that the 
following statement be entered in the minutes.   
 

I need to recuse myself from this issue.  Over time I did talk to two 
councilmembers about elements of this issue.  I did not tell one councilmember 
what the other member said or felt about the item.  As a result, no collective 
concurrence was arrived at as how to vote on this item.  I believe in the 
importance of the Brown Act and in the spirit of transparency I will step down. 

 
Mayor Sanders stated she would like to go on record stating that she did not support what went 
down at the last meeting and she hoped to not see that behavior again. 
 
 
 
 
 



Excerpt from the December 3, 2012 City Council Minutes: 
 
Item 5H: Ratify Mayor’s nomination of James K. Cribb to fill the current vacancy on 

the Planning Commission, and should said nomination not garner 
sufficient votes to ratify same, then the Mayor may nominate another 
person or other persons to fill this position for the Council’s consideration 
and ratification; information regarding the Planning Commission 
appointment process is also provided for the Council’s consideration.   

 
Clm. Brown recused himself and left the room. 
 
Clm. Barbose stated that it was still his opinion that, although Mr. Cribb was a qualified 
applicant, the Alternate should be appointed to fill the current vacancy.  He said the Council 
should honor the custom and practice of appointing Alternates who had served ably and 
capably.  Clm. Barbose added that he would not support a nomination of any of the other 
applicants except for Mr. Willers.  
 
At the request of Mayor Sanders, staff read a portion of minutes from a past Council meeting 
relating to the appointment of Alternates.  She said it was clear that the appointment of an 
Alternate to fill a vacancy was not automatic. 
 
Mayor Sanders invited comments from the public.  Herb Golenpaul asked Clm. Rouse why he 
supported the Mayor’s nomination of Cribb.  Clm. Rouse responded that he was supposed to 
participate in the interviews but when unable to do so, he was comfortable leaving it in the 
Mayor’s hands. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Mayor Sanders, to ratify the nomination of Mr. Cribb.  
Clm. Barbose stated that he never said that the ordinance required the automatic appointment 
of an Alternate.  Clm. Gallian said she felt the process was in question and that 
Councilmembers had not been informed that the Mayor did not intend to appoint Alternate 
Willers.  The motion failed with a tie vote, Barbose and Gallian dissented. 
 
The Mayor said she would then nominate Jennifer Gray.  It was moved by Mayor Sanders, 
seconded by Clm. Rouse, to ratify the nomination of Jennifer Gray.  The motion failed with a tie 
vote, Barbose and Gallian dissented.  Mayor Sanders stated she would not nominate any of the 
other applicants. 
 
Clm. Brown returned to the dais. 
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Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 
Agenda Item Title 

Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding designation of the voting delegate and 
alternate for the 2013 League of California Cities Annual Conference. 

Summary 
The League of California Cities 2013 Annual Conference will be held September 18-20, 2013 at the 
Sacramento Convention Center.  An important part of the Annual Conference is the Annual 
Business Meeting scheduled for noon on Friday September 20.  At that meeting, representatives 
(delegates) from each city consider and take action on resolutions that establish League policy.  In 
order for the City of Sonoma to cast a vote at the September 20 Annual Business Meeting, the City 
Council must designate a Voting Delegate and up to two Alternates.   
 
The deadline to provide these designations to the League is August 23; however, the League is 
anticipating hotel rooms to be sold out quickly and they are encouraging an earlier designation of the 
City’s delegate to ensure that delegates are able to secure a hotel room near the convention center. 

Recommended Council Action 
Designate a Voting Delegate and up to two Alternates. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion. 

Financial Impact 
n/a 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachment:  Notices from the League. 

 
cc:   
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8D 
 
06/03/2013 

 

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, consideration and possible action providing direction to the Mayor regarding the City’s 
vote on an appointment by the Sonoma County Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association at their 
June 13, 2013 meeting. 

Summary 
The Sonoma County Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association will hold its third regular meeting of 
2013 on June 13, 2013 in the City of Healdsburg.  The evening will include a meeting of the 
Association Board of Directors and the General Membership. 
 
At that meeting, the Association Board of Directors will consider an appointment to the Sonoma 
County Agricultural Preservation & Open Space District Citizens Advisory Committee to fill the 
expiring term of Councilmember Laurie Gallian. 
 
Councilmember Gallian was the only person to submit a letter of interest for this position. 
 

Recommended Council Action 
Discuss and consider, and provide direction to the Mayor regarding a recommendation for the 
appointment. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion. 

Financial Impact 
N/A 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments:   

1. Call for letters of interest 
2. Letter of interest from Laurie Gallian 
 

cc: n/a 
 







 

  
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 
 Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Councilmembers’ Reports on Committee Activities. 

Summary 
Council members will report on activities, if any, of the various committees to which they are assigned. 

MAYOR BROWN MPT. ROUSE CLM. BARBOSE CLM. COOK CLM. GALLIAN 

AB939 Local Task Force ABAG Alternate Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council, Alt. 

Cemetery Subcommittee ABAG Delegate 

Oversight Board to the 
Dissolved CDA 

City Audit Committee North Bay Watershed 
Association 

City Facilities Committee Cemetery Subcommittee 

Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

City Facilities Committee Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison 

Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council 

Sonoma County Health 
Action, Alternate 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority & 
Regional Climate Protection 
Authority, Alternate 

Oversight Board to the 
Dissolved CDA, Alt. 

City Audit Committee 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

Sonoma County M & C 
Assoc. Legislative 
Committee, Alt. 

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

Sonoma County M & C 
Assoc. Legislative 
Committee 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison, Alternate 

Sonoma Disaster Council Sonoma Disaster Council, 
Alternate 

Sonoma County/City Solid 
Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG) 

S. V. Library Advisory 
Committee 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority & 
Regional Climate Protection 
Authority 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee, Alternate 

 Sonoma County/City Solid 
Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG), Alt. 

S. V. Citizens Advisory 
Commission 

Sonoma Valley Citizens 
Advisory Comm. Alt. 

Water Advisory Committee, 
Alternate 

 LOCC North Bay Division, 
LOCC E-Board, Alternate (M 
& C Appointment) 

S.V.C. Sanitation District 
BOD 

S.V.C. Sanitation District 
BOD, Alt. 

  Sonoma County Ag 
Preservation and Open 
Space Advisory Committee 
(M & C Appointment) 

S.V. Economic 
Development Steering 
Committee 

S.V. Economic 
Development Steering 
Committee, Alt. 

  VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee 

S.V. Fire & Rescue 
Authority Oversight 
Committee 

S.V. Fire & Rescue 
Authority Oversight 
Committee 

  Water Advisory Committee 

S. V. Library Advisory 
Committee, Alternate 

    

Substance Abuse 
Prevention Coalition 

    

 

 

Recommended Council Action – Receive Reports  

Attachments:  None 
 

Agenda Item:          10A 
Meeting Date:          06/03/2013 
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