NOTICE AND AGENDA
Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees
SANTA YNEZ RIVER WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO.1
will be held at 3:00 P.M., Tuesday, February 17, 2026
1070 Faraday Street, Santa Ynez, CA - Conference Room

Notice Regarding Public Participation: For those who may not attend the meeting but wish to provide
public comment on an Agenda Item, please submit any and all comments and written materials to the
District via electronic mail at general@syrwd.org. All submittals should indicate “February 17, 2026
Board Meeting” in the subject line. Materials received by the District during and prior to the meeting will
become part of the post-meeting Board packet materials available to the public and posted on the District’s
website.

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. REPORT BY THE SECRETARY TO THE BOARD REGARDING COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS FOR
POSTING OF THE NOTICE AND AGENDA

4, ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS, IF ANY, TO THE AGENDA

5. PUBLIC COMMENT - Any member of the public may address the Board relating to any non-Agenda matter within the
District’s jurisdiction. The total time for all public participation shall not exceed fifteen (15) minutes and the time allotted for
each individual shall not exceed three (3) minutes. The District is not responsible for the content or accuracy of statements
made by members of the public. No action will be taken by the Board on any public comment item.

6. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 20, 2026

7. CONSENT AGENDA - All items listed on the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine and will be approved or rejected
in a single motion without separate discussion. Any item placed on the Consent Agenda can be removed and placed on the
Regular Agenda for discussion and possible action upon the request of any Trustee.

CA-1.  Water Supply and Production Report
CA-2.  Central Coast Water Authority Update

8. MANAGER REPORTS - STATUS, DISCUSSION, AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING
SUBJECTS:

A. DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION
1. Financial Report on Administrative Matters
a) Presentation of Monthly Financial Statements - Revenues and Expenses
b) Approval of Accounts Payable
¢) Quarterly Balance Sheet Inclusive of Reserve Accounts and Proposed Transfer to Reserve
Accounts

B. OPERATIONS
1. General Update
9. REPORT, DISCUSSION, AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING SUBJECTS:
A. SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT
1. Eastern Management Area (EMA) Update

10. REPORTS BY THE BOARD MEMBERS OR STAFF, QUESTIONS OF STAFF, STATUS REPORTS,
ANNOUNCEMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND OTHER MATTERS AND/OR COMMUNICATIONS NOT
REQUIRING BOARD ACTION
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11. CORRESPONDENCE: GENERAL MANAGER RECOMMENDS FILING OF VARIOUS ITEMS

12. REQUESTS FOR ITEMS TO BE INCLUDED ON THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING AGENDA: ANy member of the
Board of Trustees may request to place an item on the Agenda for the next regular meeting. Any member of the public may
submit a written request to the General Manager of the District to place an item on a future meeting Agenda, provided that
the General Manager and the Board of Trustees retain sole discretion to determine which items to include on meeting
Agendas.

13. NEXT MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES: The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees is
scheduled for March 17, 2026 at 3:00 p.m.

14. CLOSED SESSION:
The Board will hold a Closed Session to discuss the following items:

A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
[Subdivision (d)(1) of Section 54956.9 of the Government Code - 1 Case]

1. Name of Case: Adjudicatory proceedings pending before the State Water Resources
Control Board regarding Permit 15878 issued on Application 22423 to the City of Solvang,
Petitions for Change, and Related Protests

B. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - POTENTIAL LITIGATION
[Subdivision (d)(4) of Section 54956.9 of the Government Code - Potential Initiation of
Litigation By the Agency - Two Matters]

15. RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION:
[Sections 54957.1 and 54957.7 of the Government Code]

A. Report (if any) on Closed Session Agenda Items 14.A - 14.B

16. ADJOURNMENT

This Agenda was posted at 3622 Sagunto Street, Santa Ynez, California, and notice was delivered in accordance with Government Code Section 54950 et seq.,
specifically Section 54956. This Agenda contains a brief general description of each item to be considered. The Board reserves the right to change the order in which
items are heard. Copies of any staff reports or other written documentation relating to each item of business on the Agenda are on file with the District and available
for public inspection during normal business hours at 3622 Sagunto Street, Santa Ynez. Such written materials will also be made available on the District's website,
subject to staff’s ability to post the documents before the regularly scheduled meeting. Questions concerning any of the Agenda items may be directed to the
District’s General Manager at (805) 688-6015. If a court challenge is brought against any of the Board’s decisions related to the Agenda items above, the challenge
may be limited to those issues raised by the challenger or someone else during the public meeting or in written correspondence to the District prior to or during
the public meeting. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, any individual needing special assistance to review Agenda materials or participate
in this meeting may contact the District Secretary at (805) 688-6015. Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will best enable the District to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
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Agenda Item 6

SANTA YNEZ RIVER WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT,

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO.1

JANUARY 20, 2026 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

A Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District,
Improvement District No.1, was held at 3:00 p.m. on Tuesday, January 20, 2026, in-person at 1070

Faraday Street.
Trustees Present: Michael Burchardi
Jeff Clay
Brad Joos
Mark Moniot
Nick Urton
Trustees Absent: None
Others Present: Paeter Garcia Racel Cota Tracey Solomon
Kylie Kelleher Dan Drugan

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:
President Clay called the meeting to order at 3:04 p.m., he stated that this was a Regular Meeting
of the Board of Trustees. Ms. Cota conducted roll call and reported that all Trustees were present.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
President Clay led the Pledge of Allegiance.

REPORT BY THE SECRETARY TO THE BOARD REGARDING COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR POSTING OF THE NOTICE AND AGENDA:

Ms. Cota reported that the Agenda for this meeting was posted in accordance with the California
Government Code commencing at Section 54953, as well as District Resolution No. 340.

ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS, IF ANY, TO THE AGENDA:
There were no additions or corrections to the Agenda.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

President Clay welcomed any members of the public and offered time for members of the public
to speak and address the Board on matters not on the Agenda. There was no public comment.
Mr. Garcia reported that no written comments were submitted to the District for the meeting.

CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF DECEMBER 16, 2026
The Regular Meeting Minutes from December 16, 2025 were presented for consideration.

President Clay asked if there were any changes or additions to the Regular Meeting Minutes of
December 16, 2025. There were no changes or additions requested.

It was MOVED by Trustee Burchardi, seconded by Trustee Urton, and carried by a unanimous 5-
0-0 voice vote, to approve the December 16, 2025 Regular meeting minutes as presented.
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7.  CONSENT AGENDA:
The Consent Agenda Report was provided in the Board Packet.

Mr. Garcia reviewed the Consent Agenda materials for the month of December. Various topics
were discussed including the announcement for the new Executive Director of Central Coast
Water Authority, Peter Thompson, effective May 15, 2026. Mr. Thompson will be the Associate
Director for the period February 9, 2026 through May 15, 2026.

It was MOVED by Trustee Moniot, seconded by Trustee Urton, and carried by a unanimous 5-0-0
voice vote, to approve the Consent Agenda.

8. MANAGER REPORTS - STATUS, DISCUSSION, AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING

SUBJECTS:
A. DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION

1. Financial Report on Administrative Matters
a) Draft June 30, 2025 & 2024 Audited Financial Statements - Presentation by Bartlett,
Pringle & Wolf LLP

Mr. Garcia introduced Ms. Tracey Solomon from Bartlett, Pringle & Wolf, LLP for the
presentation of the District’s draft June 30, 2025 and 2024 Financial Statements. Ms.
Solomon explained that she is the newly assigned partner for the District’s annual
financial statement audit. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) mandates that audit partners
serve in their roles for a maximum of five consecutive years. Last year was John
Britton’s fifth consecutive year serving as the District’s assigned partner for the annual
financial statement audits.

Ms. Solomon reviewed a PowerPoint presentation of Financial Statements for fiscal
years ended June 30, 2025 and 2024 that included the Independent Auditor’s Report,
Required Communications, Accounting Standards Update, and an Overview of Annual
Financial Statements. She reviewed the District's Balance Sheet which included the
District’s assets, liabilities, and fund equity, along with the Statement of Revenues,
Expenses and Changes in Net Position. Ms. Solomon reported that the District’s
financials conform to required Generally Accepted Accounting Principles in the United
States of America (GAAP) and the State Controller’s Minimum Audit Requirements for
California Special Districts. She stated that the District’s audit resulted in no
disagreements with Management relating to the financials and issued a clean audit
opinion with no reportable findings or exceptions.

The Board thanked Ms. Solomon for her presentation. Ms. Cota thanked the staff at
Bartlett, Pringle & Wolf for their assistance with the audit.

Mr. Garcia recommended acceptance and approval of the audited June 30, 2025 and 2024
Financial Statements as presented, and authorization for Management to post and
submit the final audited Financial Statements to the State Controller’s Office and the
County of Santa Barbara.

It was MOVED by Trustee Burchardi, seconded by Trustee Urton, and carried by a 5-0-0
voice vote to Accept and File the June 2025 & 2024 Audited Financial Statements.
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b) Presentation of Monthly Financial Statements - Revenues and Expenses

Ms. Cota announced that the Financial Statements were provided to the Board via
email earlier in the day, included in the meeting handout materials, and posted on the
District’'s website.

Ms. Cota reviewed the Statement of Revenues and Expenses for the month of
December. She highlighted various line-items related to revenue and expense
transactions that occurred during the month and referred to the Fiscal-Year-to-Date
Statement of Revenues and Expenses that provides a budget to actual snapshot for the
first half of the fiscal year. Ms. Cota stated that revenue exceeded expenses by
$621,544.10 and the year-to-date December 2025 net income was $2,540,511.22.

c) Approval of Accounts Payable

Ms. Cota announced that the Warrant List was provided to the Board via email earlier
in the day, included in the meeting handout materials, and posted on the District’s
website.

The Board reviewed the Warrant List which covered warrants 26984 through 27037 in
the amount of $519,090.88.

It was MOVED by Trustee Moniot, seconded by Trustee Burchardi, and carried by a
unanimous 5-0-0 voice vote, to approve the Warrant List for December 17, 2025
through January 20, 2026.

2. Personnel Policy Manual

a)

January 20, 2026 Minutes

Resolution No. 858: A Resolution of the Board of Trustees of the Santa Ynez River
Water Conservation District, Improvement District No.1 Amending the District’s
Personnel Policy Manual

The Board packet included a January 13, 2026 Memorandum from Stradling Yocca
Carlson & Rauth and a copy of Resolution No. 858.

Mr. Garcia explained that Mr. Jared Speier of Stradling Yocca Carlson & Rauth
conducted an annual review of the District’s Personnel Policy Manual, and based
upon his assessment of existing policies, changes in the law, and discussion with
management, recommended three revisions to the Personnel Policy Manual.

Mr. Garcia reviewed the suggested revisions to Section 3(4) - Sick Leave, Section
3(17) - Victims of Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, or Stalking and other Crimes,
and Section 4(17) - Harassment, Discrimination, and Retaliation Prevention Policy.

No public comment was provided.
It was MOVED by Trustee Burchardi, seconded by Trustee Urton, to adopt
Resolution No. 858, a Resolution of the Board of Trustees of the Santa Ynez River

Water Conservation District, Improvement No.1 Amending the District’s Personnel
Policy Manual. Resolution No. 858 passed by the following roll call vote:
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Ayes, Trustees: Brad Joos
Nick Urton
Mark Moniot
Mike Burhardi
Jetf Clay

Noes, Trustees: None
Abstain, Trustees: None
Absent, Trustees: None

B. OPERATIONS
1. General Updates
Mr. Drugan presented a general operations update to the Board, noting that staff recently
received notification from the Division of Drinking Water that the District’s Cross
Connection Control Plan has been approved, and that a Request for Bids (RFB) has been
finalized to upgrade the remaining security fencing along Madera Street.

2. Recommendation and Proposed Professional Services Agreement for Hydrogeologic
Consulting Services
Mr. Drugan and Mr. Garcia presented a Staff Report regarding a recommended
consultant for hydrogeologic consulting services. Mr. Drugan reported that the District
received four proposals in response to the Request for Proposals issued by the District in
October 2025. Staff’s recommendation was to authorize the General Manager to execute a
professional services agreement with GSI Water Solutions, Inc., for hydrogeologic
consulting services.

9. REPORT, DISCUSSION, AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING SUBJECTS:

A. SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT
1. Eastern Management Area (EMA) Update
The Board packet included the Notice and Agenda for the December 18, 2025 Regular
Meeting of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Eastern Management Area.

Mr. Garcia summarized several topics that were discussed at the recent EMA GSA
meeting. Mr. Garcia reported that the next EMA GSA meeting is scheduled for January
22,2026 and the next EMA CAG meeting is scheduled for February 19, 2026.

B. Central Coast Water Authority
1. Assignment of State Water Contract from Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District to CCWA

Mr. Garcia shared with the Board that after many years of contract discussions and related
litigation, the State Water Contract with the Department of Water Resources has been
officially assigned to the Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA).

C. Water Industry Updates
1. Draft 2025 Annual Review of the State Water Project
Mr. Garcia discussed an informational article regarding the Draft 2025 Annual Review of
the State Water Project, which was included in the Board packet.
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2. Overview of State Division of Drinking Water
Mr. Garcia discussed an additional informational article regarding the State Division of
Drinking Water, which also was included in the Board packet.

10. REPORTS BY THE BOARD MEMBERS OR STAFF, QUESTIONS OF STAFF, STATUS REPORTS,
ANNOUNCEMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND OTHER MATTERS AND/OR COMMUNICATIONS
NOT REQUIRING BOARD ACTION

Mr. Garcia presented several informational items included in the Board packet.

Trustee Moniot reported that he attended the recent Los Olivos Community Services District
(LOCSD) Regular Board Meeting.

11. CORRESPONDENCE: GENERAL MANAGER RECOMMENDS FILING OF VARIOUS ITEMS
The Correspondence List was received by the Board.

12. REQUESTS FOR ITEMS TO BE INCLUDED ON THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
There were no requests from the Board.

13. NEXT MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES:
President Clay stated that the next Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees is scheduled for
February 17, 2026 at 3:00 p.m.

14. CLOSED SESSION:

The Board adjourned to closed session at 5:19 p.m.

A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
[Subdivision (d)(1) of Section 54956.9 of the Government Code - 1 Case]

1. Name of Case: Adjudicatory proceedings pending before the State Water Resources
Control Board regarding Permit 15878 issued on Application 22423 to the City of
Solvang, Petitions for Change, and Related Protests

B. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - POTENTIAL LITIGATION
[Subdivision (d)(4) of Section 54956.9 of the Government Code - Potential Initiation of
Litigation by the Agency - Two Matters]

15. RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION:
[Sections 54957.1 and 54957.7 of the Government Code]

The Board reconvened to open session at approximately 5:36 p.m. Mr. Garcia announced that
the Board met in closed session in accordance with Agenda Items 14.A through 14.B, and that
there was no reportable action for any of the closed session Agenda Items.

16. ADJOURNMENT:
Being no further business, it was MOVED by Trustee Burchardi, seconded by Trustee Urton, and
carried by a 5-0-0 voice vote to adjourn the meeting at approximately 5:36 p.m.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

Racel Cota, Secretary to the Board

ATTEST:

Jeff Clay, President

MINUTES PREPARED BY:

Kylie Kelleher, Executive Administrative Assistant
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Agenda Item 7

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
SANTA YNEZ RIVER WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT,
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO.1
February 17, 2026

Consent Agenda Report

CA-1. Water Supply and Production Report. The District’s total water production in January 2026 (117
AF) was 11 AF lower than total production in December 2025 (128 AF), 11 AF lower than the most recent
3-year running average (2023-2025) for the month of January (128 AF), and 1 AF higher than the most
recent 10-year running average (2016-2025) for the month of January (116 AF). Low production in
- January is not unexpected and usually attributable to rainfall events and cooler temperatures, and thus lower
demands. As noted in previous Consent Reports, the District’s overall demands and total production
generally have been trending below historic levels for domestic, rural residential, and agricultural water
deliveries due to water conservation, changing water use patterns, and private well installations.

For the month of January 2026, approximately 47.5 AF was produced from the Santa Ynez Upland wells,
and approximately 69.5 AF was produced from the 4.0 and 6.0 cfs well fields in the Santa Ynez River
alluvium. As reflected in the Monthly Water Deliveries Report from CCWA, the District did not request or
take any SWP supplies for the month, nor were any SWP deliveries made to Cachuma for the South Coast
entities. Direct diversions to the County Park and USBR were 0.86 AF.

The USBR Daily Operations Report for Cachuma Reservoir in January (ending January 31, 2026) recorded
the end of month reservoir elevation at 753.87” and end of month storage of 196,027 AF. USBR recorded
total precipitation at the reservoir of 4.67 inches for the month). Reported reservoir evaporation in January
was 343.8 AF. Based on the updated maximum storage capacity of 192,978 AF (previously 193,305 AF),
as of February 12, 2026 Cachuma reservoir was reported at 101.6% of capacity, with then-current storage
of 195,944 AF (Santa Barbara County Flood Control District, Rainfall and Reservoir Summiary).

At a point when reservoir storage exceeds 100,000 AF, the Cachuma Member Units typically have received
a full allocation. Conversely, a 20% pro-rata reduction from the full allocation is scheduled to occur in Water
Years beginning at less than 100,000 AF, where incremental reductions may occur (and previously have
occurred) at other lower storage levels. In recent years, Reclamation approved a 100% Project allocation for
federal WY 2023-2024 based on extraordinary rain conditions that spilled the reservoir in early 2023. The
reservoir spilled again in early 2024 and Reclamation issued another 100% Project allocation for federal WY
2024-2025, which began October 1, 2024. As previously reported, the Cachuma Member Units
submitted a joint letter dated June 24, 2025 requesting a 100% Project allocation for WY 2025-2026,
and USBR approved that request on July 14, 2025. ID No.1’s 10.31% share of the 100% Project
allocation equals 2,651 AF. Notably. at the beginning of December 2025, ID No.1 held approximately
4.365 AF of contractual Project supplies in the reservoir (Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board,
November 30, 2025). including approximately 1.878 AF of prior year carryover supplies and 2.487 AF from
the current WY 2025-2026 allocation. However. according to correspondence from USBR. all Cachuma
Member Unit carryover supplies in the reservoir had spilled as of December 31. 2025, which leaves the
District with approximately 2.487 AF of contractual Project supplies in Cachuma.

Water releases for the protection of fish and aquatic habitat are made from Cachuma reservoir to the lower
Santa Ynez River pursuant to the 2000 Biological Opinion issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES) and the 2019 Water Rights Order (WR 2019-0148) issued by the State Board (SWRCB). These
releases are made to Hilton Creek and to the stilling basin portion of the outlet works at the base of Bradbury
Dam. The water releases required under the NMFS 2000 Biological Opinion to avoid jeopardy to steelhead
and adverse impacts to its critical habitat are summarized as follows:
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e Editor’s note: Monserrat Solis covers Kings County water issues for SJV
Water through the California Local News Fellowship initiative.

The Southwest Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) held its first
meeting in six months and covered a lot of ground including setting a policy to fine
landowners $1,000 a day for not registering their wells and vowing to sue a
neighboring GSA.

It also changed the location of its meetings from 944 Whitley Ave. in Corcoran to
19813 Madison Ave. in Stratford, a facility owned by Sandridge Partners, which is
controlled by Southwest's chair John Vidovich. Neither location is within the
Southwest GSA, which runs along the southwestern edge of the Tulare Lake
subbasin.

Southwest’s next meeting will be at 9 a.m. Friday, Feb. 6 in Stratford.

ADVERTISEMENT
VST i WAKC ~
L T~ \ |
"{ 70)(31\1 RN COUNTY WATER SUMMIT ’
, | THURSDAY, MARCIH STH, 20206 I 1
‘; DIGNITY HEALTH THEATER, BAKERSFIELD f o

The well registration deadline is also set for Feb. 6, with a 20-day grace period
before the penalty kicks in, according to the policy approved at the GSA's Jan. 30
meeting.

Vidovich also said at the Jan. 30 meeting that wells would be shut off if landowners
don't register and begin reporting extractions to the GSA. He declined to have the
GSA send notices to owners of the estimated 20 wells within the agency's
boundaries.



“They all know and we need to get them registered,” he said. “We have to register
these wells and the cooperation of registering them is that the landlords have to
cooperate.”

“It’s none of your damn business. It’s just not in
your GSA.”

— Ceil Howe Jr., a board member on the South Fork GSA,
to John Vidovich, chair of Southwest Kings GSA

Sandridge is a majority landowner in Southwest GSA, which currently has three
board members and two vacant seats. Besides Vidovich, directors include Jim
Wilson and Craig Andrew, both of whom work or partner with Sandridge.

Southwest has not established an online registration platform and is, instead,
asking landowners to call its office at (559) 762-7192 or email
info.swkgsa@gmail.com. Or contact its newly appointed general counsel’s office
Whitney, Thompson and Jeffcoach Law Firm at 559-753-2550 or info@wtjlaw.com.

Over the line

Vidovich also said landowners with wells that are within 1,000 feet of Southwest's
boundaries would be required to register those wells with the GSA and report
their pumping or face a $1,000-per-day fine as well.

He noted that wells just over the borderline between Southwest and other GSAs,
such as South Fork Kings GSA, have an impact on Southwest's groundwater.

“If you're not cooperating and you're right at our edge, that's sensitive
information,” he said, adding that such a requirement is “reasonable.”



g

. . No, it's not reasonable, retorted Ceil
. i R fce¢zé;;§ings\’i o T Howe Jr., a South Fork GSA board

Rl member who attended Southwest's
Jan. 30 meeting.

North Fork Kings

| |
temoore ] Lo
NAVAL AR 'S

STATION

|

T “It's none of your damn business. It's
just not in your GSA,” Howe Jr., said.

SUBBASIN

Mid-Kaweah Groundwater
i Subbasin JPA GSA
/|_ sTilare
{
it

WESTSIDE
SUBBASIN

|
Westlands
_Water
* District

Engineering consultant Amer

Hussain said neighboring GSAs have
already enacted well registration

EL RICO GSA SUBBASIN policies and it may be easier for

? /gou;HWEST i couny ~«  Southwest to ask for that data from

WA GSA Pixley 1D GSA . J
'—,.miu.coumv}ﬁ \ them instead of having farmers

WATER AUTHORITY ALPAUGH ID \ . :
GSA B register wells a second time.

TULARE LAKE
SUBBASIN Lower Tule River ID GSA

\Ipaugh GSA 1D GSA
Tri-County WA GSA|
o \ Howe |r. agreed that perhaps South
L B \SE
KERN COUNTYSUBBASIN  semiuopic socs | Fork GSA Manager Johnny Gailey
e e he I{cﬁ could provide that information, if

the GSA agrees.
Sinking feeling

Vidovich also took exception to South Fork GSA’'s pumping allocations, saying they
would cause too much subsidence, land sinking, in the area.

“I understand you're trying to he like Boswell. So,
if you're like Boswell, everything is sinking.”

- John Vidovich, chair of Southwest Kings GSA, about
pumping allocations in the South Fork GSA



South Fork GSA set its “safe yield” pumping allocation at .86 acre foot per acre of
land. Safe yield is the amount the GSA believes can be pumped without causing
negative effects such as subsidence.

South Fork also set “transitional pumping” amounts above the safe yield that will
decrease to zero by 2040, when the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) mandates over pumped aquifers be brought into balance.

Those transitional amounts in the South Fork GSA are different for different
aquifer zones depending on how the amounts affect subsidence in each zone. The
shallowest zone, to 100 feet, was given a transitional pumping allocation of 3 acre
feet per acre of land.

Transitional allocations for the middle and deep zones are lower. They start at 1.8
acre feet per acre of land in the mid-level zone and 1.14 acre feet per acre in the
deepest zone, then drop from there.

Vidovich felt those amounts were too generous.

He likened South Fork’s allocations to what he views as excessive pumping
allocations in the El Rico GSA, which is controlled by the Boswell Farming
Company. El Rico’s allocation is set at 2 acre feet per acre through 2029 and
decreases .50 acre feet every five years.

“I understand you're trying to be like Boswell,” Vidovich said of South Fork GSA.
“So, if you're like Boswell, everything is sinking.”

He referred to El Rico’s groundwater plan, which would allow up to six feet of
subsidence under Corcoran, which has already sunk up to 11.5 feet in some areas
due to excessive groundwater pumping.

Under the South Fork policy, transitional pumping amounts could be further
limited if the land sinks to 50% of the total allowable subsidence for the areg,

according to South Fork’s policy.

It has already sunk to 40% of allowable amounts, South Fork's Manager Gailey told
Vidovich during the Jan. 30 meeting.

“Well, I think it's going to happen and then it's too late,” Vidovich said. “So-that's
one of the reasons we're going to hire counsel to go after South Fork because we



need to make sure that it's
stopped before it
happens.”

“I think you're jumping the
gun,” Gailey said of
Vidovich's threat to sue.

Vidovich has also
threatened to sue South
Fork over its policy to only
allow groundwater to be
moved within one mile of

South Fork's borders.
Dry wells

The Southwest Kings GSA
also approved a program
to help owners repair wells
damaged by excessive
pumping, though board
members said there are no
wells in its boundaries that
meet the program’s
requirements.

“In our data review, we
don't show any (wells)
being impacted, but on the
off chance, we want to
have a policy that basically

The Corcoran levee has had to be rebuilt several times,
including in 2023, as the ground beneath it keeps sinking
due to over pumping. Lois Henry / S}V Water

sets the criteria for the people who are eligible for this program,” Hussain said.

Southwest will fund the program as needed.
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Agenda Item 10

February 2, 2026

Board of Directors

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District
3669 Sagunto Street, Suite 101

P.O. Box 719

Santa Ynez, California 93460

RE: Payment Under Protest — Groundwater Production Charges for
Period July 1, 2025 through December 31, 2025

Dear Board of Directors:

The Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement District No.1
(ID No.1) has received a semi-annual demand for payment of groundwater
production charges from the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District
(SYRWCD) for the period of July 1, 2025 through December 31, 2025. For
reasons including but not limited to those set forth in previous correspondence
from ID No.1 to SYRWCD," the groundwater production charges imposed by
SYRWCD for fiscal years 2022-2023, 2023-2024, 2024-2025, and 2025-2026 do
not qualify as a non-tax exaction under the requirements of California
Constitution, article Xlll C, section 1(e), commonly referred to as Proposition 26.
Therefore, ID No.1 hereby submits its payment under protest to SYRWCD.

As previously outlined by ID No.1, SYRWCD's Zone E charge is particularly
problematic. SYRWCD claims that its Zone E charge is for “essential regulatory
activities in managing, protecting, conserving, augmenting, replenishing, and
enhancing the water supplies for users within the District, including groundwater
resources within the District.” Yet SYRWCD does not actually manage, protect,
conserve, augment, replenish, or enhance groundwater supplies in any way that
is specific to groundwater users or supplies in the Zone E portion of the EMA.
Instead, SYRWCD's Zone E activities are limited to keeping a well registration
list, collecting groundwater production data, and preparing an annual report that
is available to the general public. To that end, SYRWCD itself claims that the
EMA GSA (hence the entire pumper class in the EMA) is a direct beneficiary of
such Zone E activities because the GSA uses that data to comply with its SGMA
obligations for the entire EMA.

This Proposition 26 problem is clear on its face: Only a sub-class of pumpers in
the EMA are required to pay two pump charges — one to SYRWCD and another
to the EMA GSA. Those required to pay the duplicative Zone E charge to
SYRWCD do not directly receive any specific benefits from SYRWCD activities
that are not provided generally to all pumpers in the EMA, including those who
are not required to pay the Zone E charge.

! See, e.g., June 28, 2022; January 31, 2023, April 26, 2023; June 8, 2023; July 31,
2023; January 31, 2024; April 23, 2024; June 19, 2024; July 30, 2024; January 31,
2025; April 23, 2025; June 17, 2025; and July 31, 2025; all of which are incorporated
herein by reference.
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These Proposition 26 problems with SYRWCD's Zone E charge are magnified by the groundwater
management structure established by SGMA for the EMA. First, SGMA has legally established the
EMA GSA as the exclusive sustainable groundwater management agency for the entire EMA, and the
GSA is legally responsible and accountable to the State for various groundwater management activities
throughout all upland groundwater areas of the EMA, including Zone E. (Water Code § 10723.8(d).)
This structure begs the question of why SYRWCD continues to impose its Zone E charge on only a
sub-class of pumpers in the EMA for duplicative well registration, data collection, and annual reporting
activities in Zone E which the EMA GSA is now responsible for carrying out for the entire EMA, including
Zone E. Only one agency needs to conduct this work, and only one charge should apply to pumpers.

Pursuant to SGMA, the EMA GSA has adopted Ordinance No. 2025-01 which requires all new and
existing groundwater wells throughout the entire EMA to be registered with the EMA. The EMA GSA
has also adopted Ordinance No. 2025-03 which requires a metering device to be installed on all non-
exempt groundwater wells throughout the entire EMA and requires all groundwater production in the
EMA to be reported to the GSA. The EMA GSA also prepares and submits a detailed annual report fo
the State to address a host of required metrics such as monitoring activities, groundwater levels,
groundwater use and production, groundwater storage, overdraft conditions, and other sustainability
criteria throughout the entire EMA, including Zone E. These EMA GSA requirements and activities
apply to all pumpers in the EMA, they are carried out to ensure ongoing SGMA compliance for the entire
EMA,; and they benefit all pumpers in the EMA. Accordingly, the EMA GSA adopted and levies a pump
charge on all producers in the EMA, including those within SYRWCD's Zone E, to carry out the GSA's
SGMA requirements and groundwater management activities for all portions of the EMA. Meanwhile,
however, SYRWCD continues to impose a separate Zone E pump charge on only a sub-class of
producers in the EMA to finance SYRWCD's well registration and reporting activities which now
duplicate what the EMA GSA is doing.

Pumpers in the “Zone E portion of the EMA” should not have to pay two pump charges while all other
pumpers in the EMA only pay one charge. By law, the EMA GSA is the exclusive groundwater
management agency for the entire EMA (including Zone E) and the GSA levies a pump charge on all
producers in the EMA for all groundwater management activities that are needed to comply with SGMA.
By contrast, SYRWCD’s Zone E activities and pump charge are not needed for SGMA compliance and
they unnecessarily duplicate the EMA GSA’s groundwater management activities and pump charge in
the EMA. Furthermore, SYRWCD's Zone E pump charge does not provide any specific benefit to
pumpers in Zone E that is not provided generally to all pumpers in the EMA, including those who are
not required to pay the Zone E charge, which violates Proposition 26.

General Manager

cG; D No.1 Board of Trustees
Jessica Diaz, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck
Lutfi Kharuf, Best Best & Krieger



Water deadlock spirals downward

Supplies to California and other states are at risk as Colorado River
negotiations stall.

THE COLORADO River, seen near lythe Cif., in December prodes water for about 35 illion
people. (Kayla Bartkowski Los Angeles Times)
BY IAN JAMES

With the leaders of seven states deadlocked over the Colorado River’s deepening crisis, negotiations
increasingly seem likely to fail — which could lead the federal government to impose unilateral cuts
and spark lawsuits that would bring a complex court battle.

Interior Secretary Doug Burgum has urged negotiators for the states to reach a deal by Saturday, but
substantial disagreements remain. A failure to reach a consensus could result in cuts in water
deliveries to California by as much as a third, and by perhaps twice that for Arizona and Nevada —
much larger reductions than the states have offered as part of the negotiations.

“All seven states know that if we’re unable to achieve an agreement, it would likely fall to the courts,
and that would be a lengthy and uncertain process,” Colorado Gov. Jared Polis said in an interview.



“I'm confident that Colorado would prevail based on the merits,” Polis said, but a court fight is
“something that I don’t think any state desires.”

The Colorado River provides water for about 35 million people and 5 million acres of farmland, from
the Rocky Mountains to northern Mexico. The water was originally divided among the states in 1922
under an agreement called the Colorado River Compact.

That agreement overpromised what the river could provide. And in the last quarter-century, relentless
drought intensified by climate change has sapped the river’s flow and left its giant reservoirs severely
depleted.

The three states of the Lower Basin — California, Arizona and Nevada — are at odds with the four
Upper Basin states of Colorado, Wyoming, Utah and New Mexico.

In a meeting late last month, Arizona officials seemed to be anticipating failure. They pointed out that
the amount of water flowing into Lake Mead, the nation’s largest reservoir, could soon fall to a trigger
point — a legal “tripwire” that would allow Arizona to demand cuts upriver and sue over a violation of
the compact.

The century-old agreement requires the water released from Upper Basin dams for Arizona, Nevada
and California to average at least 7.5 million acre-feet over any decade, plus an allotment for Mexico.

The water reaching the Lower Basin will probably fall below that point later this year or next, which
has never happened, said Brenda Burman, general manager of the Central Arizona Project. It’s
sobering, she said. “Our Upper Basin neighbors have always met that obligation in the past.”

Arizona will not likely drop that issue unless the Upper Basin states take “significant actions” by
agreeing to larger water cuts, said Tom Buschatzke, Arizona’s lead negotiator.

If the states don’t reach a deal, federal officials could sharply cut Arizona’s water starting next year, and
at that point a lawsuit is likely, Buschatzke said.

“I can’t tell you when, but that seems to be the path we’re on.”

Representatives of the Lower Basin states have offered to accept substantial cuts: 27% for Arizona, 17%
for Nevada and 10% for California.

“We’re willing to do more if our partners in the Upper Basin states come to the table with reductions of
their own,” Arizona Gov. Katie Hobbs said during the meeting on Feb. 2.

Hobbs was one of six governors who met on Jan. 30 in Washington with Burgum.

California Natural Resources Secretary Wade Crowfoot, who attended in place of Gov. Gavin Newsom,
said the negotiators are “narrowing down the issues of difference among the two basins, and that gives
me optimism.”

They have been talking for more than two years, trying to agree on new rules that will take effect next
year. At first, negotiators spoke of a 20-year deal. Now, they’ve lowered their sights to five years max.

The Trump administration has hinted at what could come next without a deal. The U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation outlined several options that would cut water for Arizona between 33% and 69%, and
Nevada between 24% and 67%. Under some options, California could see reductions of between 29%
and 33%.

Cities including Phoenix, Las Vegas and Los Angeles would be forced to turn to other water sources,
and some areas could face shortages and stepped-up restrictions on outdoor watering. Some tribes
could get less water. And farming operations, which consume about three-quarters of the water, could
be forced to scale back and leave some fields dry.

At the same time, Buschatzke said, the federal proposals actually would allow Upper Basin states to
increase their water use.

“As they continue to grow, we’ll have to cut even more,” he said.



Negotiators for Arizona, California and Nevada say they are pushing for Upper Basin leaders to commit
to cutting water use to help boost low reservoir levels, and those states’ resistance to firm
commitments is a sticking point.

Polis said, however, that demands for mandatory cuts are a “nonstarter” for Colorado.

“The Upper Basin states cannot legally commit to mandatory cutbacks,” Polis said, because they have
landowners with senior water rights, and if the states were to take away those rights, they “would be
liable for hundreds of millions or billions of dollars.”

“That being said, we absolutely want to do our part on conservation,” Polis said. “We are willing to put
specific conservation goals on the table.”

He said he hopes federal funds will be available to support water-saving efforts.

That has happened before. Under a temporary deal reached in 2023, for example, farmers in
California’s Imperial Valley and other areas have been paid to leave hay fields dry part of the year.

Polis said the cuts offered by the Lower Basin would be enough in years of average snow in the Rockies,
but the plan should also include larger cutbacks for dry years.

The states also disagree on how much water should be released from dams in the upper watershed to
prevent the river’s two largest reservoirs, Lake Powell and Lake Mead, from falling to perilously low
levels.

Lake Mead is now just 34% full, and Lake Powell 26%.

This winter’s warm and dry conditions aren’t helping. The Rocky Mountain snowpack is at just 57% of
average, one of the smallest in decades.

One of the goals of the negotiations is to prevent “dead pool” levels in the reservoirs, where water
would lap against the concrete at the very bottoms of the dams, unable to pass downriver — a scenario
that would mean a catastrophic water shutoff for California, Arizona and Mexico.

A group of experts last year called for both regions to accept “shared pain” through enforceable water
cuts. Without an agreement on that, “it’s hard for me to be optimistic,” said Anne Castle, a senior
fellow at the University of Colorado Getches-Wilkinson Center. “The only way around it is for the states
to agree how to divvy up the river in an equitable way.”

As the Trump administration’s Saturday deadline approaches, Buschatzke said, federal officials are
“pushing us hard to try to come to at least a consensus in concept,” though they have not said what
they will do if the states miss the deadline.

The prospects of reaching an agreement “seem pretty dim at this point,” said Stephen Roe Lewis,
governor of the Gila River Indian Community in Arizona.

“I know that we are all preparing for the possibility of failure,” he told state officials.

Buschatzke said he is focused on protecting Arizona. The state relies on the Colorado River for more
than a third of its water.

“I won’t see that as failure if we can’t come to a collaborative outcome,” he said.

“The only real failure for me, when I look in that mirror, is if I give away the state of Arizona’s water
supply for the next several generations,” he said. “And that ain’t going to happen.”
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