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1. FIRST OPEN SESSION 12:00 P.M.

11

1.2

President Mobley opened the meeting and asked District’s legal counsel to review
the items to be discussed in Executive (Closed) Session.

Mr. Boyer stated that there was one real property matter, four cases of existing
litigation and three cases of potential litigation to be discussed in Executive session.

Public Comments

Information Item

President Mobley asked if there were any comments from the public. None were
offered.

EXECUTIVE (CLOSED) SESSION 12:05P.M.
President Mobley adjourned the meeting into Executive (Closed) Session at
12:05p.m.

2. SECOND OPEN SESSION AND CALL TO ORDER 1:02 P.M.

President Mobley called the second open session to order at 1:02p.m. Director Berger

departed.

2.1

2.2

2.3

Pledge of Allegiance

President Mobley introduced UWCD’s Hydrologist Dr. Bram Sercu, congratulating
him and his wife on becoming U.S. citizens. He asked Dr. Sercu to lead the group
in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance.

Public Comment

Information Item

President Mobley asked if there were any public comments. Thien Ng from the
City of Oxnard asked to address the Board. He welcomed United Water
Conservation District, its Board members and staff to the City of Oxnard and
offered his services if there was anything that the District needed.

Approval of Agenda

Motion

Motion to approve the agenda, Director Dandy; Second, Director McFadden.
Voice vote: six ayes (Dandy, Kelley, Maulhardt, McFadden, Naumann, Mobley);
none opposed; one absent (Berger). Motion carries unanimously 6/0/1.
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2.4

2.5

2.6

Oral Report Regarding Executive (Closed) Session

Information Item

District Legal Counsel David D. Boyer stated that in the case of UWCD v Albert
Beserra, Ventura County Superior Court 56-2020-00539500-CU-MC-VTA, the
Board had previously authorized the filing of a complaint.

Board Communication
Information Item
Director Maulhardt reported his attendance at the last two Board meetings.

Director Kelley reported attending his first Finance Committee meeting yesterday,
and that he was planning on attending the AWA Breakfast on the 20" of February.
He also said he was looking forward to meeting with constituents and to attending
a seminar to refresh himself with the Brown Act.

Director McFadden reported attending the Fillmore and Piru Basins GSA Board
meeting on January 16, the FPBGSA Ad Hoc committee meeting on January 27,
the Fillmore irrigation Agency’s meeting on January 22 and the District’s Special
Board meeting on February 4 and would be attending the FPBGSA Board meeting
on February 20.

Director Dandy said that he attended the District’s Executive Committee meeting
on January 7, the Finance Committee meeting on January 14, the UWCD Board
meeting on January 15 and the AWA Waterwise Breakfast on January 16. He also
attended a Town Hall meeting hosted by Congressman Carbajal.

Director Naumann stated that he too attended the Executive Committee meeting on
January 7 and the January 22 prep meeting for the Fox Canyon GMA Board
meeting. He also met with the District’s legal counsel and GM on January 8,
attended a Town Hall meeting in Ojai with President Mobley regarding the Ventura
lawsuit. He also attended a meeting of the Regional Defense Partnership for the
21%t Century and learned that the group will be sponsoring an upcoming event that
will include the Blue Angels.

President Mobley reported that he met with Mr. Guardado to prepare for today’s
Board meeting, that he participated in the Fox Canyon GMA Board meeting on
January 22 and a Special Fox Canyon GMA meeting on February 14 and was
expecting to participate in the Mound Basin GSA Board meeting on February 20.

General Manager’s Report

Information Item

Mr. Guardado called the Board’s attention to the District’s recent award of a
Certificate of Transparency from the California Special Districts Association,
recognizing the District’s efforts to provide the public with online access to
financial, administrative, and policy documents as well as Board and Committee
meeting agendas, minutes and presentations. Mr. Guardado said the certification
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was a real feather in the District’s cap and the next step was to earn a designation
as a “District of Distinction” from the same organization.

Mr. Guardado reminded the Board that February 28 was the Water Sustainability
Summit, a special event created to build awareness regarding Ventura County’s
sustainability challenges and offer hope in terms of collaborative projects that will
bring additional water resources into the area. He added that attorneys shouldn’t
be making decisions about sustainability, that water managers should be working
in partnership to obtain that goal. He said the District had identified several viable
projects and the next step was implementation. He reported that the response has
been very good and that the confirmed speakers would make for very informative
and engaging discussions. He added that it is time to roll up our sleeves and move
from engagement to action.

2.7 Mid-Year Review — Mauricio E. Guardado, Jr.
Information Item
Mr. Guardado presented an overview to the Board regarding the achievements and
accomplishments from the past six months and demonstrated how those
achievements aligne with the District’s Strategic Planning objectives. (see
presentation)

Director Naumann complemented Mr. Guardado and District staff for a job well
done. President Mobley asked if there were any questions or other comments.
None were offered.

2.8 Public Hearing
Proposed Ordinance No. 24 - Consideration to Increase the Compensation of the
Board of Directors
Motion
The Board conducted a Public Hearing on the recommended adoption of an
ordinance authorizing an increase in Directors’ compensation from $215.25 to
$226. per day. Director Dandy said the finance committee hadn’t not reviewed the
Ordinance. President Mobley asked if there were any public comments or
questions. None were offered.

Motion to adopt Ordinance 24, Director Dandy; Second, Director Naumann.
District’s legal counsel reminded the Board that the Public Hearing would be
continued to the March Board meeting, at which time the Board could make a
motion to approve the adoption of Ordinance 24.

Director Maulhardt excused himself from the meeting at approximately 1:40 p.m.

3. CONSENT CALENDAR: All matters listed under the Consent Calendar are
considered routine by the Board and will be enacted by one motion. There will be no
separate discussion of these items unless a Board member pulls an item from the
Calendar. Pulled items will be discussed and acted on separately by the Board.
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Members of the public who want to comment on a Consent Calendar item should do
so under Public Comments. (ROLL CALL VOTE REQUIRED)

A.

Approval of Minutes

Motion

Approval of the Minutes for the January 15, 2020 Board of Directors meeting and
the February 4, 2020 Special Board meeting.

Groundwater Basin Status Reports
Information Item
Receive and file Monthly Hydrologic Conditions Report for the District.

Second Quarter FY 2019-20 Financial Report and Budget Amendments and
Investment Reports

Motion Item

The Board will review the FY 2019-20 Second Quarter Financial Report for the
period of July 1, 2019 through December 31, 2019, review the monthly investment
report, and consider approving budget modifications as recommended.

Appointment of Standing Committees and Representatives to Outside
Organizations for 2020

Motion

The President will appoint membership for the District’s 2020 standing committees
and appoint representatives and alternates to the following organizations:
Association of Water Agencies of Ventura County Board of Directors; Association
of Water Agencies of Ventura County Water Issues Committee; Fox Canyon
Groundwater Management Agency; Ventura County Special Districts Association;
Oxnard Chamber Water Committee; and ACWA JPIA Board of Directors.

President Mobley asked if there were any questions or comments from the Board on the
Consent Calendar. None were offered. Motion to approve the Consent Calendar, Director
McFadden; Second, Director Naumann. Roll call vote: five ayes (Dandy, Kelley,
McFadden, Naumann, Mobley); none opposed; two absent (Berger, Maulhardt). Motion
passes unanimously 5/0/2.

4. MOTION ITEMS (By Department)

Administration Services — Anthony Emmert

4.1

PUBLIC HEARING - Public Hearing to Receive and Accept Information,
Analysis and Public Comment regarding Setting of Zone and Extraction
Charges for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13

Motion

On October 1, 2019, the County of Santa Barbara Superior Court in City of San
Buenaventura v. United Water Conservation District (Case No. VENCI00401714
and 1414793) issued an Order on remittitur, remanding the matter to the District
“for a new public hearing on the groundwater extraction charges the District
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imposed pursuant to Water Code section 75500 et seq. for water years 2011-2012
and 2012-2013 (the Challenged Rates) to supplement the administrative record in
this matter consistent with the decisions of the California Supreme Court and the
Court of Appeal in this matter.”

This public hearing was held pursuant to the court’s Order. During the public
hearing, the Board received and reviewed information in connection with and in
support of the District’s FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 groundwater extraction
charges, including a presentation by Dan Detmer —Technical Memorandum,
Infiltration Potential of 2010 Precipitation Falling on Developed Lands and the Fate
of Applied Groundwater within UWCD; a presentation by Rick Simonson of
HF&H - FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 Cost of Service Analysis; and a presentation
from Dr. Rodney Smith of Stratecon, Inc. - Analysis of the Structure of the
District’s Proposed Groundwater Extraction Charges for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-
13; and also took questions from the Board and Public Comments and questions.

Both Mr. Guardado and Mr. Boyer also provided testimony during the Public
Hearing and Brian Wheeler, a member of the District’s legal team, asked questions
of the presenters to ascertain that the information was pertinent to the fiscal years
being considered.

Mr. Boyer reported that at 10:42a.m., he received an email from Miles Hogan,
assistant city attorney for the City of Ventura, with an attachment that he requested
be added to the administrative record of the Public Hearing. Mr. Boyer cited the
dates that the District had published notices in the Ventura County Star, noticing
the public hearing, which provided well over a month of advance notice prior to
today’s hearing. Mr. Boyer also stated that Greg Diaz, the City of Ventura’s
attorney, had left voice mail messages and had spoken with Mr. Boyer, pleading
cause for an extension of the hearing to provide the City with time to respond to the
analysis and rate studies presented as part of the public hearing today.

Mr. Boyer said that the District was amenable to leaving the scheduled hearing open
for ten additional days to provide the City of Ventura the time it needed to submit
documents for review. He added that the Public Hearing would be concluded at
the District’s March Board meeting.

President Mobley stated that he had a public speaker card from Steve Gagnon of
Raftelis. Mr. Gagnon questioned the information presented in several of the slides
from the HF&H and Stratecon presentations.

Motion to continue the Public Hearing to the March Board meeting, Director
Naumann; Second, Director Dandy. Roll call vote: five ayes (Dandy, Kelley,
McFadden, Naumann, Mobley); none opposed; two absent (Berger, Maulhardt).
Motion carries and hearing is continued to March 11, 2020 UWCD Board meeting.
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5. PRESENTATIONS AND MONTHLY STAFF REPORTS (By Department)

Environmental Planning and Conservation Department — Anthony Emmert

51 Monthly Environmental Planning and Conservation Department Report
Information Item
Staff provided a powerpoint presentation (see attached) to the Board, reporting on
environmental and regulatory issues of note to the District.

Groundwater Department — Maryam Bral

5.2 Monthly Groundwater Department Report
Information Item
Staff provided a powerpoint presentation (see attached) to the Board reporting on
monthly Groundwater Department activities.

5.3 Update on Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)
Information Item
Staff provided a powerpoint presentation (see attached) to the Board reporting on
the monthly activities of the three local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(Mound Basin GSA, Fillmore and Piru Basins GSA, and the Fox Canyon
Groundwater Management Agency), and Santa Paula basin (adjudicated) Technical
Advisory Committee.

Administration Services — Anthony Emmert

54  Monthly Administrative Services Department Report — Anthony Emmert
Information Item
Summary report submitted to the Board on various Administration Department
activities.

Engineering Department — Maryam Bral

5.5  Monthly Engineering Department Report
Information Item
Summary report submitted to the Board on various water resources, planning
efforts and department programs affecting the District.

Operations and Maintenance — Brian Collins

5.6  Monthly Operation and Maintenance Department Report
Information Item
Summary report submitted to the Board on monthly operations and maintenance of
District facilities.

Park and Recreation Division — Clayton Strahan
5.7 Monthly Park and Recreation Department Report

Information Item
Summary report submitted to the Board on operations and items of note relative to
the Lake Piru Recreation Area.
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6. BOARD OF DIRECTORS READING FILE
7. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

8. ADJOURNMENT 3:35p.m.

President Mobley adjourned the meeting at 3:35p.m. to the Regular Board Meeting
scheduled for Wednesday, March 11, 2020 or call of the President.

[ certify that the above is a true and correct copy of the minutes of the Board of Directors
meeting of February 12, 2020.

Sheldon G. Berger. Secretary/Treasylrer

ATTEST:
K ird
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2.7 MID-YEAR REVIEW

ACHIEVEMENTS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS ALIGNED WITH THE DISTRICT'S STRATEGIC PLANNING OBJECTIVES - JULY 2019 THROUGH DECEMBER 2019
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UNITED WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT STRATEGIC PLAN FRAMEWORK

A.
Water Supply
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of State Water

A. Water Supply - Delivery of 25,625 AF of “New Water” into the District

» Received $3million grant for replenishment of Oxnard Basins from FCGMA
» Delivered 18,000 AF (including 15,000 AF of Article 21 Water) to Freeman Diversion
* Executed exchange agreement with Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency for 2,000 AF

* Executed transfer agreement with City of Ventura for 5,625 AF of State Water
¢ Delivered 3,150 AF of State Water to Lake Piru (1,000 SCVWA plus 2,150 City
of Ventura), remaining balance of State Water to be delivered in early 2020
» Collaborated on variance of DWR’s FERC license allowing conveyance of 9,000 AF
of State Water from Pyramid to Lake Piru
» Secured $100,000 grant to conduct modeling for coastal Brackish Water Project
and initiated modeling effort in partnership with the U.S. Navy’s
Naval Base Ventura County.
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B. System Reliability

Completed 90% design for El Rio Iron and Manganese Treatment project
Completed 10% design for Santa Felicia Dam Outlet Works and Spillway Safety
Improvement project

Completed hydraulic basis of design reports for Freeman Diversion Fish Passage
alternatives - Vertical Slot, Hardened Ramp and Gated Notch

Advanced the Pumping Trough Pipeline Metering project by fully integrating 17
metering stations into SCADA system, 15 utility easement deeds completed and 10
easement maps prepared for additional utility easement

Prepared technical memo on Alternative Supply Assurance Pipeline (ASAP),
quantifying increased yields of project

C. Regulatory and Environmental Compliance

Completed NEPA environmental documents for the Santa Felicia Dam Outlet Works
and Spillway Safety Improvement project

Successfully filed CEQA Notice of Exemption for El Rio Iron and Manganese
Treatment project

Completed pacific lamprey passage improvements pilot system at Freeman
Diversion to reduce risk of lamprey being ESA listed

Conducted 2019 FERC annual and Division of Safety of Dam’s semi-annual
inspections of the Santa Felicia Dam
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D. Fiscal Responsibility

* Implemented new Supplemental Water Charge to fund future purchases of
supplemental State Water

* Hired and promoted key staff (Controller, Senior Accountant, two new
Accountants) to fully staff Finance Department

* Hired financial strategic planning consultant and initiated financial modeling

e District’s Iron and Manganese Treatment project included in Watershed Coalition
of Ventura County’s DWR Prop1 IRWMP Implementation Round1 grant funding
submission

* Aggressive campaign to attract filming and recreational visitors yielded 2019
revenue in excess of $1 million for Lake Piru Recreation Area

* Awarded AWWA Outstanding Energy Efficiency Management award in recognition
of the District’s energy efficiency cost saving measures

E. Regional Partnerships and Leadership

* Collaborating with Ventura County Water Agencies, launched the inaugural Water
Sustainability Summit

* Awarded ACWA Rising Star Award for the District’s leadership role in thwarting SB-
1, which, by rolling back environmental protections unintendedly could have
eliminated improved scientific research and best practices that many water
agencies had spent a great deal of time and money on development in an effort to
protect water

* Organized the Regional Optimization Plan working group to facilitate cooperation
on projects that benefit and/or improve Ventura County’s water supply

» Continue to provide staff expertise in hydrology, hydrogeology, groundwater
modeling, accounting and administrative support services to Fox Canyon GMA,
Fillmore and Piru Basins GSA, Mound Basin GSA, and Santa Paula Basin.
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F. Communications and Community Outreach

Sponsored AWA-VCFB Annual Water Supply Bus Tour, CoLAB VC’s annual meeting,
AWAVC Water Symposium, AWAVC Elected officials meeting and the Water Education
Foundation’s Ventura County Tour

Provided tours of the District’s facilities to GSA Directors, CIBCSD Directors and staff,
PHWA Board, PVCWD staff, California Department of Fish & Wildlife staff, NMFS staff,
Boys and Girls Club of Santa Clara Valley, Oxnard Chamber Water Issues committee,
Farm Bureau, Multi-Generation Farmers group, University Club, farmers and students
from elementary, middle and high schools and community colleges and universities.
Secured articles on staff in various industry trade publications and newsletters
Created videos and photographs for social media outreach demonstrating the diverse
work of the District and including such operations as water releases, water diversions,
silt removal, basin maintenance, fish tagging, water measurement and more

G. Organizational Effectiveness
* Developed and executed Memo of Understanding with SEIU Local 721 for new four

year labor agreement

Revised and issued new Employee Manual

Expanded District staff by promoting eight staff members and hiring two assistant
ecologist, two accountants, supervising instrument and electrical technician, safety
and security program coordinator, senior accountant, administrative assistant I,
administrative assistant |, park ranger cadet, field assistant

Updated District’s cyber security system, including new spam and malicious
software prevention and filtration applications

Established liaison for employment recruitment with four local universities and
community colleges
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UNITED WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
PUBLIC HEARING FOR
SUPPLEMENTING ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR
WATER YEAR 2011-2012

WATER YEAR 2012-2013

Board President:

This is Agenda Item 4.1, the court ordered public hearing on remand for
Water Years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 for the purpose of supplementing the
administrative record for each of those water years.

At this point 'l turn it over to the District’s General Manager for further
background and explanation.

Mr. Guardado?

Distri~* <M

Thank you President Mobley.

Section 74508 of the Water Code of the State of California authorizes a
United Water Conservation District to levy and collect a groundwater charge for
the production of water from the groundwater supplies within the District or within
a zone or zones thereof in the manner prescribed in Part 9 of Division 21 of the
Water Code of the State of California, commencing with Section 75500.

Pursuant to the above authority, on June 8, 2011, the District adopted
Resolution Nos. 2011-08 through 2011-12, which, among other things, established

zones and levied groundwater charges for Water Year 2011-2012. Similarly, on

2
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2011-2012 and 2012-2013 water years with evidence bearing on the question of
whether the District’s rates charged for those years bore a reasonable relationship
to the burdens on or the benefits of the District’s conservation activities. The Court
of Appeal remanded the matter to the trial court with instructions (1) to vacate its
writs of mandate in the challenges to the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 water years,
and (2) remand the matter to the District to afford the parties an opportunity to
supplement the administrative records for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 water
years with evidence bearing on the issue of whether the District’s rates for those
years bore a reasonable relationship to the burdens on or the benefits of the
District’s conservation activities.

On October 1, 2019, the trial court issued an order vacating it previously
issued writ of mandate and remanding the matter to the District for a new public
hearing for the purpose of supplementing the administrative record for the 2011-
2012 and 2012-2013 water years consistent with the decision of the Supreme Court
and Court of Appeal. The court ordered that the public hearing on remand shall be
held within 6 months of the court’s October 1, 2019 Order.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to comply with the trial court’s Order.

I’11 turn it over to the District’s legal counsel to explain the process today.

District Legal Counsel
We believe that the current record for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 Water

Years establishes that the rates adopted for each of those water years qualifies as a

nontax fee under Article XIII C (Proposition 26) of the California —onstitution.

Nevertheless, we are asking that the Board supplement the administrative
record for each water year with additional analysis based solely upon data existing

at the time those rates were adopted.
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Dan Detmer

(Presentation re: Technical Memorandum)

General Manager

Does the Board have any questions for Mr. Detmer?

Brian, any questions

Next we will now hear from Rick Simonson from HF& H concerning the
report they’ve prepared for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 Water Years.

Rick Simonson

(Presentation re: HF&H Report)
Ger~~al Manager

Does the Board have any questions for Mr. Simonson?

Brian, any questions (make sure each witness confirms that he relied only on
data existing at the time the rates were originally approved by the Board)?

Next, we will hear from Dr. Rodney Smith of Stratecon concerning the
report prepared for the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 Water Years.
Rodney Smith

(Presentation by Dr. Smith)

Does the Board have any questions for Dr. Smith?

Brian, any questions (make sure each witness confirms that he relied only on
data existing at the time the rates were originally approved by the Board)?
Gomevel Mananer

At this time we should open the matter up for public comments and
submissions.

Board President

Does anyone, including any member of the public, want to offer any

testimony at this time?

006299.00034
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2. Technical Memorandum by Dan Detmer;

3. Reports from HF&H and Stratecon concerning Water Year 2012-
2013;

4. CVs for Dan Detmer, HF&H and Stratecon;

5. PowerPoints by Dan Detmer, HF&H and Stratecon;

6. Today’s meeting agenda;

7. Minutes from today’s meeting;

8. Transcript from today’s hearing; and

9. Submission City of San Buenaventura (specifically describe).

Board President

At this time I declare this part of the hearing closed. May we hear from the
General Manager regarding the resolutions we have before us.

General Manager

Y ou have before you two resolutions—-Resolution No.2020-01 and
Resolution No. 2020-02

Resolution No. 2020-O1concerns Water Year 2011-2012. It directs that the
administrative record in the challenge to that Water Year be supplemented with the
documents and testimony just described by the District’s General Counsel.

“"milarly, Resolution No. "120-02 concerns Water Year 20"~ 70" It
directs that the administrative record in the challenge to that Water Year be
supplemented with the documents and testimony described by the District’s
General Counsel.

It is appropriate for the Board to consider, in an exercise of its discretion, the
adoption of these two resolutions at this time.

8
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Are there any questions or discussion by any member of the ™ >ard on the
motion or resolution itself?

There being none, I call for a roll call vote.
Clerk ~f ¢ho Raqrd;
(The Clerk will call the roll)

The vote was in favor, absent, and ___opposed.

Board President:

The resolution is adopted and it is so ordered.
Do I hear a motion on the second resolution, Resolution No. 2020-02  ?

1% Director:

I move that we adopt Resolution No. 2020-02 entitled: a Resolution of the
board of Directors of United Water Conservation District Supplementing the
Administrative Record on Groundwater Extraction Charges for Water Year 2012-
2013.

2" Director:

I second the motion

Board President:

Resolution No. 2020-02 has been moved and seconded for adoption.

10
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HF&H Cost of Service 2020-02-12
Analysis FY ?011-12 and
FY 2012-13

United Water Conservation District Board Presentation

Danlanichmant MNMact Allarcatinne

* Service provided by District FY 2012-13
— Zone A/B management and administration

¢ Units of service: adjusted consumptive use (net
extractions)
— Total pumpage minus return flow and natural recharge
— Represents net impact on basin and need for replenishment

by Ag and M&l
L] L] =
HF&HConsL}{a‘n’I‘sj‘LLg — — 710 - - - — February 12, 2020
10
nservation District Board Presentation
Palialilidvs Mand Allaa~ndiama
* Service provided by District FY 2012-13
— Facilities constructed to improve safe yield
e Units of service: pumpage within basin safe yield
— Pumpage within safe yield is basis for allocation
— Ma&lI receives higher priority for higher beneficial use
— Agis reduced to provide for M&l pumpage
HF&H Consuttants. LLC 11 February 12, 2020
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Hr&H Ccu!t of Servic~ 207N-02-1"
Analysis FY 2011-12 and
FY 2012-13

United Water Conservation District Board Presentation

Questions?

HF&H Consultants. LLC 20 February 12. 2020

20
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COLANTUONO
790 E. Colorado Boulevard, Suite 850 _— - - Michael G. Colantuono
Pasadcna, CA 91101-2109 (530) 432-7359
330;21(213) 5425700 H I G H S M I T H MColanLu)ono@7ci‘\:flaw.us
Fax (213) 542-5710
WHATLEY,PC

Our File No. 52008.0004

February 12, 2020

BY HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL

President Mobley and Members of the
Board of Directors

United Water Conservation District
106 North Eighth Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060-2710

Re:  Supplemental Material for Records of the District's Adoption of
Groundwater Extraction Charges for Fiscal Years 2011-2012 and 2012~
2013

Dear President Mobley and Members of the Board of Directors:

INTRODUCTION. I write on behalf of the City of San Buenaventura (“City”) and its
water utility, Ventura Water, regarding United Water Conservation District’s (“UWCD”
or the “District”) public hearing to supplement the administrative records in City of San
Buenaventura v. United Water Conservation District et al., Santa Barbara Superior Court,
Case Nos. VENCI00401714 and 1414793. As you know, Judge Anderle remanded this
action to the District to conduct a hearing at which all parties and interested persons
could supplement the administrative records relating to the groundwater extraction
charges the District levied in Zones A and B in fiscal years (FY) 2011-2012 and 2012~
2013.

We would first like to thank District staff for recommending your Board hold
open the administrative records in issue for 10 days, that is, until February 24, 2020, to
allow the City and other pumpers within the District to provide meaningful comments
on the technical materials included in the agenda packet for the February 12, 2020
public hearing. Those materials include a 61-page Technical Memorandum dated
November 2019 prepared by UWCD staff; two “Cost-of-Service Analyses” from HF&F
Consultants dated January 3, 2020; and two analyses from Stratecon dated January 30,

312.4
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2020. As you know, these materials were not made available for public review or
comment until Friday, February 7, 2020. Because the City has only had five days to
review these materials, it will provide those comments it has now, but appreciates
staff’s recommendation that you allow all pumpers the 10 days to review that your
Board has consistently provided in the past eight years and consistently with UWCD’s
principal act and the common-law fair hearing requirement. Accordingly, the City
intends to provide more meaningful, and final, responses to the materials the District
has prepared to supplement the administrative records by February 24, 2020 and
requests those materials be included in the supplemental administrative records in
these cases.

As the City has explained since at least FY 20112012, the District imposes
charges that are not proportionate to the cost of serving the City. It contends the
District’s persistent failure to remedy the problems the City has identified in previous
protest letters ignores our Constitution, statutes, and common law. The California
Supreme Court’s finding in these cases that Proposition 218 does not, but Proposition 26
does, apply to the charges at issue does not change the City’s position. (City of San
Buenaventura v. United Water Conservation District et al. (2017) 3 Cal.5th 1191.) The
Supreme Court remanded to the Court of Appeal to consider whether the charges
violate the requirement that “the manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor
bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the payor’s burdens on, or benefits received
from, the governmental activity.” (Id. at p. 1198, citing Cal. Const., art. XIII C, § 1, subd.
(e).) The administrative records in these cases and the materials UWCD proposes to add
to them do not meet the District’s burden under Propositior =" to demonstrate the
groundwater extraction charges are allocated in a manner that bears a fair or reasonable
relationship to each payor’s burdens on, or benefits received from, the governmental
activity. This is, of course, because the District adheres to a 1965 statute passed well
before the 2010 adoption of Proposition 26 requiring at least a three to one ratio of the
fees municipal and industrial users of groundwater (M&I) pay to those paid by
agricultural users. Your consultants cannot identify a plausible post-hoc rationalization
of a 1965 political bargain that did not anticipate Proposition 26’s demands.

This letter, the accompanying analyses by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants
and Raftelis Financial Consultants, as well as the letters the City submitted in the
previous eight annual rate-making hearings explain why the FY 2011-2012 and 2012-
2013 rates do not comply with law. The City also incorporates the briefing and
a“~1ments n befor the California Sup 1 Court and the Court of Appeal.
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Notably, the materials with which the District intends to supplement the records speak
only to one of the grounds on which the rates violate law — namely, the 3:1 ratio of
charges on M&I uses to agricultural uses. They do not purport to justify the violations
of Proposition 26, various statutes, and the common law caused by the District’s
misallocation of groundwater charge revenue in FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013.

SUMMARY OF CITY’S SUBSTANTIVE POSITION. As discussed below, and as the City
has expressed in previous protest letters, the District’s FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013
charges:

e compel the City to pay for services from which it does not benefit and
which are not directly related, or reasonably proportionate, to its benefits
from, or the burden it imposes on, the District’s groundwater
management services;

e impose a 3:1 ratio of M&I to agricultural water rates based on erroneous
calculations and implausible assumptions;

e are misallocated such that the City subsidizes UWCD’s costs to benefit
other users; and

e are based on a budget and other record materials which are inadequate to
bear the District’s burden to justify its rates.

Accordingly, the FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 charges violate Proposition 26. They also
violate Proposition 13, Government Code Section 54999.7, and the common law of rate-
making for these same reasons. For the reasons detailed below, the City respectfully
requests the District refrain from adopting the draft resolutions submitted for the
February 12, 2020 public hearing because their findings concerning legal compliance are
erroneous.

THE RATES REFLECT UNREASONABLE ASSUMPTIONS. The District purports to cost-
justify its FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 charges eight and seven years after-the-fact
based on new reports of HF&H Consultants and Stratecon, Inc. HF&H and Stratecon
relied not only on their reports prepared for the last six years, but also the District’s
2019 Technical Memorandum. To the extent the City objected to these earlier reports
previously, we incorporate those comments and objections here. Should you need
copies of any of these earlier comments, please let me know and I will be happy to
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provide them. However, in both cases, the Board should dismiss the HF&H and
Stratecon reports as irrelevant because they rely on untenable assumptions
disconnected from the actual evidence of groundwater use and recharge within the
District and cost-of-service principles as discussed below.

HF&H Consultants’ Report. HF&H Consultants provided two cost of service
reports, both dated January 3, 2020. HF&H's Cost of Service Analysis persists in errors
the City identified in each of the last six years by applying the wrong law and relying
on erroneous and unsupported assumptions. The City therefore incorporates here the
objections it detailed in previous years’ letters. (See City Attorney and Ventura Water
General Manager Letters dated June 11, 2019; May 22, 2018 Budget Workshop Exhs.
U240-U241, U277-U278, U283- U350-U351, U372, U375, U446-U447, U491-U492, Ub41-
U542, and U577.)

HF&H begins by identifying UWCD'’s statutory mandate to charge agricultural
pumpers between one-fifth and one-third the amount it charges M&l under Water Code
section 75594. (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service Analysis, pp. 1-2.)! This suggests
HF&H'’s purpose is to provide a post-hoc rationalization for this statute’s cost
preference rather than to account for costs unburdened by an unconstitutional statute.

Like earlier analyses, HF&H also applies the wrong legal standard. It states the
legal standard is whether rate-making is “arbitrary, capricious, or discriminatory.”
(HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service Analysis, p. 2.) Under California’s Constitution,
however, UWCD bears the burden to demonstrate that its rates are “not a tax, that the
amount is no more than necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the governmental
activity, and that the manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor bear a fair or
reasonable relationship to the payor's burdens on, or benefits received from, the
governmental activity.” (Cal. Const., art. XIII C, § 1, subd. (e); Sinclair Paint Co. v. State
Board of Equalization (1997) 15 Cal.4th 866.) Similarly, HF&H does not attempt to justify
the difference in rates between Zone A charges and charges in Zone B, conflating the
two such that its report cannot meet the District’s burden. (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of
Service Analysis, p. 3.)

' HF&H's analysis of the FY 2011-2012 charges is nea ' identical to its analysis of the FY 2012-2013
charges, but for some diffe  zes in the ~ ‘strict’s budget and groundwa . Fore ofreference,l
cite only the FY 2011-2012 analysis, though each citation applies equally to both unless otherwise stated.
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HF&H’s Cost of Service Analysis contains a number of questionable
assumptions. First, HF&H allocates a greater share of the reliability component to M&l
than to agriculture, assuming that agricultural groundwater use is interruptible. (HF&H
FY 2011-12 Cost of Service Analysis, pp. 4, 10-11.) This assumption, however, is
- unsupported by the empirical evidence in the analysis itself, which shows average
agricultural pumping exceeded the basins’ safe yield in nearly every year shown and
was greatest in drought years. (Id. at p. 12 [“Ag’s pumpage currently exceeds the basin
safe yield....”]; see id. at Figures 5, 6, 8 and 9 [showing average agricultural extraction of
149,448 acre-feet compared to basin safe yield of 140,000 acre-feet].) In addition, the
association between safe yield and reliability is incorrect. (Id. at p. 4 [“Reliability costs
are the costs associated with the District’s storage and diversion facilities.... These
facilities helped firm up the District-wide safe yield and enable the District to manage
the impacts of meeting the higher reliability needs of M&I water users.”].) Safe yield is a
characteristic of a basin, while reliability refers to efforts taken to secure additional
supplies for use in times of scarcity. Put differently, if safe yield is assumed to be a
stable number (though it may vary with hydrological conditions), and use is restricted
to safe yields, no reliability services are needed.

Finally, the claim that storage and diversion facilities, e.g., Santa Felicia Dam and
Freeman Diversion Dam, are needed for urban development is false for three reasons.
First, when land converts from agricultural to urban use, water demand falls. Data from
the 2019 Technical Memorandum supports this point as discussed below. Second, it is
simply ahistorical to contend all agricultural use preceded M&lI. (Id. at p. 12.) The City
of Ventura was incorporated in 1866 and was preceded by the Mission San
Buenaventura, established in 1782 and thus domestic use of groundwater predates the
arrival of significant agriculture in the Santa Clara River valley. Further, when land is
developed, the land use authority typically takes title to the groundwater rights that
previously served the land in agricultural use and will serve it in M&I use. Thus, the
City’s rights are no more recent nor of lesser legal status than farmers’ rights. Third and
finally, this assumption conflicts with the District’s own 2019 Technical Memorandum,
which reports that “Freeman Diversion surface water deliveries for irrigation totaled
17,462 acre-feet in the 2010 calendar year.” (201¢ ..ch. Memo., p. 6.) That is, your own
Technical Memorandum acknowledges that the Freeman Diversion Dam delivers water
to farmers, not cities. HF&H accordingly errs to assign all overdraft and all capital
maintenance costs of dams — regulatory and otherwise — to Mé&l uses is plainly
unreasonable.
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Second, HF&H attributes these “reliability costs,” previously characterized as
costs to remediate overdraft, to Mé&lI because agriculture is subject to interruptions in
service. “Absent these facilities, M&lI reliability would be subject to the same
interruptions that agriculture is exposed to and which agriculture is in a far better
position to tolerate through land fallowing.” (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service
Analysis, p. 4.) However, this ignores the District’s own evidence. Both the FCGMA,
through its Emergency Ordinance — E, and the State, through the State Water Resources
Control Board’s Emergency Drought Regulations, have required Mé&l to reduce water
use or face penalties in times of drought. In contrast, neither FCGMA nor the State has
required reductions of groundwater use by agriculture. Indeed, the District itself does
not have statutory authority to limit agricultural groundwater use during drought
years. It would take an adjudication to do so, which the District has not attempt other
than for the Santa Paula Basin. In addition, the historical pumpage information in
Figure 5 of the 2019 Technical Memorandum demonstrates that agricultural use
increases during times of drought and decreases during wet years. Comparing the data
in Figure 5 to those water years involving high or low precipitation statewide,?
agricultural pumping was less than average in 2003, 2005, and 2006. Of these, 2005 and
2006 were wet years, demonstrating that agricultural use of groundwater decreases
when it rains and fields are wet, not when there is drought. Similarly, agriculture
pumped more than average amounts of groundwater in 2001, 2002, 2007, 2008, and
2009. All were drought years. The District’s 2019 Technical Memorandum acknowledges
this fact: “[TJhe amount of annual precipitation has a marked impact on the quantity of
groundwater pumped for agricultural irrigation and a much lesser influence on Mé&l
pumping.” (2019 Tech. Memo., p. 12.) The notion that agricultural use is limited in times
of drought and should therefore bear less proportionate cost for less reliable service is a
fiction. The facts demonstrate that it is inappropriate to assign adjusted reliability costs
to M&l. This contradicts HF&H's standard of utilizing assumptions supported by the
facts: “Capricious rates contain data and assumptions for which there is no factual
basis.” (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service Analysis, p. 2.)

Third, HF&H assigns all overdraft to M&lI ignoring history, and without record
support, to claim that all agricultural groundwater use preceded all M&I groundwater

2 Cal. Dept. of Water Resources, California’s Most Significant Droughts: Comparing Historical and Recent
Conditions, Feb. 2015,

o - dil li
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use, which the City has rebutted above and in the past — indeed, M&I use decreases
water use per acre of land used and not all agricultural use predated all M&I use.
HF&H seeks to justify rates to favor agriculture notwithstanding facts and reason: “As
the predecessor pumper to M&lI, Ag is given preference to pumping the safe yield. Ag’s
pumpage currently exceeds the basin safe yield, which means that all of the M&I
pumpage contributes to overdraft.” (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service Analysis, p. 12.)
This mistakes history, water rights law, and logic. It is a naked policy preference that
statute once required but the Constitution now forbids. Based on total pumpage,
however, M&lI’s allocation of overdraft mitigation costs would be much less. (See
Raftelis Review of UWCD FY 2020 Rate Differential Analysis, p. 5, Table 3.) Even the
District’s 2019 Technical Memorandum indicates M&l is not solely responsible for
overdraft because it found that agricultural water use per acre exceeds M&I water use
per acre even when accounting for return flows in the peculiar way the District chooses
to do so. (2019 Tech. Memo., pp. 11-12.) HF&H's statement is particularly egregious
given that it directly contradicts an earlier statement in the same analysis: “Because of
M&I's higher beneficial use, M&I pumpage is given first priority to the basin safe yield.
Ag receives the remaining basin safe yield.” (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service
Analysis, p. 10.) HF&H actually changes whether M&I or agriculture has priority to safe
yield in different sections of the same analysis, illustrating the weaknesses and faulty
assumptions of its cost allocation scheme.

Fourth, HF&H's cost allocation percentages have changed over time. UWCD
now proposes to allocate over half its costs to “regulatory compliance,” (previously
acknowledged as overdraft mitigation) though there has been no meaningful change in
the District’s services. This suggests an effort to favor agriculture and to justify the 3:1
ratio post-hoc, rather than to straightforwardly provide the cost analysis our
Constitution demands. HF&H's cost allocation also improperly allocates the cost of the
Freeman Diversion to the unusually large regulatory component, rather than the
replenishment component, though the Freeman Diversion facility is primarily a vehicle
for replenishing the agricultural regions in Zone B. (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service
Analysis, p. 7 [Figure 3].) HF&H treats the dams as though they generate equal recharge
for all pumpers, though UWCD’s own records show differential recharge of the eight
basins in the District, which benefit agricultural users and M&I users differently.
Indeed, the District established Zone B to isolate the costs of that Dam to the fraction of
groundwater users who benefit from it. Thus, HF&H not only does not attempt to
validate the division of costs between Zones A and B, it pretends that allocation does
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not exist. Finally, HF &I relabels “overdraft mitigation” as “regulatory compliance” as
an excuse to shift costs to M&I. As the City has pointed out repeatedly, Mé&l is not the
sole cause of overdraft as it uses less water than agricultural uses and indeed, the lowest
groundwater levels appear as pumpmg holes” concentrated in agricultural areas.

F1fth HF&H's ana1y51s is undermined by its rehance on the District’s budget
concerning costs and capital improvement projects. (HF&H FY 2011-12 Cost of Service
Analysis, pp. 6-7 [Figures 2 & 3].) The City has submitted substantial critiques of the
Districts FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 budgets in these administrative records and
before the Court. We incorporate by reference those points here. UNCD’s budgets
misallocate cost and fail to demonstrate that rate revenue is restricted to permitted
costs. They do not explain whether certain sub-fund deficits are made up from transfers
from Zone A or Zone B charges, which would mean the District is improperly using
restricted revenue to fund costs unrelated to the services for which the fees are imposed.

More globally, HF&H's Cost of Service Analysis improperly conflates the costs to
serve Zones A and B, producing one cost of service analysis for two separate charges. It
does not separately analyze Zone B costs, for which the District accounts in a separate
enterprise fund, and the groundwater management costs associated with Zone A. As a
result, costs that are born by only some rate-payers —including costs associated with
the Freeman Diversion Dam — are analyzed along with all other costs. This failure to
separate costs is inconsistent with industry standards and results in an unreasonable
cost allocation. Indeed, even where HF&IH does separately identify pumping
differences in Zones A and B, i.e., in Figure 5, it fails to identify whether or how it took
into account Zone C pumping, a Zone UWCD used for most the period summarized
over the 11-year review period. Even if HF&H’s Cost of Service Analysis is only
intended to justify the legislatively mandated differential between M&I and agriculture,
such a justification must still account for different services and costs borne by different
ratepayers. Because it does not, the Cost of Service Analysis cannot justify the District’s
proposed charges. Indeed, by purporting to justify a blended differential of 4.38-to-1.00,
HF&F does not justify a 3-to-1 ratio, but instead implies that M&I was undercharged in
FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 at the expense of agricultural users—which would also be
a violation of Proposition 26 were there credible analysis to show it.

Stratecon Report. Stratecon’s analysis of the structure of the District’s extraction
charges for FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 contains the same errors its analysis for

subst ;v y¢ . udes.li _ iesther 3 v 1 o ad i
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unreasonable assumptions. The City therefore incorporates the objections it detailed in
previous years’ letters. (See May 30, 2017 Budget Workshop Exhs. U240-U241, U277-
U278, U283- U350-U351, U372, U375, U446-U447, U491-U492, U541-U542, and U577.)
For example, Stratecon states, “the ratio of non-agricultural to agricultural groundwater
extractiont charges exceed 3.0. United Water’s board could reasonably set the ratio at
least equal to the minimum ratio allowed under statutory law.” (Stratecon FY 2011-12
report, p. 7.)® However, Proposition 26 requires UWCD to reasonably estimate its costs,
not to provide a post-hoc rationalization for a 3:1 ratio legislated in 1965; agriculture
must be shown not only to pay enough, it must also be shown not to pay too much.
UWCD bears the burden of reasonably justifying the fees it adopts, not to merely
identify a range of defensible fees it did not. Stratecon also values UWCD’s cost of
replenishment based on a modelled cost of water it gains via the Ferro-Rose project in
2019, though the report purports to rationalize rates from FY 2011-2012 and 2012-13.
(Id. at pp. 4-5.) But this uses market value to measure cost of service, which the law
does not permit. The issue under article XIII C, section 1, subdivision (e) is costs UWCD
incurs, not the purported market value of its product.

Stratecon’s report fails to persuasively support the District’s rates. While it
recognizes rainfall contributes to groundwater recharge on three different types of
land —agricultural, Mé&l, and “streams and undeveloped lands,” (id. at p. 2), it analyzes
on two—agricultural and M&I (id. at pp. 6 & 11 [Table A-2]). This suggests Stratecon
may be crediting agriculture for recharge due to precipitation on overlying
undeveloped lands. In fact, as Stratecon admits, its effort to justify the District’s charges
lacks substantial evidence because the District “lacked information to quantify the
proportion of rainfall and runoff on overlying lands beneficially recharging
groundwater basins.” (Id. at p. 6, fn. 20.) Where there is evidence, it suggests that urban
runoff also contributes to recharge because, for instance, “runoff associated with
developed lands upstream of the Freeman Diversion can also be captured at United’s
diversion and percolated in recharge basins in the Oxnard Forebay.” (2019 Tech. Memo.,
p- A9.) Likewise, as UWCD concedes, a significant percentage of agriculture is
dedicated to growing strawberries and raspberries, “and the current practice is to cover
a large percentage of the berry fields with plastic sheeting which increases runoff and

3 Like HF&H's analysis, Stratecon’s report on the FY 2011-2012 charges is nearly identical to its analysis
of the FY 2012-2013 charges, but for some differences based on fluctuations in groundwater use between
the years. For ease of reference, I cite only the FY 2011-2012 analysis, though each citation applies equally
to both unless otherwise stated.
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reduces the potential for infiltration during rain events.” (Id. at p. A10.) The evidence
therefore does not support Stratecon’s assumption that rainfall on agricultural lands
reduces the District’s cost to replenish groundwater for its use. Finally, like HF&H,
Stratecon’s attempt to justify UWCD'’s charges fails because it makes no effort to justify
the actual rates UWCD imposed in Zones A and I nstead Stratecon conflates the two
without acknowledging the difference between the costs associated with each zone.

Fundamentally, Stratecon uses an unconventional method, inconsistent with
cost-of-service principles, to allocate the revenue requirement based on return flow and
recharge. It uses an unrealistically high inflation rate of 5 percent and the resulting
valuation of water from one project to justify rates that should be based on costs, not
values. This method could result in UWCD charging agricultural customers none of its
fixed costs — to which Stratecon assigns 90 percent of the revenue requirement without
explanation (id. at p. 10) — associated with groundwater pumping if they use little
water on a large parcel credited with substantial recharge from rainfall, reassigning
those costs to M&I pumpers. (Id. at p. 13.) Stratecon calculates fixed cost by the share of
demands for replenishment, adjusted by a credit for the “differential contribution of a
water user’s class to recharge from overlying lands.” (Id. at p. 2.) This credit needlessly
complicates the fixed cost calculation when, under Stratecon’s own rationale, the cost of
replenishment activities should be based on net pumpage. Using net pumpage —
assuming, without conceding, that its underlying numbers are correct — the differential
between M&I and agricultural users should not be 3:1 because, based on Stratecon’s
own figures, agriculture’s “adjusted pumping” is 73.2 percent of groundwater while
M&l is just 26.8 percent. (Id. at p. 10 [Table A-1].)

CONCLUSION. The City does not here reiterate the factual and legal grounds on
which it challenged the FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 charges that are already included
in the administrative records. The Board is familiar with the City’s position that the
District cannot cost-justify a 3:1 ratio derived from a 1965 statute and it therefore effects
a cross-subsidy that violates Proposition 26. The Board is also familiar with the City’s
position that the District’s misallocation of revenue and use of restricted funds for
projects and services that do not reflect the City’s benefit from or burden on District
operations renders these charges taxes not approved by the voters. For all these reasons,
the City respectfully requests the District refrain from adopting the proposed
resolutions staff submitted for the February 12, 2020 meeting.
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B - February 11, 2020 letter frc  Steve Gagnon, PE (AZ), Raftelis
Financial Consultants, Inc., to Susan Rungren, Ventura Water re:
Review of United Water Conservation District FY 2011-2012 and
2012-2013 Cost of Service Analyses
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445 S. Figueroa Street, Phone 626.583.1834
Suite 19258 Fax 213.262.8303
Los An CA 90071

February 11, 2020

Ms. Susan Rungren

Ventura Water General Manager
City of Ventura

336 Sanjon Road

Ventura, California 93001

Subject: Review of United Water Conservation District FY 2011-2012 and 2012-2013
Cost of Service Analyses

Dear Ms. Rungren:

The City of San Buenaventura (City) engaged Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (Raftelis) to review
United Water Conservation District’s (UWCD) justification of the 3:1 ratio between municipal and
industrial (M&I) and agricultural (AG) water rates for fiscal year (FY} 2011-2012 and FY 2012-2013.
Raftelis reviewed the reports prepared by HF&H and Stratecon Inc. dated Yanuary 3 and January 30,
2020, respectively. These reports followed the basic premises that HF&H and Stratecon used to justify
the rates in reports dated May 2018, May 2017, May 2016, May 2015, May 2014, fune 2013, and
October 2013 on which we commented in previous years.

1. UWCD has rates by Zone —Zone A and Zone B. It UWCD groups customers by Zone, then a proper
Cost of Service {COS) analysis would assess the costs to serve water in each of those zones as the
costs may be different. The two reports mentioned herein, combine Zones A and B to calculate
one ratio - which does not follow COS principles.

2. Proposition 218 does not apply to UWCD’s rates; however, Proposition 26 does. The District’s
founding act favors agricultural water use in that it requires M&I pumpers to be charged at least
3 times to no more than 5 times the rate for AG. These ratios, given that they are round
numbers, do not have a cost basis, and contradicts Proposition 26, which is shown below.

“The local government bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the
evidence that a levy, charge, or other exaction is not a tax, that the amount is no
more than necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the governmental activity,
and that the manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor bear a fair or
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reasonable relationship to the payor's burdens on, or benefits received from, the
governmental activity.”

Rate setting uses the concept of cost components (a cost center). In this report the cost
components are Replenishment, Reliability and Regulatory Compliance. In a rate study, the
analyst then seeks to allocate those cost components to each customer class based on how a
class causes the costs for a cost component.

Replenishment costs — the pertinent question is how does each class (AG and M&I) cause
Replenishment costs? It is reasonable to assume costs are in proportion to consumptive use.
Though Raftelis has questions about the consumptive calculations in Figure 6%, in general, we
agree with distributing costs to each class in proportion to use.

Reliability costs — again the pertinent question is how does each class cause Reliability costs?
The report assumes Reliability costs are in proportion to each classes’ take of the safe yield
(Figure 8). California Water Code Section 106 states “the use of water for domestic purposes is
the highest use of water and that the next highest use is for irrigation.” The report
acknowledges this on page 10 (section [IIB). It then uses this premise to distribute Reliability
costs, stating that “Because of M&I's higher beneficial use, M&I pumpage is given first priority
to the basin safe yield.” The conclusion that M&! pumpage is given first priority to the basin
safe yield does not necessarily follow from this statutory mandate. HF&H ignores historical data
concerning the reliability AG has experienced in comparison to M&I. This is discussed in item 8
of this letter.

Regulatory Compliance costs - for the Regulatory Compliance cost component, again the
pertinent question is how does a class cause Regulatory Compliance costs? The report assumes
that overdraft causes or is proportional to Regulatory Compliance costs. Meaning that
whichever class causes more overdraft causes or has more responsibility for Regulatory
Compliance costs. However, this time M&I does not get first priority to safe yield. In Section llIC
page 12, to distribute Regulatory Compliance costs the report states “As the predecessor
pumper to M&I, AG is given preference to pumping the safe yield.” And in the first paragraph
of page 12 “Because overdraft is mostly attributable to the advent of M&I pumpage, the
allocation of regulatory compliance costs should reflect AG’s and M&!’s contributions to
overdraft.”

Raftelis has two concerns: 1) Is overdraft proportional to Regulatory Compliance costs and 2)
how can M&I have first priority for Reliability but not Regulatory Compliance?

First, the link or nexus between overdraft and Regulatory Compliance is weak and likely
conjured to back calculate a cost ratio {of at least 3 to 1} to meet the District’s founding act
requirements. The report states on page 11 “the construction of facilities that provide
reliability has resulted in subsequent regulatory compliance costs that do not improve
reliability.” If the facilities caused the regulatory compliance costs, then a good cost nexus
would ask “who (which class) caused the facilities?” Regulatory Compliance costs should be

! Line h, Figure 6, seems to imply there is more rain over AG customers?
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Rattelis
below.
7.

224399.1

distributed like Reliability costs, which if we accept all other assumptions for a moment just to
make a point —the ratio of M&l to AG immediately changes to 1.5 to 1. If overdraft ceased
immediately, regulatory costs would not go away because, according to HF&H, they are tied to
Endangered Species Act and Dam Safety requirements per page 5 of the report. Indeed, page 11
of the reports projects increases in these costs, though the District is presumably aiming to
decrease overdraft. Regulatory costs would not exist if it weren’t for the dams, which were
constructed to improve reliability. Moreover, the water from the dams and diversion facility are
part of the safe yield, of which per the report, AG receives first priority. However, the
associated costs (regulatory costs) are allocated primarily to M&l users.

Second, in-light of Water Code 106, why is it assumed that AG has first priority to groundwater
(safe yield)? Since it is assumed that AG has first right to the safe yield, AG’s share of overdraft
is much less than M&!. Therefore, in this report, Regulatory Compliance costs are distributed
mostly (82%) to M&I and as such helps achieve the 3 to 1 ratio.

noticed that the report’s assumptions directly contradict UWCD’s 2011 Rate Study as discussed

The report assumes (on page 12 of the FY 2011-2012 report) that overdraft is due to M&I —
“Because overdraft is mostly attributable to the advent of M&! pumpage, the allocation of
Regulatory Compliance should reflect AG’s and M&l’s contribution to overdraft.” Figure 10 of the
report, shows that overdraft is mostly due to M&I. This contradicts UWCD’s 2011 Rate Study
which on page 34 of the Final Report states “the majority of the overdraft in the Oxnard Plain
aquifers has been caused by agricultural pumping in the eastern southern part of the plain.”
HF&H states (page 4) that “M&l reliability would be subject to the same interruptions that AG is
exposed to....” On page 10, the report states “Any AG pumpage that exceeds the basin safe yield
is considered interruptible....” These statements imply that AG use is curtailed and interruptible
during droughts. However, UWCD’s Rate Study states (page 34 of the Final Report — 2011 Water
Rate Study) “M&I pumpers within the Fox Canyon GMA are subject to more stringent pumping
restrictions than AG, which can receive the water its needs through the efficiency provisions of
GMA ordinances.”

Ihe report allocates the District's budget, in Figure 2, to the different cost components —
Replenishment, Reliability, and Regulatory Compliance cost, without a basis or logic (the
allocation was provided by UWCD to HF&H). The table below shows, for example, that 73.5% of
UWCD’s personnel and overhead costs are allocated to Regulatory Compliance. Capital is 79.5%
to Regulatory Compliance. Transfers are 84% to Regulatory Compliance. What is the basis for
these allocations? The allocation implies that more than 50% of UWCD’s costs are to meet
regulatory compliance. For transparency, the logic used to allocate UCWD's budget to the cost
components should be provided so the reader can trace the rate derivation starting from the
revenue requirement — which is line ac of Figure 2 in the HF&H report ($13.3M in the FY 2011-
2012 report).
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Ventura Water
Review of UWCD FY 2011-2012 and FY 2012-2013 Rate Differential Analysis

February 12, 2020

Regulatory

Tasal ﬁ-lnn:rh*hn‘.— DAI:aL:Im. rﬁmn‘iance
Personnel 52,554,022 446,920 228,833 1,878,269
Program Costs $3,305,512 $1,038,995 $457,087 $1,809,430
Overhead $2,817,838 $493,084 $252,470 $2,072,284
Capital $312,609 $2,751 $61,455 $248,403
Debt Service $3,502,014 S0 $3,502,014 SO
Trnncfarsn Conitsl Rogeryes _ €233 960 ] $133,960 $700,000
10tal 13,325,955 $1,981,750 $4,635,819 $6,708,386
Total Allocation 14.9% 34.8% 50.3%
Personnel 100.0% 17.5% 9.0% 73.5%
Program Costs 100.0% 31.4% 13.8% 54.7%
Overhead 100.0% 17.5% 9.0% 73.5%
Capital 100.0% 0.9% 19.7% 79.5%
Debt Service 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Transfer to Capital Recaniag 100.0% 0.0% 16.1% 83.9%
Total 14.9% 34.8% 50.3%

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

2243991

Raftelis may not agree with all HF&H’s logic and conclusion, however the report follows a
sequential derivation of rates that the reader can follow. It is prepared in a traditional, cost of
service, rate setting fashion. The same cannot be said for the Stratecon report. It is very difficult
to follow and implies weak correlations between Cost of Service principles and Stratecon’s
proposed approach.

The Stratecon approach is significantly different from traditional rate setting approaches.

Figure 1, on page 9 of the FY 2012-2013 memo, is supposed to convey something to the reader.
We are not sure what to conclude from this figure with dozens of boxes and three arrows.

The revenue requirement, on page 6 of the FY 2011-2012 memo ($7.9M), is roughly $5 million
lower than the revenue requirement shown in the HF&H report ($13.3M on page 6 of the FY
2011-2012 COS analysis). This is a big difference. How can UCWD’s revenue requiren 1t |

so different in these two reports?

Attachment A, page 10, puts forth that 10% of UCWD's costs are variable. How was this
derived? This means 90% of costs are fixed.

Table A-2 of the FY 2011-2012 analysis has two factors (0.09 and 0.16) in the right most column,
how were these derived?

The Stratecon memo uses one transaction, the acquisition of the Ferro/Rose property, to
calculate “the cost of replenishment activity.” The cost of “replenishment activity” is then used
to calculate a credit in tables A-4, A-6 and A-8. There is no explanation given as to why the Non-
Agricultural credit is the negative of the Agricultural credit.
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Ventura Water February 12, 2020
Review of UWCD FY 2011-2012 and FY 2012-2013 Rate Differential Analysis

IT one accepts the cost components as put forth in the HF&H report, UCWD allocates more than 50% of
its budget to the Regulatory Compliance component and Regulatory Compliance costs are
disproportionately distributed to M&I customers. We believe Regulatory Compliance costs should be
distributed like Reliability costs since the dams (which increase reliability) are purportedly the cause of
the regulatory compliance costs. Doing so? immediately decreases the ratio of AG to M&1 to 1.5 to 1.

The Stratecon report departs from traditional rate setting and cost of service principles in many ways
and yet pages 3 and 4 of the FY 2011-2012 report try to draw similarities between cost of service and
the proposed approach that we don’t feel are valid.

Sincerelv

>teve uagnon, Pt (AL)
Sr. Manager
Raftelis

2 This assumes we accept all other assumptions just to make this point. We do not recommend accepting all other
assumptions.

Page 5
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HOPKINS

GROUNDWATER

CONSULTANTS, 1t
THE WATER RESOURLc orcuimeicis

February 12, 2020
Project No. 01-009-10D

City of San Buenaventura
Post Office Box 99
Ventura, California 93002-0099

Attention: Ms. Susan Rungren
General Manager, Ventura Water

Subject:  United Water Conservation District, Proposed Annual Budget, Fiscal Year 2011/12,
Dated April 28, 2011, HF&H Consultants, LLC. FY 2011-12 Cost-of-Service
Analysis Final Report Dated January 3, 2020, and Stratecon Inc., Stratecon Analysis
of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s Water Conservation
Extraction Charges for FY 2011-12 Letter Dated January 30, 2020, HF&H
Consultants, LLC, FY 2012-13 Cost-of-Service Analysis Final Report Dated January
3, 2020, and Stratecon Inc., Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water

Conservation District’s Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2012-13 Letter

Dated January 30, 2020.

Dear Ms. Rungren:

As requested by the City of San Buenaventura (City), Hopkins Groundwater Consultants,
Inc. (Hopkins) has reviewed the subject United Water Conservation District (UWCD) Proposed
Annual Budget (UWCD, 2011) dated April 28, 2011, the HF&H Consultants, LLC, FY 2011-12
and 2012-13 Cost-of-Services Analysis letters dated January 3, 2020, and the Stratecon Inc.,
Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s Water Conservation Extraction
Charges for FY 2011-12 and 2012-13 letters dated January 30, 2020, that will be presented at the
UWCD Board of Directors meeting on February 12, 2020.

To begin our discussion about the present rate making process, we must be clear about the
fact that the approach required to justify a 3:1 or greater, municipal and industrial (M&I) to
agricultural (Ag) cost ratio abandons the actual water balance of the groundwater basins within the
UWCD and instead interjects special rece ition for: icultural water r 1ts.

We believe it is unreasonable for the engineers and accountants at HF&H to assign water
rights in a manner that bias the cost of groundwater. This approach clearly discounts M&I rights
to water that result from: (a) historical use since the carly 1900’s, (b) purchasing mutual water
companies, (¢) conversion of agricultural land to residential or commercial uses, and (d) the natural
recharge and irrigation return flows that occur on M&I acreage. As a result, the method of
financial analysis inappropriately assigns the safe yield portion of groundwater in the UWCD to
agricultural pumpers and assigns the overdraft to the M&I pumpers. These upfront factual

C: HGC Job Files 2020:01-008-10D 2011-12 rate study'Hopkins letter 2-12-20.docx
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groundwater basins within the UWCD and ultimately proved inadequate for the groundwater
replenishment required to mitigate overdraft.

Historical demands for agricultural and M&I uses have simultaneously grown through the
years. Agricultural groundwater use increased as farming practices switched from dry crops (non-
irrigated) to irrigated crops, from low water use crops to more water intensive crops, and in some
locations from a rotation of 2 crops per year to 3 crops per year. All of these changes along with
development of fallow hillsides and expansion of the acreage being farmed increased groundwater
demand for agricultural uses. As the municipal areas within the UWCD expanded, a vast majority
of the land that was developed displaced agricultural land uses. The groundwater demand to
support the expansion of M&I land conversion from Ag uses increased over time, but because
the per acre use was less than the agricultural demand that it replaced, the net groundwater
consumption to support the overlying land use decreased.

The UWCD 2011-12 rate study (HF&H, 2020) indicates that an average of 149,448 AFY
of groundwater was produced for 80,078 acres of agriculture, which results in 1.87 acre-feet per
acre. The average M&I usage is reportedly 43.364 AFY to serve 40,918 acres and results in 1.06
acre-feet per acre. Similarly, the UWCD 2012-13 rate study (HF&H, 2020a) indicates that an
average of 148.550 AFY of groundwater was produced for 80,078 acres of agriculture, which
results in 1.86 acre-feet per acre while the average M&I usage was reportedly 43,364 AFY to
serve 40,918 acres and results in 1.06 acre-feet per acre. This demonstrates that as land is
converted from agriculture to M&I uses over time, the groundwater demand is reduced.
Unfortunately. the rate of reduced groundwater consumption from M&I development was less than
the expansion of agricultural groundwater uses, and overdraft has continued. This condition alone
makes groundwater less reliable for M&I pumpers.

Historical efforts have failed to satisfy the groundwater demand within the UWCD and
overdraft documented by the UWCD has persisted since the district’s inception. The municipal
users have been forward-thinking and have diversified their water supply portfolios, while not
getting credit for these efforts.

The effects of the chronic overdraft condition within the UWCD contributed to the
formation of the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) in the early 1980’s,
which was empowered to restrict groundwater production in a large portion of the UWCD and
other groundwater basins that bound the district. The insufticient replenishment activities
upstream of the FCGMA boundary within the Santa Clara River valley perpetuated overdraft
conditions and led to the UWCD filing a legal suit to adjudicate the Santa Paula Groundwater
Basin and the 1996 stipulated judgment limits groundwater production for all pumpers in that
basin.

The result of FCGMA regulatory actions has decreased the availability and reliability of
groundwater supplies for M&I pumpers in the UWCD. The FCGMA initially established a base
period (1985 to 1989) and recorded historical production over the 5-year period. The 5-year-
production annual average was established as the historical allocation for each well facility in the
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HF&H Consultants, LLC, (2020a), FY 2012-13 Cost-of-Service Analysis — Final Report, Letter to
Mauricio Guardado, General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated January
3.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2012), Review of Hydrogeological Conditions Pertinent
to the United Water Conservation District Update Memorandum to 2011 Water Rate Study,
Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June 11.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2013), Review of the United Water Conservation District
Stratecon Inc., Groundwater Extraction Charges Report Dated June 11, 2013, and HF&H
Consultants, LLC Cost-of-Services Analysis Dated June 11, 2013, Prepared for City of San
Buenaventura, Dated June 21.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2013a), Letter-Report Analyzing the United Water
Conservation District Technical Memorandum, Infiltration Potential of Precipitation
Falling on Developed Lands and the Fate of Applied Groundwater Within UWCD, Dated
June 2013, Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated July 9.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2013b), Analysis of United Water Conservation District
Technical Memorandum, Infiltration Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed
Lands and the Fate of Applied Groundwater Within UWCD, Dated June 2013, Stratecon
Inc. Groundwater Extraction Charges Report Dated June 11, 2013, and HF&H
Consultants, LLC Cost-of-Services Analysis Dated June 11, 2013 (collectively, “UWCD
reports”), Prepared for City of San Buenaventura. Dated September 30.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2013c¢), Analysis of United Water Conservation District
Technical Memorandum, Infiltration Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed
Lands and the Fate of Applied Groundwater Within UIWCD, Dated September 2013
(Available on October 2, 2013), Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated October 14.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2014), United Water Conservation District Technical
Memorandum, Infiltration Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed Lands and the
Fate of Applied Groundwater Within UWCD, Dated September 2013, Prepared for City of
San Buenaventura, Dated June 2.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2014a), United Water Conservation District
Supplemental Technical Memorandum to Infiltration Potential of Precipitation Falling on
Developed Lands and the Fate of Applied Groundwater Within UWC™, (September 2013)
Dated May 2014, Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June 10.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2014b), United Water Conservation District
Memorandum Dated June 19, 2014, and HF&H Consultants, LLC, Response Letter Dated
June 19, 2014, Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June 10.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2015), United Water Conservation District Memorandum
Dated May 26, 2015, HF&H Consultants, LLC, Response Letter Dated May 28, 2013,
HF&H Consultants, LLC, FY 2015-16 Cost-of-Services Analysis Letter Dated May 28,
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2015, and Stratecon Inc. Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation
District’s Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2015-16 Letter Dated May 28,
2015. Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June 9.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2016), United Water Conservation District Memorandum
Dated May 24, 2016, HF&H Consultants, LLC, FY 2016-17 Cost-of-Service Analysis
Letter Dated May 24, 2016, and Stratecon Inc. Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of
United Water Conservation District’s Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY
2016-17 Letter Dated May 23, 2016. Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June
7.

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (2017), United Water Conservation District Proposed
Budget Plan, Fiscal Years 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 Dated April 28, 2017, HF&H
Consultants, LLC, FY 2017-18 Cost-of-Service Analysis Letter Dated May 30, 2017, and
Stratecon Inc. Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2017-18 Letter Dated May 30, 2017.
Prepared for City of San Buenaventura, Dated June 13.

Stratecon, Inc. (2013), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation Districts’
Water Conservation Extraction Charges, Letter to Mike Solomon, General Manager
United Water Conservation District, Dated June 11.

Stratecon, Inc. (2013a), Response to Comments on Stratecon’s Analysis of the Structure of United
Water Conservation Districts’ Water Conservation and Extraction Charges, Letter to Mike
Solomon, General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated September 16.

Stratecon, Inc. (2013b), Supplemental Stratecon Analvsis of the Structure of United Water
Conservation Districts’ Water Conservation Extraction Charges, Letter to Mike Solomon,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated October 1.

Stratecon, Inc. (2014), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2014-15, Letter to Mike Solomon, General
Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated May 29.

Stratecon, Inc. (2014a), City of Ventura’s Criticisms of Stratecon’s Study of Groundwater
Extraction Charges, Letter to Mike Solomon, General Manager United Water
Conservation District, Dated June 19.

Stratecon, Inc. (2015), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2015-16, Letter to Mike Solomon, General
Manager United Water Con  vation District, Dated May 28.

Stratecon, Inc. (2016), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2016-17, Letter to Mauricio Guardado,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated May 23.
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Stratecon, Inc. (2017), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2017-18, Letter to Mauricio Guardado,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated May 30.

Stratecon, Inc. (2018), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2018-19, Letter to Mauricio Guardado,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated May 18.

Stratecon, Inc. (2018a), Comments on City of Suan Buenaventura Opposition to Proposed
Groundwater Extraction Charges on the City of Sun Buenaventura for Fiscal Year 2018-
2019, Letter to Mauricio Guardado, General Manager United Water Conservation District,
Dated June 13.

Stratecon, Inc. (2019), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2019-20, Letter to Mauricio Guardado,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated May 23.

Stratecon, Inc. (2020), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation District’s
Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2011-12, Letter to Mauricio Guardado,
General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated January 30.

Stratecon, Inc. (2020a), Stratecon Analysis of the Structure of United Water Conservation
District’s Water Conservation Extraction Charges for FY 2012-13, Letter to Mauricio
Guardado, General Manager United Water Conservation District, Dated January 30.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2011), Final Drafi 2011 Water Rate Study, Prepared
by United Water Conservation District Resource Planning and Finance Department, Dated
February 2.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2011a), Proposed Annual Budger Fiscal Year
2011/2012 Water Rate Study, Prepared by United Water Conservation District Resource
Planning and Finance Department, Dated April 28.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2011b), Final Report, 2011 Water Rate Study,
Prepared by Resource Planning and Finance Departments, Dated May 18.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013a), 4nnual Investigation and Report of
Groundhwater Conditions Within United Water Conservation District, Prepared by
Groundwater Department, Dated March.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013b), Technical Memorandum, Infiltration
Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed Lands and the Fate of Applied
Groundhwater Within UIWVCD, United Water Conservation District, Dated June.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013c¢), Staff Report to Board of Directors, Agendu
Item 1.3 Pumping Trough Pipeline Temporary Water Supply and Demand Management
Measures, From Mary Kanatzar, Administrative Services Manager, through E. Michael
Solomon, :neral Man . ad July .
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United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013d). Staff Report to Board of Directors, Agenda
ltem 5.1 Monthly Administrative Services Department Report, From Mary Kanatzar,
Administrative Services Manager. through E. Michael Solomon, General Manager, Dated
August 28.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013e), Staff Report to Board of Directors, Agenda
Item 8.3 Update on Pumping Trough Pipeline Users Working Group, From Michael Ellis,
O&M Manager, through E. Michael Solomon. General Manager, Dated September 3.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013f), Technical Memorandum, Infiltration
Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed Lands and the Fate of Applied
Groundwater Within UWCD, United Water Conservation District, Dated September.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2013g), Resolution No. 2013-13, Dated October 2.

United Water Conservation District (United, 2014), Groundwater And Surface Water Conditions
Report — 2013, United Water Conservation District Open-File Report 2014-02, Prepared
by Groundwater Resources Department, Dated May.

United Water Conservation District (United, 2014a). Pumping Trough Pipeline Users Group
Meeting, PowerPoint Slide Presentation, Prepared by United Water Conservation District,
Groundwater Resources Department.

United Water Conservation District (United, 2014b), United Water Conservation District Oxnard-
Hueneme Water Delivery System, 2013 Consumer Confidence Report, Dated April.

United Water Conservation District (United, 2014c), Annual Investigation and Report of
Groundwater Conditions Within United Water Conservation District, A summary of
finding for the previous water year (2012-2013), current water year (2013-2014), and
ensuing water year (2014-2015), Prepared by Groundwater Department United Water
Conservation District, Dated March.

United Water Conservation District (United, 2014d). Supplemental Technical Memorandum to
Infiltration Potential of Precipitation Falling on Developed Lands and the Fate of Applied
Groundwater Within UWCD (September 2013), United Water Conservation District, Dated
May.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2014e), Draft Resolution No. 2014-08.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2014f). Aemorandum, Comments on City of Ventura
Opposition to Proposed FY2014-15 Groundwater Rates, To United Water Conservation
District Board of Directors and General Manager, From Groundwater Resources
Department, Dated June 19.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD, 2014g). Memorandum, M. Solomon’s responses to
June 10, 2014 letter from Ventura Water (Shana Epstein) and June 10, 2014 Letter from
M. Colantuono, To Board of Directors, From E. Michael Solomon, General Manager,
Dated June 19.
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GROUNDWATER DEPARTMENT UPDATE

Topics:
. Recent rainfall and El Nino forecast

. Groundwater conditions

1
2
3. SWP purchases and exchanges
4

. California’s 2020 Water Resilience Portfolio
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El Nino/Southern Oscillation (ENSO) Upd

Recent Evolution, Current Status and Predictions: w
* ENSO-neutral conditions are present. y

» Equatorial sea surface temperatures (SSTs) are near-to-above average
across much of the Pacific Ocean.

The tropical atmospheric circulation is generally consistent with ENSO-
neutral.

ENSO-neutral is favored during the Northern Hemisphere spring 2020
(~60% chance), continuing through summer 2020 (~50% chance).
Update prepared by:

Climate Prediction Center / NCEP
3 February 2020

February — April 2020

Precipitation Temperature
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U' S' Seas onal Drought OUtIOOk Valid for January 16 - April 30, 2020
Drought Tendency During the Valid Period Released January 16

KEY:

Drought persists or
intensifies

Drought remains but

improves

- Drought removal likely

Drought development
likely

Drought Classification
MNone DO (Abnormally Dry) D1 (Moderate Drought) M 02 (Severe Drought) Mo (Extreme Drought) Mos (Exceptional Drought)

% 1 \
January 28, 2020 January 29, 2019
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Cumulative Freeman Diversions

Highest, Average and Lowest Water Year
diversions during WYs 1991-2019
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Available Storage in the Oxnard Forebay - Last 10 Years
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Update on 2019-2020 State Water Purchases and Exchanges

2019-2020 State Water Purchases and Exchanges

Released from Pyramid to middle Piru Creek
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USGS 11109700 LK PIRU NR PIRU CA

Reservoir storage, acre feet

Dec Dec Dec Jan Jan Jan Jan Feb
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==== Proviszional Data Sub_ject to Reviszion —----

4. CALIFORNIA’S 2020 o

WATER RESILIENCE — oy
PORTFOLIO e LA

i ‘

Overall goal:

“Harness the best of science,
engineering, and innovation to
prepare for what's ahead and
support long-term water
resilience and ecosystem
health.”
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THE STATE IS TAKING RESPONSIBILITY FOR:

Empowering local and regional entities to meet their unique
challenges.

Providing tools and leadership.

Advancing projects of statewide scale and importance (e.g.,
Delta tunnel).

Helping to address challenges that are beyond the scope of any
region.

SEVEN PRINCIPLES ON WHICH THE PORTFOLIO IS BASED:

1. Prioritize multi-benefit approaches (e.g., The Summit)

. Utilize natural infrastructure such as forests and floodplains (e.g.,
forebay recharge)

. Embrace innovation and new technologies (e.g., coastal brackish
water pump and desal)

4. Encourage regional approaches (e.g., regional optimization plan)
5. Incorporate successful approaches from other parts of the world

6. Integrate investments, policies, and programs across state
government (e.qg., grants)

. Strengthen partnerships with governmental agencies and other
stakeholders (e.g., outreach and coordination)




UNITED’S GOALS AND APPROACHES OVERLAP WITH THOSE OF THE
RESILIENCY PORTFOLIO

B, MARK YOUR CALENDARS| '
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WATER -
SUSTAINABILITY
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REGI

FRIDAY I
FEBRUARY 28, 2020 | SUSTAINABILITY THROUGHOUT VENTURA COUNTY |
1-5 P.M.

United Water Conservation District
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“You have set yourselves a difficult task, but you
will succeed if you persevere...”

Helen Keller

5.5 SGMA UPDATE

FCGMA GSP Schedule Update

« December 13, 2019: GSPs adopted for Oxnard,
Pleasant Valley, and Las Posas Valley Basins

e January 13, 2020: GSPs submitted to DWR

« January 31, 2020: GSPs posted to DWR web site
* Initial “Completeness review” completed by DWR

* April 15, 2020: Due date for public comments to DWR
* Neither DWR nor GSA required to respond to comments
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Summary of Recent BoD Activities:

» Contracted Dudek for SGMA annual reporting
* Resumed work on Las Posas basin allocation plan

* Began developing post-GSP work plan:

* Replace TAG, fill data gaps, develop projects, consider
replenishment fees

« 2nd quarter budget performance

» Currently in deficit, considering raising extraction fees
» Ongoing legal efforts

» Las Posas Valley basin adjudication

» City of Oxnard challenge to OPV allocation ordinance

Fillmore-Piru Basins GSA

» United’s groundwater flow model expansion complete, now calibrating
model

» Board approved outreach and communication strategies approach
» A stakeholder outreach meeting is scheduled for April 2

» Tim Holmgren replaced Lynn Edmonds as Fillmore representative on BoD

!

2020: Set Sustainability Criteria, January 31,
Evaluate Need for Projects 2022

Draft
2021: Prepare GSP, Public Review Gtip
DWR
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Mound Basin GSA

» United staff preparing text, figures, and tables for GSP
» Hydrogeologic setting and groundwater conditions

» Draft isotope report being revised in response to
comments from United staff and Bryan Bondy

!

2020: Set Sustainability Criteria, January 31,
Evaluate Need for Projects 2022

Draft
2021: Prepare GSP, Public Review ij’
DWR

Santa Paula Basin TAC

»2018 Annual Report complete
» Preparing annual SGMA on-line submittal
»Starting 2019 Annual Report

» TAC members would like to see annual reports completed
earlier in the year

» Interested in water-year reporting
» Next meeting on February 27 (not public)
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Water Year Reporting

» SGMA requires water year reporting for basins once GSPs
have been submitted

»First annual updates for GSAs due April 1, following
January 31 submittals

» FCGMA begins water year reporting period this fall

» DWR encourages GSAs to adopt water year reporting
practices

» Also provides guidelines for conversion of other reporting
periods to water year
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