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Fox Canyon GMA Emergency Ordinance E
Necessity or Bureaucracy
By: Lynn Gray Jensen
The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency (GMA) “was formed in 1983 as an
independent special district, separate from
the County of Ventura or any city government. It was created by the California Legislature in 1983 to oversee Ventura County’s
vital groundwater resources” (GMA
website).
However, the website
describes the organizational structure of the
GMA as “an agency of
the Ventura County
Watershed Protection District (VCWPD)
under the Water Resources Division.” GMA
staff is provided by the County of Ventura
including the Executive Director, Agency
Council, three technical staff and the clerk
of the board. While the legislature intended
the FCGMA to be “separate from the County
of Ventura”, this does not appear to be the

outcome. Colab suggests that the GMA
post on its website the terms of its relationship with the County of Ventura.
The GMA Board of Directors has five
seats with representatives from within its
boundary, including one from each of: 1)
the County Board of Supervisors, 2) five
City Councils, 3) United Water Conservation District, 4) seven
Small Water Districts,
and 5) Agriculture. So,
in addition to County
staff running the organization, one of the
five board members is a County Supervisor.
Over its history, the agency has passed
numerous resolutions and ordinances, the
primary purpose of which were to preserve
the quantity and quality of precious
groundwater aquifers in the southern
half of Ventura County. Specifically these
measures were passed to prevent depletion
due to overpumping and abate seawater intrusion. Statistics show that this has been a
significant challenge, becoming even more
difficult during prolonged drought cycles.
Many farmers have responded to the
challenge by improving water efficiency
through private investment in technology
and implementation of new growing and
irrigating methods. Even so, the United
Water Conservation District and Watershed
Protection District estimate that the basin
is being pumped 20% over its safe yield, an
average of 24,500 AF per year. While recent
statistics have been skewed by the drought,
the crisis has brought attention to concerns
about the long-term sustainability of the
(continued on page 2)
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Wolves in Government Clothing
An Opportunity for Collaboration
On the afternoon of Friday, April 11th,
CoLAB was notified by filmmaker and
outdoor enthusiast, David Spady, that
in five days the CA Fish and Game Commission would hold a hearing in Ventura
on a proposal to list the Gray Wolf (Canis
lupis) as a CA Threatened or Endangered
species. The hearing was the result of a
listing Petition filed in March of 2012 by
four entities including the Center for Biological Diversity. In a call to action email,
CoLAB, in partnership with the Cattlemen’s Association, notified our collective
membership about the film “Wolves in
(continued on page 3)
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aquifers. And when a drought affects all of
California, groundwater supplies become
even more taxed as supplemental water
from outside sources becomes unavailable.
There is no doubt that action by the FCGMA
was warranted, however, the question is:
what is the justifiable level of action that
charts a positive course for the future by
balancing supply and demand without
creating unnecessary bureaucracy?
While the process of producing Emergency
Ordinance E had a great deal of collaboration, the final result certainly has its critics.
A summary of the concerns voiced during
the hearings and in communications with
CoLAB members include:
1) The ordinance has no sunset date and is
therefore not temporary,
2) Agriculture is limited to demand side solutions, primarily the selective fallowing of
farmland,
3) Industrial users were largely ignored in
the process,
4) The ordinance requires an increase in
agency staff perpetuating long-term fee increases,
5) Surface water reporting requirements
may overstep the jurisdiction of the GMA,
6) Lack of faith by certain user groups that
interpretation of aquifers will be a collaborative scientific effort,
7) Hesitancy of the GMA to recognize the
importance of supply side projects like the
Oxnard GREAT recycled water project and
local desalters as viable near-term solutions.
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Ventura, through the GMA, will commandeer the technical analysis, leading to interpretations that do not represent consensus.
At the LPUG meeting on 4-23-14 the group
discussed the need for a statewide groundwater hydrology expert with an understanding of business and water systems to be a
neutral third-party facilitator/mediator, to
help in the process of adopting a plan.
Andy Waters, Calleguas MWD Board
Member and Vice Chair of LPUG believes
that Ordinance E was adopted a few weeks
too early, in a flawed process where changes
were made and distributed the morning
of the April 11th meeting. This thwarted
the ability of those who had issues to fully
explore the consequences of late changes
and offer solutions.
GMA Board Chair Lynn Maulhardt defended
the decision by assuring the crowd that the
ordinance could be changed if better methodologies are found. Those with unique
problems were told to work through the
variance process.
CoLAB becomes concerned when agencies
add fees and costs to increase staff, exert
control and perpetuate themselves, without
accountability for practical solutions. This
is particularly problematic with the GMA
as their current charter does not allow the
funding of infrastructure projects; rather,
surcharges can only be spent on administration and studies.
Jurgen Gramckow, Vice Chairman of CoLAB,
recommended that the GMA institute a “re-

In particular, the Las Posas Users Group
(LPUG) has considerable concern about
the process going forward. LPUG includes
representatives of Calleguas MWD, individual well owners in the Las Posas Basins
and County Waterworks Districts 1 and 19.
Scientific characterization of the aquifers is
complex as there are seven major groundwater basins within the GMA, each having
hydrogeologic conditions and inter-relationships that are subject to interpretation
(see map - opposite; (FCGMA 2012 Annual
Report).
LPUG has invested significant time and
energy on a Basin Management Plan and
has earned a voice in the interpretation.
A major concern is that the County of
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plenishment fee”, collected from farmers, to
be spent only on the development of new
water supplies. Maulhardt responded that
the “concept is valid but the mechanics are
not there”. Without a change in enabling
legislation, the GMA will only be able to prescribe demand reductions, further dividing
water users.
These water issues, in addition to labor,
pests and the increasing regulatory climate,
should put pressure on any new SOAR initiative to be true to its original purpose which
was to “Save Our Agricultural Resources”.
The selective fallowing of farmland for the
first time in Ventura County’s history certainly challenges any claim of success from
the current SOAR ordinance. The goal of
CoLAB is to support a SOAR that controls
urban sprawl while insuring agriculture is
viable for future generations.
A modest increase in the bureaucracy of
the GMA may be necessary, but the success
of agriculture will be heavily dependent
on supply side solutions. Presently, these
include adoption of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, recycled water projects like
Oxnard’s “GREAT” advanced water purification facility and local desalters with brine
lines. CoLAB supports a groundwater replenishment fee specifically designated to
fund supply projects. We are very optimistic
about the future and believe that the “look”
and “feel” of the Ventura County we all
desire will be dependent on realistic water
policies that insure a viable agricultural
industry.
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Government Clothing”, which was shown
to a packed room at the Crowne Plaza
Hotel the night before the hearing. The
screening included the opportunity for
dialogue with Spady and County Supervisor Peter Foy.

The film, produced by Americans For
Prosperity, vividly shows the consequences, to livestock and native wildlife populations, of federal wolf introduction practices in several western states. According to
promotion materials the film is: “one man
exploring the consequences of mixing an
apex predator with civilization.”
Wolves rapidly reproduce and prey on
livestock, reducing the weight of cattle
herds just by their presence. They are
known for hunting in packs for sport; the
film shows the devastation of 176 sheep
killed in one night in Idaho.

While the CA Department of Fish and
Wildlife is only considering whether to
support a CA listing, the petitioners are
calling for “relocation of wolves to California if they are not established naturally“.
The Department’s evaluation states that
“the Petition on its face does not include
sufficient information, scientifically or
otherwise, to indicate that the petitioned
action may be warranted”. But the Depart-
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ment does believe that “California may
include suitable habitat to sustain a population of wolves” and that “their primary
habitat requirements include ungulate
(hoofed) prey and water.”

On the potential consequences to California wildlife populations, the Department’s
evaluation finds that: “Wolves are known
to prey mainly on elk and deer. California
elk populations are much smaller than
those in states with current gray wolf populations, leaving mule deer as the most
likely prey species for wolves in California.
However, California’s deer populations
are considered to be near their lowest
numbers since the early 1900’s.”

According to the Mule Deer Foundation,
(MDF) the “United States Fish & Wildlife
Service (FWS) determined that recovery
of the northern gray wolf was dependent
on the establishment of 30 or more well
distributed breeding pairs and 300 individual wolves in western Montana, central
Idaho and in Wyoming for three successive
years. Wolf population estimates in 2008
indicate a population of 1500 animals and
approximately 100 breeding pairs.” In
1994, before the wolves were introduced,
the elk population of Yellowstone Park
was 19,000. In 2013, aerial surveys show
it has been reduced by 80% to 3,915.

In 2007, FWS delisted the northern gray
wolf. However, the delisting is tied up in
lawsuits by environmental organizations
who “agreed with the recovery objectives when they were established.” MDF
believes these lawsuits “further polarize
interest groups, eliminate trust and make
it almost impossible to build consensus on
future wildlife issues.”
In making the film “Wolves In Government Clothing”, Spady says he “traveled to
states impacted by misguided government
programs that force wolves into settled
areas, to hear from the victims of both
predators from the wild, and from government agencies.” The film shows how environmental extremism in combination with
imprudent government policies subject
innocent wild and domestic species to disastrous consequences.
What is missing in the environmental
analysis is that humans are a species and
a fundamental part of the ecosystem. We
must protect our children, livestock and
existing elk and deer herds from predation. The federal government has shown
no accountability for management of its
wolf program, the recovery limits they set
or the promise of delisting when recovered. We should not be fooled again by the
wolves in government clothing.
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CoLAB Ventura County Important Links:
COLAB Ventura County Website:
Do you Like this Newsletter?
Not a Member? Please join us!
Its easy - Online! Only $100/year
(for an individual membership)
Also, Visit our newly revised

Facebook

Page

www.colabvc.org

COLAB Santa Barbara County Website:

www.colabsbc.org

Andy Caldwell Talk Radio Show: Weekdays 3:00 to 5:00 PM
COLAB Santa Barbara County: May 2014 Newsletter

Veentura Coounty Coaalition of
Laboor, Agricu
ulture an
nd Business
P.O. Box 423
37, Ventura, CA
A 93007
Email: mem
mbership@colaabvc.org
www
w.colabvc.org

MEMBERSHIP FO
ORM
I woulld like to app
ply for an Acctive Membe
ership at the
e following leevel:
___ $100 Individ
dual ‐ Promo
ote economic vitality and
d individual rights in Ven
ntura County
___ $500 Busine
ess ‐ Promotte the comm
mon businesss interests off VC COLAB Members
___ $1,000 Gold
d ‐ Further our efforts to
o monitor, ed
ducate and rrepresent ou
ur common business interests
ort ongoing research to challenge h armful and unreasonable regulation
n
___ $1,500 Platinum ‐ Suppo
dministrative
e action for tthe mutual b
benefit of VC
C COLAB meembers
___ $2,500 Black ‐ Advance legal and ad
efactor ‐ Let’s make a difference in the
t businesss climate of V
Ventura Cou
unty
___ $5,000 Bene
hip fee of:
$ _________________________
_______
Pleasse accept myy membersh
� In addition I woould like to contribute:
$ _________________________
_______
Total contribution payyable to VC COLAB,
C
Inc.
$ _________________________
_______
Printt this form and
a send witth a check to
o the P.O. B
Box or contriibute onlinee with PayPaal
Individ
dual or Reprresentative (for
( voting__
___________
_______________________________________________
Namee of Businesss _________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
Addreess ________
__________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
City ____________
___________
__________
___________
_______ Statte _________________ ZZip _____________
Teleph
hone ______
__________
___________
__________
_____________
Email Address ___
__________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
Occup
pation _____
___________
__________
___________
_______________________________________________
How did you hear about
a
us? ___
____________
___________
___________________________________________________
Reason
n(s) for applyying for memb
bership: ____
____________
___________________________________________________
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