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UPPER VENTURA RIVER GROUNDWATER AGENCY 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING OCTOBER 9, 2025 

 
 

A. CALL TO ORDER 
 
A regular meeting of the Board of Directors of Upper Ventura River Groundwater Agency was held 
at the Ventura River Water District Meeting Room, 409 Old Baldwin Road, Ojai, CA on Thursday, 
October 9, 2025. Chair Kaiser called the meeting to order at 1:02 p.m. 
 
B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 
 
C. ROLL CALL  
 
Executive Director Bondy called the roll.  
 
Directors Present: 
 
Pete Kaiser, Chair 
Bruce Kuebler, Vice Chair  
Jim Kentosh, Director   
Emily Ayala, Director  
Sarah Mulder, Alternate Director 
Jeff Palmer, Director (departed at 2:23 p.m. during Item 6a) 
Earthea Nance, Alternate Director (replaced Director Palmer at 2:23 p.m. during Item 6a) 
 
Directors Absent: Vivon Sedgwick   
 
Staff Present: 
 
Bryan Bondy, Executive Director 
Keth Lemieux (Agency Counsel – Online) 
Maureen Tucker (Admin Assistant – Online) 
 
Members of the Public:  
 
In Person: Alma Quezada, Alternate Director 
 
Online: Mike Flood (Casitas MWD), Kelley Dyer (Casitas MWD), Paul Jenkins, Burt Handy, Steven 
Humphrey (Intera), and three unidentifiable participants. 
 
D.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA  
 
Chair Kaiser asked for any proposed changes to the agenda. No changes were requested. 
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E. PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT APPEARING ON THE AGENDA  
 
Chair Kaiser asked for public comments on items not appearing on the agenda.  No comments 
were offered. Chair Kaiser declared the agenda approved. 
 
REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 
 
1. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 

a) Approve Minutes of September 11, 2025 Regular Board Meeting 
b) Approve Financial Report for September 2025 
c) Approve Fiscal Year 2024-2025 4th Quarter Investment Report 

 
Chair Kaiser asked if any Director wanted to pull any items off the consent calendar for discussion. 
No requests were made.   
 
Director Palmer moved approval of the consent calendar items. Seconded by Director Kuebler.   
 
Director Ayala said she wanted to abstain from the vote because she did not attend the prior 
meeting. Agency Counsel Lemieux clarified that attendance is not required to vote on the minutes.   

Roll Call Vote:  P. Kaiser - Y  B. Kuebler  – Y J. Kentosh– Y 
    

S. Mulder – Y J. Palmer – Y  E. Ayala - Y 
 
Directors Absent:   Vivon Sedgwick 
 
2. DIRECTOR ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Chair Kaiser called for Director announcements.  No announcements were made. 

3. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT  

Executive Director Bondy reviewed the written staff report with the Board. 

 
Director Palmer asked about enforcement for the two unregistered wells. Executive Director Bondy 
explained that enforcement provisions are laid out in the Agency’s Ordinance No. 4.  He 
recommended that the Board discuss next steps during a future meeting if the wells remain 
unregistered after sending another round of letters.   
 
No Public Comments. 
 
4.  AGENCY COUNSEL’S REPORT 
 
No report. 
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5.  ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
 
a.  Proposed Joint Powers Agreement Amendments  

 
Executive Director Bondy and Agency Counsel Lemieux summarized the Joint Powers Agreement 
(JPA) amendments previously requested by the Board by reviewing the JPA redline attached to 
proposed Resolution No 2025-05. Agency Counsel Lemieux emphasized that, while the board's 
adoption of the resolution signals intent, the JPA amendments will not become effective until each 
Member Agency has approved them.  

The Board requested that cover letter be included with the resolution when delivering to the 
Member Agencies.   

 
No Public Comments. 
 
Director Kuebler moved approval of Resolution 2025-05, requesting approval of the proposed JPA 
amendments by the Member Agencies. Seconded by Director Palmer. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  P. Kaiser - Y  B. Kuebler  – Y J. Kentosh– Y 
    

S. Mulder – Y J. Palmer – Y  E. Ayala - Y 
 
Directors Absent:   Vivon Sedgwick 
 
6.  GSP IMPLEMENTATION ITEMS  
 
a.  Model Sensitivity Analysis and Calibration Update 
 
Executive Director Bryan Bondy gave a presentation summarizing the model sensitivity analysis 
and calibration update work. Steven Humphrey of Intera was available via Zoom for questions. The 
presentations slides are attached to these meeting minutes for reference.   
 
Director Palmer departed the meeting at 2:23 p.m. during the presentation. Alternate Director Nance 
replaced Director Palmer. 
 
The Board provided positive feedback and expressed gratitude for the work completed on the 
numerical model. 
 
b.  Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 13 for Modeling Support for Implementation of Actions to 
Address Indirect Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water GSP Management Action 
 
Executive Director Bondy briefed the Board on Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 13 to use the updated 
numerical model to prepare updated interconnected surface water depletion estimates. The scope of 
work includes three tasks: (1) quantify model uncertainty in estimating interconnected surface water 
depletion; (2) update the basic depletion estimates included in the GSP; and (3) perform additional 
modeling to help understand the relationship between the location and timing of groundwater 
extraction and depletions of interconnected surface water. The results of this work order will help 
inform the next step in the overall process to address indirect depletion of interconnected surface 
water, as called for in the groundwater sustainability plan (GSP).   
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The proposed fee for this work is $64,938, with a 10% contingency bringing the total authorization to 
$71,432. The work would be funded with $40,480 of committed contingency from the current fiscal 
year budget and $30,953 from operating reserves. Approving the work order will exhaust remaining 
uncommitted contingency funds for the year. Although $150,000 was allocated in the budget for 
model updates and depletion estimates, the model update costs exceeded original estimates. This 
modeling effort is recognized as a key step in GSP implementation. 
 
Director Kentosh moved approval of Intera Work Order, No. 13 for Modeling Support for 
Implementation of Actions to Address Indirect Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water GSP 
Management Action for a total amount of up to $71,432. Seconded by Director Ayala. 
 
No public comments. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  P. Kaiser - Y  B. Kuebler  – Y J. Kentosh– Y 
    

S. Mulder – Y E. Nance – Y  E. Ayala - Y 
 
Directors Absent: Vivon Sedgwick 
 
c.  Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 14 for GSP Periodic Evaluation  
 
Executive Director Bondy briefed the Board regarding Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 14 for the GSP 
Periodic Evaluation. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) are required to perform a periodic 
evaluation for their GSPs at least once every five years. The first periodic evaluation of the UVRGA 
GSP is due in January of 2027.   
 
Intera will be responsible for developing the periodic evaluation document, with review and oversight 
by the Executive Director. The work order budget is $99,710 plus a 10% contingency ($9,971) to be 
authorized at the discretion of the Executive Director ($109,681 total authorization). The fiscal year 
budget allocates $125,000 for the GSP periodic evaluation. 
 
Director Kuebler moved approval of Intera Work Order, No. 14 for the GSP Periodic Evaluation for a 
total amount of up to $109,681. Seconded by Director Ayala. 
 
No public comments. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  P. Kaiser - Y  B. Kuebler  – Y J. Kentosh– Y 
    

S. Mulder – Y E. Nance – Y  E. Ayala - Y 
 
Directors Absent: Vivon Sedgwick 
 
d.  Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 15 for Annual Report Preparation 
 
Executive Director Bondy briefed the Board on Intera, Inc. Work Order No. 15 for preparation of the 
fifth GSP annual report. The scope of work includes updating the model with the latest data. The work 
order budget is $52,236 plus a 10% contingency ($5,224) to be authorized at the discretion of the 
Executive Director ($57,460 total authorization). Aside from this work order, an additional $5,500 in 
costs associated with Executive Director support and review and input from Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
are anticipated, making the total budget for the annual report approximately $63,000.  The current 
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fiscal year budget allocates $57,750 for the annual report. Operating reserves will be used to cover 
costs the exceed the budget allocation. 

Executive Director Bondy noted that the previous year annual report did not include a model 
update because the model was out of service for its calibration update. Thus, as direct 
comparisons to last year’s cost is misleading. 

Director Kuebler moved approval of Intera Work Order, No. 15 for Annual Report Preparation 
Evaluation for a total amount of up to $57,460. Seconded by Director Kentosh. 
 
Vote:    P. Kaiser - Y  B. Kuebler  – Y 
    

S. Mulder – Y Y. Nance – Y   E. Ayala - Y 
 
7. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Unregistered wells enforcement (closed session).   
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:05 p.m. 
 
The next scheduled Board meeting is Thursday, November 13, 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action: _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Motion: _________________________________________________________________ 
 
P. Kaiser __ B. Kuebler ___ J. Tribo__ J. Palmer ___ E. Ayala __ V. Sedgwick__ 
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1. Summary of Work Orders and Key 
Findings

2. Streamflow Data Evaluation 

3. Model Updates

4. Model Calibration Update

Summary of Work Performed
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Work Order No. 7 –Post 2023 Flood Model Update/Review

Model Calibration Comparison

Work Completed Key Findings
River Channel Change Evaluation: 
• Evaluated impacts of changes in river channel 

geomorphology from January 2023 flooding event on 
model (LiDAR survey completed)

• Updated model with changes in channel 

• Model results generally insensitive to changes in 
streambed elevation and location of channel. 

• Future updates to channel geomorphology following 
extreme flood events do not appear to be critical for 
model performance.

Model Verification: 
• Checked model performance using data post-

calibration data (i.e., data after 2018)

• Model found to overpredict low streamflows during post-
calibration period (i.e., after 2018). 

• Additional model calibration recommended to improve 
model use for ISW depletion estimation.
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Work Order No. 10 – Pre-Calibration Data Review & Updates
Work Completed Key Findings

Critical Review of Streamflow Data: 
• Communication with USGS and Ventura County staff

• Quantified errors in streamflow datasets used for 
model inputs and calibration

• Uncertainty in streamflow data is significant and 
impacted prior model calibration. 

• Removed unreliable data: Switched streamflow 
calibration dataset at USGS gage to error-barred, 
location-based measurements instead of rating curve.

• Bracketed model uncertainty with error in streamflow 
inputs

Incorporation of New Data:
• Updated bedrock depth, pumping, model stress 

periods

• New well logs

• Groundwater levels

• UVRGA well registration and reporting info 

• Changed model to daily for improved calculations of 
ISW Depletion
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Work Order No. 12 – Model Calibration Update
Work Completed Key Findings

Sensitivity Analysis: 
• Assessed sensitivity of model inputs.

• Narrowed scope of calibration task by identifying key 
model parameters in different areas that impact model 
calibration the most.

Model Calibration Update: 
• Updated the model calibration.

• The model’s ability to represent streamflow (especially 
low flows) was significantly improved .

Review of Model Limitations & Uncertainty: 
• Assessed uncertainty in model inputs and calibration 

data.

• USGS Foster Park gage measurement location variability 
has very significant on model calibration

• Error in measured and estimated streamflow entering 
basin can significantly impact model results

• Bedrock depth data remains a significant limitation
Recommendations: 
• Reviewed updated calibration results and developed 

recommendations.

• Streamflow measurement improvements
• Synoptic Streamflow study in Foster Park
• Collect more bedrock depth data
• Improve groundwater level calibration (upstream areas)
• Quantify uncertainty in depletion estimates
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• Where is surface water inflow gaged?
• Three locations 

• Both forks of Matilija Creek (proxy for basin inflow)
• San Antonio Creek near Ventura River Confluence

• Where is surface water inflow not gaged?
• Several unnamed tributaries
• Coyote Creek

• Where is surface water outflow gaged?
• Foster Park USGS gage – used for model calibration
• Robles Diversion (not shown on map)

• Where is surface water outflow not gaged?
• Not applicable

Upper Ventura River Basin Inflows and Outflows

11118500

605A

602B
604

Gaged
Ungaged

Combined Matilija 
streamflow model input

San Antonio streamflow model 
input

Foster Park streamflow 
calibration point

Stream Inflow and Outflow Locations

Bryan Bondy
Text Box
Item 6(a), Attachment



12

How Does Stream Gaging Work?
• Manual stream discharge 

measurements made periodically

• Gage sensor measures continuous 
river height (“river stage” or “gage 
height”)

• Develop mathematical relationship 
between discharge and stage 
(“rating curve”)

Bryan Bondy
Text Box
Item 6(a), Attachment



13

Ventura River Flow Measurement Challenges

Ideal Field 
Conditions

Steady, 
unobstructed flow

THEORY

Uneven
Profile

Ventura River

Pools

Heavy 
vegetation

Structures

Ventura River

Smooth, even
profile

No 
obstructions
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USGS Foster Park Gage Discharge Measurement Error

• Manual measurements of 
streamflow are difficult due to 
channel conditions and 
environmental factors 
• Measurement Rating System:

• Excellent = 5% Error
• Good = 5-10% Error
• Fair = 10-15% Error
• Poor = 15+% Error

Example Showing Error Bars on USGS Measurements
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USGS Foster Park Gage Discharge Measurement 
Location Variability

• USGS rarely measures flow at 
stage recorder location
• Rating curve represents flow at 

various locations, not the stage 
recorder location

• Measurement locations change 
frequently

• Many measurements at unspecified 
location

PROBLEM: 
Model suggests that streamflow varies 
significantly upstream/downstream of 

stage recorder by as much as 5 cfs.

800-ft 
Downstream

600-ft Upstream

No bedrock or groundwater level 
data available downstream of basin 

boundary for model calibration

USGS Measurements Locations 
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USGS Foster Park Gage Discharge Measurement 
Location Variability (Continued)

• Most measurements during 
original calibration period for low 
flows were performed 
downstream of the gage or at an 
unknown location, but no data 
are available for model 
calibration downstream of basin. 

• Measurements since calibration 
have been mostly upstream or at 
the gage (i.e., within basin), 
where we have data for model 
calibration.

Downstream
of Basin

Inside
Basin
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USGS Foster Park Rating Curve 
Not Appropriate for Model Calibration Use

• Data do not represent flow at stage recorder

• Mixture of different measurement locations with 
variable flow bias:

• Flows vary 2-4 cfs in range of most interest 
for GSP (i.e., 1 - 10 cfs) 

• Curve has poor fit with data in flow range of most 
interest for GSP (i.e., 1 - 10 cfs) 

• Significant change in rating curve observed 
starting in water year 2010

Pre-2010 data

Poor Fit 
1 -10 cfs

Spread in Measured 
Flows = 2-4 cfs

In 1-10 cfs range
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USGS Foster Park Model Calibration Dataset
• Quantitative Calibration Evaluation:

• Streamflow measurements located inside 
basin at known distances from stage 
recorder

• Black dots on graphs
• Bars account for measurement error
• Significantly limits data for quantitative 

calibration evaluation 
• (66 measurements)
• No data for prior to 2017

• Qualitative Calibration Evaluation:
• Rating curve data used for qualitative 

calibration evaluation only
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• County gages measure key inflows to basin

• Discharge measurements more frequent 
than USGS and near stage recorder

• Need continuous record for model input
• Used rating curve data with error estimated 

based on manual measurement ratings
• Periods of estimated data noted (orange and 

red band on upper chart)
• Most estimated data appears reasonable
• 2018 estimates have significant impact on 

model (2018)
• Estimates do not follow expected baseflow 

recession curve

Evaluation of Ventura County 
Stream Gage Data
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Summary of Model Updates Before Calibration Update

• Additional channel braid upstream of 
Foster Park to better represent 
Coyote Creek confluence

• Bedrock depth updated in two areas with new data

• Model Updates:

• Streambed slope corrections

• Model converted to 100% daily simulation

• Groundwater pumping updated based on UVRGA well registration 
responses and flowmeter data

• Streamflow data provisional data replaced with approved data
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• Calibration Goal: Improve match to measured streamflow at Foster Park
• Focus on baseflow recession and low-flow (<10 cfs) conditions at Foster Park
• Focus period with usable Foster Park streamflow measurement (i.e. 2017+):
• Included new groundwater level data to ensure model accuracy

• Performed sensitivity analysis to identify streambed and aquifer 
property inputs to model that impact calibration the most 

• Reduced calibration effort and helps quantify model uncertainty

• Performed model calibration using tool called PEST that helps automate 
the calibration process

• Hundreds of simulations with different input parameter combinations

Model Calibration Update Approach
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Calibration Results

Improved 
match with 

measurements 
made inside 

basin

Questionable 
estimated 
inflows period

1. Removed 
streamflow 
overestimation bias 
(green vs. pink lines)

2. Improved match to 
streamflow 
measurements 
a) Closer match with 

downstream 
measurements

b) Closer match with 
measurements 
within basin

Improved match 
with 

measurements 
made downstream 

of basin
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Evaluation of Tributary Inflow 
Uncertainty on Model Calibration

• Gray shading indicates 
impact of streamflow 
uncertainty on model 
calibration
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• Changes to the Ventura River channel geometry did not materially impact the model. 
• Model updates addressed several factors hindering the model’s performance.
• Original model streamflow calibration was not representative because USGS Foster Park 

streamflow measurements were assumed to be at stage recorder location.
• Updated calibration:

• Correctly accounts USGS streamflow measurement locations.
• Only uses data that is appropriate for quantify model calibration.
• Improved calibration to streamflow measurements, particularly at low flows relevant to GSP.
• Preserves a good match to an expanded dataset of measured groundwater levels, although 

some areas could benefit from additional calibration.
• Estimated surface water inflows can significantly impact model calibration to USGS 

gage.

Conclusions
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• Although un-gaged tributary inflow uncertainty is large during storms, the 
uncertainty is small during the low-flow periods of interest to GSP.

• Very limited streamflow data for model calibration due to USGS Foster Park gage 
challenges – model calibration will need to be revisited as more data becomes 
available over time.

• Availability of bedrock depth information remains a significant limitation.

Conclusions (continued)
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• River discharge measurements should be consistent and well documented to 
support future model calibration efforts.

• Perform synoptic streamflow survey in Foster Park area in partnership with others.
• Concurrent flow measurements at different locations to understand spatial variability in flow 

suggested by model.
• Coordination with stream gage operators, esp. USGS, is important.
• Continue pursuing UVRGA/DWR gage at Camino Cielo to reduce uncertainty in 

Matilija Creek inflows to basin.
• Quantify uncertainty in ISW depletion estimates (included in proposed Work Order 

No. 13).
• Seek opportunities to add more bedrock depth data, esp. in lower part of basin.
• Perform additional model calibration when significant new data becomes available.

• Calibration of groundwater levels in northern part of basin could be improved now.

Recommendations
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 Upper Ventura River Groundwater Agency

 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual
 July through September 2025

Jul - Sep 25 Budget $ Over Budget % of Budget Comments

Ordinary Income/Expense

Income

Interest/Penalties 52.77

43000 · Groundwater Extraction Fee 644,952.00 169,482.00 475,470.00 380.54% Member Agencies are billed upfront for entire year.

Total Income 645,004.77 169,482.00 475,522.77 380.57%

Expense

55000 · Administrative Exp

55015 · Postage & Shipping 107.55 187.50 -79.95 57.36%

55020 · Office Supplies & Software 84.61 250.00 -165.39 33.84%

55025 · Minor Equipment 0.00 125.00 -125.00 0.0%

55030 · Bank Service Charges 27.50 25.00 2.50 110.0%

55035 · Advertising and Promotion 0.00 375.00 -375.00 0.0%

55055 · Insurance Expense-SDRMA 4,975.27 1,230.50 3,744.77 404.33% Insurance is paid once per year.

55060 · Memberships-CSDA 675.50 540.75 134.75 124.92% CSDA dues are paid once per year.

55070 · Memberships- VRWC 0.00 1,289.00 -1,289.00 0.0%

Total 55000 · Administrative Exp 5,870.43 4,022.75 1,847.68 145.93%

58000 · Professional Fees 0.0%

58005 · Executive Director /GSP Manager 7,740.89 12,500.00 -4,759.11 61.93%

58010 · Legal Fees 3,396.08 12,500.00 -9,103.92 27.17%

58015 · Website 0.00 750.00 -750.00 0.0%

58020 · Accounting 4,962.25 6,250.00 -1,287.75 79.4%

58040 · Audit Expense 0.00 4,125.00 -4,125.00 0.0% Audit switched to biennial.  Audit deferred to next year.

58050 · Other Professional Services 73,105.28 147,112.50 -74,007.22 49.69%

Total 58000 · Professional Fees 89,204.50 183,237.50 -94,033.00 48.68%

Total Expense 95,074.93 187,260.25 -92,185.32 50.77% Expenses are typically incurred later in fiscal year.

Net Ordinary Income 549,929.84 -17,778.25 567,708.09 -3,093.27%

Other Income/Expense

Other Income

Unrealized Gain/Loss Invstmnt 6,136.08

Total Other Income 6,136.08

Other Expense

Contingency - Non Capital Exp 0.00 18,726.00 -18,726.00 0.0%

Total Other Expense 0.00 18,726.00 -18,726.00 0.0%

Net Other Income 6,136.08 -18,726.00 24,862.08 -32.77%

Net Income 556,065.92 -36,504.25 592,570.17 -1,523.29%
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Bondy Groundwater Consulting, Inc. 

January 2, 2026 

Board of Directors 
Upper Ventura River Groundwater Agency  
202 W. El Roblar Dr. 
Ojai, CA 93023 
 
RE: Annual Fee Review 
 
Dear Directors, 

Bondy Groundwater Consulting, Inc. (BGC) thanks you for the ongoing opportunity to serve Upper 
Ventura River Groundwater Agency (UVRGA). As you may be aware, the professional services 
agreement between BGC and UVRGA provides for annual review of billing rates for reasonable 
increases reflecting market trends.  This review occurs on the contract anniversary (October).  

BGC proposes a cost-of-living adjustment to the labor rate consistent with the Los Angeles area 
consumer price index (CPI) percentage change for the 12-month period ending September 2025. 
The 12-month CPI percentage change was 3.5%. The proposed increase raises the professional 
service rate from $226.50 to $234.50/hr. (rounded to the nearest half dollar).   

Please note that I am offering this proposed rate increase in accordance with a Board-approved 
contract on my own behalf and on behalf of my company BGC.  Though BGC is under contract as a 
consultant to the UVRGA, I am not submitting this letter in my capacity as consultant or 
independent contractor to UVRGA, and do not offer it as any form of advice or recommendation.  
The UVRGA Board of Directors should exercise its independent judgment as to the appropriateness 
of the rate increase and consult third parties as it sees fit. 

Please contact me with any questions, comments, or concerns.  Thank you for the opportunity to be 
of service.   

Sincerely, 
 
 
Bryan Bondy, PG 7676, CHG 821 
President 
Bondy Groundwater Consulting, Inc.
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