Staff

Kyria Martinez, County Executive Officer
Laurie Avedisian-Favini, County Counsel

Catherine Venturella, Clerk of the Board

Board Members

Joe Neves, District 1 — Vice Chairman
Richard Valle, District 2

Doug Verboon, District 3

Rusty Robinson, District 4 — Chairman
Robert Thayer, District 5

Regular Meeting Agenda

Date: June 9, 2026
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Place: BOARD of SUPERVISORS CHAMBERS, Kings County Government Center

1400 W. Lacey Boulevard, Hanford, California 93230

@ (559) 852-2362 < bosquestions@co.kings.ca.us < www.countyofkingsca.gov

The meeting can be attended on the Internet by clicking the Microsoft Teams hyper link below:

https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/224906316438422?p=t0IDcZIrb2KEQg8zlJ

or by sending an email to bosquestions@co.kings.ca.us on the morning of the meeting for an automated email
response with the Microsoft Teams meeting link information. Members of the public attending via Microsoft
Teams will have the opportunity to provide public comments during the meeting. If the Microsoft Teams
connection malfunctions or becomes unavailable for any reason, the Board of Supervisors reserves the right to
conduct the meeting without remote access. *Microsoft Teams will be available for access, and the Board
Chambers will be open at 8:50 a.m.*
Members of the public who wish to view/observe the meeting virtually can do so on the internet at:
www.countyofkingsca.gov and click on the “Join Meeting” button or by clicking this link:
https://youtube.com/live/bllLne4Opf8?feature=share

**Members of the public viewing the meeting through YouTube will not have the ability to provide public
comment.

Members of the public may submit written comments on any matter within the Board’s subject matter
jurisdiction, regardless of whether it is on the agenda for the Board’s consideration or action, and those
comments may become part of the administrative record of the meeting. Comments will not be read into the
record, only the names of those who have submitted comments will be read. Written comments should be
directed to bosquestions@co.kings.ca.us email by 8:00 a.m. on the morning of the noticed meeting to be
included in the record. Those comments received after 8:00 a.m. may become part of the record of the next
meeting. E-mail is not monitored during the meeting. To submit comments by U.S. Mail, send to: Kings County
Board of Supervisors, Attn: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, County of Kings, 1400 W. Lacey Blvd., Hanford,
CA 93230.

l. 9:00 AM CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL - Clerk of the Board
INVOCATION - Pastor Sylvia Gaston - Koinonia Church
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
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VI.

UNSCHEDULED APPEARANCES

This is an opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on items of interest within the
Board's jurisdiction, and which are not already on the agenda. The Board will not answer questions
impromptu, and concerns or complaints will be referred to appropriate staff. For items which are on the
agenda, members of the public will be provided with an opportunity to address the Board as each item is
brought up for discussion. Speakers should limit their comments to not more than two (2) minutes.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Report out of closed session from the regular meeting for June 2, 2026.
B. Approval of the minutes from the regular meeting for June 2, 2026.

CONSENT CALENDAR
All items listed under the consent calendar are considered routine and will be enacted by one motion. If
a Board member has questions, requests additional information, or wishes to comment on an item, the
vote should not be taken until after questions have been addressed or comments made, and the public
has had an opportunity to comment on the Consent Calendar items.
A. Assessor/Clerk/Recorder:
1. Consider approving an Agreement with Kofile Technologies, Incorporated for restoration and
digitization services retroactively effective from July 1, 2025 through June 9, 2030.
B. Administration:
1. a. Consider approving the Memorandum of Understanding for the Master Crime Insurance
Program;
b. Approve the Memorandum of Understanding for the Cyber Liability Program;
c. Approve the Memorandum of Understanding for the Pollution Liability Insurance
Program.
2. Consider adopting a Resolution approving the plan of finance and the issuance of up to
$55,000,000 in educational facility revenue bonds for two public charter schools by the
California Public Finance Authority for Mana 7 Riverside LLC.

REGULAR CALENDAR
A. Fire Department — John Chamberlin/Matt SanFilippo
1. a. Consider authorizing the purchase of 50 Personal Protective Equipment Turnouts from
Bauer Compressors, Incorporated;
b. Approve an Agreement with Bauer Compressors, Incorporated San Francisco Division, a
Virginia corporation retroactively effective from July 1, 2025, through June 30, 2028;
c. Adopt the budget change. (4/5 vote required)

B. Public Works Department — Michelle Speer/Mitchel Cabrera
1. a. Consider approving the Agreement with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
for the Houston Avenue at Cross Creek Bridge Replacement project;
b. Authorize the Public Works Director to sign the Agreement.

STUDY SESSION
A. County Counsel — Laurie Avedisian-Favini
1. Receive a presentation from County Counsel and from the Tulare Lake Reclamation District
No. 761; accept comments from interested landowners and the public; and provide direction
to staff from the options outlined in the agenda item by consensus of the Board members.
This is a study session and no formal Board action is required.
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VII. BOARD MEMBER ANNOUNCEMENTS OR REPORTS
On their own initiative, Board Members may make a brief announcement or a brief report on their own
activities. They may ask questions for clarification, make a referral to staff or request staff place a
matter of business on a future agenda (Govt. Code Section 54954.2a).

Staff Updates and/or Reports

Board Correspondence

Upcoming Events

Information on Future Agenda Items

* & & o

VIIL. CLOSED SESSION
1. Government Code section 54957.6
CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS
Agency designated representatives:
Kyria Martinez
Carolyn Leist
Che Johnson - Liebert Cassidy Whitmore
Employee Organizations:
General Unit - CLOCEA
Supervisor’s Unit - CLOCEA
Blue Collar — SEIU
Detention Deputy’s Association
Firefighter’s Association
Deputy Sheriff’'s Association
Probation Officer’s Association
Prosecutor’s Association
Unrepresented Management
2. Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1)
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION
Name of Case: City of Avenal v. County of Kings
Case No. 26CU0138
3. Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1)
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION
Name of Case: City of Avenal v. County of Kings
Kings County Superior Court Case No. 26CU0106
5t DCA Case No: F091517
4. Government Code section 54956.9
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant Exposure to Litigation Pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of section 54956.9
of the Government Code: Three Cases
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IX. ADJOURNMENT
The next regularly scheduled meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 16, 2026, at 9:00 a.m.

X. 11:00 AM  CALIFORNIA PUBLIC FINANCE AUTHORITY MEETING

Xl 1:00 PM MID-KINGS RIVER GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY MEETING

FUTURE MEETINGS AND EVENTS

June 16 9:00 AM Regular Meeting
June 23 9:00 AM Regular Meeting
June 30 9:00 AM Regular Meeting
July 7 9:00 AM Regular Meeting
July 14 9:00 AM Regular Meeting

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please
contact the Board of Supervisors office at (559) 852-2362 by 9:00 a.m. on the Monday prior to this meeting.

Agenda backup information and any public records provided to the Board after the posting of the agenda for this meeting will
be available for public review within 24 hours of receipt of said documents, at the Kings County Board of Supervisors office,
located at 1400 W. Lacey Blvd., Hanford, CA 93230 or at

https://www.countyofkingsca.gov/departments/board-of-supervisors/calendar-agenda-and-action-summary
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ROBERT M. DOWD
GRISWOLD ey sl
L ASALLE

COBB DOWD & GIN LLP 111 E 7th Street
Hanford, CA 93230
www.griswoldlasalle.com

June 2, 2026
VIA EMAIL

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacy Blvd.
Hanford, CA 93230

Re:  Position of Landowner County Sanitation District No. 2 on Election of
Trustees for Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761

Dear Members of the Kings County Board of Supervisors:

We are providing the position of County Sanitation District No. 2 of Los Angeles County
(“LACSD” or “Sanitation District”) concerning the election of Trustees to the Board of Tulare
Lake Reclamation District No. 761 (“RD-761). LACSD appreciates the Board of Supervisors’
attention to this important issue and its convening of a study session to foster a dialogue to develop
a fair path forward. LACSD is committed to proper governance of RD-761 that ensures that all
landowners are equitably represented. As such, we believe that an election process that relies upon
a definitive and accurate map of RD-761’s boundaries and quantification of land ownership within
those boundaries is a necessary condition precedent of any election process.

Executive Summary

According to its Bylaws, RD-761 has a very simple purpose: “. . .fo divert and obtain water
supplies for conveyance and distribution to landowners within the District on a fair. reasonable
and equitable basis.” In order to hold to that purpose, including the establishment of proper Board
of Trustees of RD-761, LACSD views an accurate map of RD-761 and an accurate roll reflecting
land ownership within RD-761 as essential. To resolve the conflict over the election issue before
the Board of Supervisors and ensure proper governance of RD-761, LACSD is open to any
reasonable alternative that results in a reliable and accurate map and property roll.

LACSD specifically proposes these alternative solutions:

e The parties reconsider LACSD’s previous proposal — that the Board of Supervisors
appoint two individuals consisting of a single designee from each of LACSD and
Sandridge to the open RD-761 Board seats and RD-761 would then be directed to
hire the necessary experts to resolve questions about the map and voting roll by a
date certain, no later than the next scheduled election in November 2026.

e The Board of Supervisors appoint a third individual to fill the RD-761 Election
Board seat recently vacated by Ceil Howe, IIl. The Election Board would be
directed to resolve the map and land ownership issues through the creation of an

Lyman D. Griswold Michael E. LaSalle Steven W. Cobb JimD. Lee Robert W. Gin
(1914-2000) (Retired) (1947-1993) (Retired) (Retired)
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Request for County Assistance

Sandridge requests that the County immediately intervene and force a ballot before
questions about the underlying voting rights are resolved. This puts the cart before the horse and
would serve only to cause unnecessary delay. It also has the potential to embroil the County in
needless litigation, arising both from its lack of authority to act under Election Code section 10400
and from disputes about whether votes were properly allocated to RD-761 landowners. The Board
of Supervisors should reject this obviously flawed approach.

Instead, as requested by RD-761’s General Counsel, the Board of Supervisors should direct
County staff to work with RD-761 to resolve the boundary issues and to provide a certified roll
showing the “ownership and number of acres owned” within RD-761 “determined from the
[County’s ] last equalized tax roll,” as required by the Reclamation District statute. (Water Code
§§ 50701, 50704(e).)

Conclusion
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ALLIANCES IN MEXICO

October 14, 2025

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE

VIA E-MAIL

Ajay Malik

President of the Board of Trustees

Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761
amalik@lacsd.org

Re: Election Scheduled for November 18, 2025

Dear Mr. Malik:

You have asked us to provide our opinion, and recommendation, regarding the ability of
the Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761 (“RD 761 or “District”) to hold the election
currently scheduled for November 18, 2025, in light of significant uncertainty over the
boundaries of the District, and resultant uncertainty over the number of votes each landowner
can make in the election, as a result of issues that have arisen regarding the certified equalized
tax roll provided by the County of Kings (“County”). For the reasons explained below, we have
concluded that the election should be stayed as the County has not yet provided the proper
equalized tax roll, and we therefore do not know how many votes each landowner may cast in
the election.

At the special meeting of the Board of Trustees of the District (“Board”) on July 29,
2025, the Board adopted Resolution 2025-02 announcing that the District will hold an all-mail
ballot election for two trustee seats on November 18, 2025. Under Water Code Section 50701,
the Board is required, prior to each election, to cause a copy of the appropriate roll to be prepared
and certified by the proper officer and furnished to the election board. Under Water Code
Section 50704(c) and (e), the proper roll is the last equalized tax roll for Kings County for lands
within the District. (See also Water Code Section 50160.) At its July 29, 2025 meeting, the
Board accordingly also took action directing the Board Secretary to obtain the proper certified
equalized tax roll from the County with which to conduct the election.

As directed by the Board, we understand the Board Secretary, Ms. Wilkins, reached out
to the County. However, instead of preparing the proper certified roll based on its records of
land within the District, the County prepared the roll for a list of parcels submitted by Ms.

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SPEAR TOWER PHONE: +1 415 957 3000 FAX: +1 415 957 3001
ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1127 DM2\300768824.2
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Ajay Malik
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Wilkins, which list was based on a map dating from 1938 and later work done by Summers
Engineering, apparently on behalf of the District some years ago. The resulting information
from the County included parcel information for parcels containing land both within and outside
the District, but did not segregate out the acreage within the District for such parcels.

We then received notice that the map relied on by Summers Engineering to determine
District boundaries, and resulting acreage within the District, did not match the available maps
from the County. Investigation revealed this to be true. Since that time, we have conducted
further factual investigation, including contacting Summers Engineering, but have not yet been
able to determine the source of this discrepancy.

Regardless, the Water Code provisions governing elections and assessments indicate that
it is the County’s, not the District’s, role to determine, prepare and provide the certified
equalized tax roll (and assessment roll) for lands within the District, which roll should not
include land/acreage outside of the District boundaries. (See Water Code Sections 50160,
50701-50704; see also Water Code Sections 51320 et seq. [describing a county’s role in creating
operation and maintenance assessments].)

We again contacted the County Assessor’s office on September 29, 2025, and requested
the certified equalized tax roll for land within the District in conformance with County maps and
records. After some back and forth with the Assessor’s Office, the County provided information
for parcels that contained land within the District, but did not segregate out acreage outside the
District boundaries pursuant to County records, as requested.

Accordingly, at this late date, the Board’s action directing the acquisition of the certified
appropriate roll necessary to conduct the election has not been fulfilled, and in our opinion the
election cannot go forward as noticed on November 18, 2025. We recommend that you, as
President of the Board, direct the Board staff to immediately cease any further efforts in
connection with the November 18, 2025 election. We also recommend that the Board set a new
election date, at its next meeting, at least 90 days after the currently scheduled election date to
give the District more time to work with the County to ensure that the District has the necessary,
accurate information to allow it to conduct the election in a proper and accurate, and transparent,
manner.

If you have any questions or would like more information on these issues, please let me
know.

Sincerely,
DUANE MORRIS LLP

;

r~Kn I Leance
Colin L. Pearce )
Partner

cc: Craig Andrew, Vice President of the Board of Trustees (via email)
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT No. 761
November 13, 2025

The Board of Trustees of Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761 met at 944 Whitley Ave.,
Corcoran, California, on Thursday, November 13, 2025, at the hour of 10:30 a.m.

President Malik presided and Secretary Wilkins kept the minutes.

TRUSTEES PRESENT: Ajay Malik
Craig Andrew
Mike Sullivan
Riley Jones
Jim Wilson

TRUSTEES ABSENT:

OTHERS PRESENT: Colin Pearce
Staci Wilkins
Chris Sanders
Wesley Beverlin

President Malik called the meeting to order at 10:30 a.m. Roll was taken by Secretary Wilkins.
President Malik asked for public comment. No public comment was offered.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Consider approval of the Minutes of the special Board Meeting held September 19, 2025.
2. Consider approval of District expenditures (09/20/2025 — 11/13/2025).

On a motion by Trustee Andrew and seconded by Trustee Jones, the Board voted to
approve the Consent Calendar items as presented. (5-0)

ACTION CALENDAR

3. Review and consider action directing District Counsel to retain an independent
engineering firm or other expert to work with Kings County to establish an official map
of RD761 using current records of Kings County to clearly identify the boundaries of
RD761, including the acreage of land within the boundaries.

There is still concern of the exact boundaries and land allocation percentages for each
landowner. On a motion by Trustee Jones and seconded by Trustee Sullivan, District
Counsel is directed to retain an independent engineering firm or other expert to determine




the exact boundaries of the District and report back to the Board. The vote was 3-2,
thereby failing the motion without a super majority in favor of the motion.

4. Consider adoption of Resolution 2025-04 A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761
AUTHORIZING APPOINTMENT BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF TWO
NOMINEES TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES IN LIEU OF AN ALL-MAIL BALLOT
ELECTION.

Prior to the start of the meeting, the two largest landowners agreed to rescind one
nomination each to avoid an election, resulting in an appointment in lieu of election by
the Board of Supervisors. On a motion of Trustee Andrew and seconded by Trustee
Wilson, the Board voted as follows to adopt Resolution 2025-04:

Andrew Wilson Riley Sullivan Malik

Aye Aye Aye Nay Nay

The motion did not pass without a super majority in favor of the motion.

Without approval of agenda item 3, one landowner refused to rescind one of their
candidates, leaving three candidates for two open seats. The deadline for mailing the
ballots for the November 18 election had passed, leaving it clear the election could not
take place as scheduled. Discussion followed on how to move forward. Mr. Pearce
indicated he would research alternative options and let the Board decide how to proceed.
A special meeting will be held on a date to be determined to discuss the options.

Prior to adjournment, Trustee Riley indicated that he would like to change his vote for
agenda item 4 to “abstain”. With that change, the motion and second to adopt Resolution
2025-04 still failed to pass without a super majority in favor.

ADJOURNMENT

5. There being no further business to come before the Board on the occasion of the
November 13, 2025, meeting, President Malik adjourned the meeting at 10:54 a.m. until
the next regular meeting on February 10, 2026, or as otherwise directed by the Board.

Attest:

Ajay Malik, President

Staci Wilkins, Secretary
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TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT No. 761

RESOLUTION NO. 2025-04

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761 AUTHORIZING APPOINTMENT BY THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF TWO NOMINEES TO THE BOARD OF
TRUSTEES IN LIEU OF AN ALL-MAIL BALLOT ELECTION

WHEREAS, the Tulare Lake Reclamation District #761 (“District”) Bylaws
provide that the term of each Trustee shall be for four years; or until a successor is elected;
and

WHEREAS, the District Bylaws further provide that elections for the Board of
Trustees are to take place on odd-numbered yeats; and

WHEREAS, the District must hold an election for the purpose of electing qualified
Trustees to the seats currently held by Riley Jones and Michael Sullivan; and

WHEREAS, at its special meeting of July 29, 2025, the Board of Trustees adopted
Resolution 2025-02 Announcing-an All-Mail Ballot Election for Two Trustees’ Seats, as
authorized by Water Code section 50707 and California Elections Code section 4108,
which called for the District to conduct an election by all-mailed ballots; and

WHEREAS, due to the recent withdrawal of two of four nominees for the two open
seats on the Board of Trustees noted above, there is no longer a need for an all-mail ballot
election and the Board of Trustees instead believes it is in the best interests of the District
to now authorize appointment of two Trustees by the Board of Supervisors of Kings County
in lieu of an all-mail ballot election, pursuant to Water Code section 50742.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED by the District’s Board of Trustees that:

1. The District will not take any further action or steps to hold an all-mail ballot
election for the two Trustees seats, as authorized by Resolution 2025-02.

2. The District authorizes the submission of the two nominees to the Board of
Supervisors of Kings County for appointment to the Board of Trustees.

3. The Board of Trustees directs the Board Secretary to submit the names of

and to the Board of Supervisors

of Kings County and to take any and all other actions necessary for the
appointment of the two nominees to the Board of Trustees.:




ALL THE FOREGOING, being on motion of Trustee , seconded
by Trustee , and authorized by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes:
Noes:
Abstain:
Absent:

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution of the District was duly
passed and adopted by the Board of Trustees on this 13th day of November, 2025.

Ajay Malik
President of the Board
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Whitney, Thompson & Jeffcoach LLP

James A. Ardaiz, #60455
jardaiz@wtjlaw.com

Marshall C. Whitney, #82952
mwhitney@wtjlaw.com

Devon R. McTeer, #230539
dmcteer@wtjlaw.com

F. William Jackson, #271255
wiackson@wtilaw.com

8050 N. Palm Avenue, Suite 110

Fresno, California 93711

Telephone:  (559) 753-2550

Facsimile: (559) 753-2560

Attorneys for Defendants Tulare Lake
Reclamation District No. 761 and Sandridge
Partners, L.P.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF KERN

KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION, an
unincorporated association, TULARE LAKE
BASIN WATER STORAGE DISTRICT, a
public agency organized under the laws of the
State of California; TULARE LAKE CANAL
COMPANY, a California corporation;
SOUTHEAST LAKE WATER COMPANY, a
California corporation,

Plaintiffs,
V.

TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION
DISTRICT NO. 761, a public agency
organized under the laws of the State of
California; SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P., a
California limited partnership; and DOES 1
through 100, inclusive,

Defendants.

PROPOUNDING PARTY:
RESPONDING PARTY:

SET NO.: One

Case No. BCV-19-100523

DEFENDANT SANDRIDGE PARTNERS,
L.P.’S RESPONSE TO FIRST SET OF
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
PROPOUNDED BY PLAINTIFF KINGS
RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION

Action Filed:
Trial Date:

October 15,2018
None Set

Plaintiff KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION
Defendant SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P.

DEFENDANT SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P.”S RESPONSE TO FIRST SET OF SPECIAL
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY PLAINTIFF KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION
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Pursuant to Sections 2030.210, et seq., of the California Code of Civil Procedure,
Defendant SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. (“Responding Party”) hereby submits these
objections and responses to the First Set of Interrogatories propounded by Plaintiff KINGS
RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION (“Propounding Party”).

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not completed its investigation of the facts relating to this case, its
discovery or its preparation for trial. All responses and objections contained herein are based only
upon information that is presently available to and specifically known by Responding Party. It is
anticipated that further discovery, independent investigation, legal research and analysis will
supply additional facts and add meaning to known facts, as well as establish entirely new factual
conclusions and legal contentions, all of which may lead to substantial additions to, changes in and
variations from the responses set forth herein.

These responses, while based on diligent inquiry and investigation by Responding Party,
reflect only the current state of Responding Party’s knowledge, understanding, and belief, based
upon the information reasonably available to it at this time. As this action proceeds, and further
investigation and discovery are conducted, additional or different facts and information could be
revealed to Responding Party. Moreover, Responding Party anticipates that Propounding Party
may make legal or factual contentions presently unknown to and unforeseen by Responding Party
which may require Responding Party to adduce further facts in rebuttal to such contentions.
Consequently, Responding Party may not yet have knowledge and may not fully understand the
significance of information potentially pertinent to these responses. Accordingly, these responses
are provided without prejudice to Responding Party’s right to rely upon and use any information
that it subsequently discovers, or that was omitted from these responses as a result of mistake,
inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect. Without in any way obligating itself to do so,
Responding Party reserves the right to modify, supplement, revise, or amend these responses, and
to correct any inadvertent errors or omissions which may be contained herein, in light of the
information that Responding Party may subsequently obtain or discover.

Nothing in this response should be construed as an admission by Responding Party with
54.105270954.000 2
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respect to the admissibility or relevance of any fact or document, or of the truth or accuracy of any
characterization or statement of any kind contained in Propounding Party’s interrogatories.

Each of the following responses is made solely for the purpose of this action. Each
response is subject to all objections as to relevance, materiality, and admissibility, and to any and
all objections on any ground that would require exclusion of any response if it were introduced in
court. All objections and grounds are expressly reserved and may be interposed at the time of
trial, hearing, or otherwise. Furthermore, each of the objections contained herein is incorporated
by reference as though fully set forth in each response.

The following objections and responses are made without prejudice to Responding Party’s
right to produce at trial, or otherwise, evidence regarding any subsequently discovered
information. Responding Party accordingly reserves the right to modify and amend any and all
responses herein as research is completed and contentions are made.

Nothing contained herein is to be construed as a waiver of any attorney-client privilege,
work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege or doctrine. To the extent any
interrogatory may be construed as calling for disclosure of information protected from discovery
by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any other privilege or protection, a
continuing objection to each and every such interrogatory is hereby interposed.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Responding Party generally objects to the Interrogatories as follows:

1. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they
seek to elicit information that is neither relevant to the subject matter of this action, nor reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence;

2. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are
unreasonably overbroad in scope, and thus burdensome and oppressive, in that each such request
seeks information pertaining to items and matters that are not relevant to the subject matter of this
action, or, if relevant, so remote therefrom as to make its disclosure of little or no practical benefit
to Propounding Party, while placing a wholly unwarranted burden and expense on Responding

Party in locating, reviewing and producing the requested information;
54.105270954.000 3
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3. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are
burdensome and oppressive, in that ascertaining the information necessary to respond to them
would require the review and compilation of information from multiple locations, and voluminous
records and files, thereby involving substantial time of employees of Responding Party and great
expense to Responding Party, whereas the information sought to be obtained by Propounding
Party would be of little use or benefit to Propounding Party;

4. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are
vague, uncertain, overbroad, and without limitation as to time or specific subject matter;

5. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they
seek information at least some of which is protected by the attorney-client privilege or the attorney
work-product doctrine, or both;

6. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they
seek to have Responding Party furnish information that is a matter of the public record, and
therefore is equally available to the Propounding Party as they are to Responding Party; and

7. Responding Party objects generally to the Interrogatories to the extent that they
seek to have Responding Party furnish information that is proprietary to Responding Party and
contain confidential information.

8. Responding Party objects to the interrogatories, and to any individual interrogatory
set forth therein, to the extent that they are compound and constitute an impermissible effort to
circumvent the 35 special interrogatory limit set by Section 2030.030 of the California Code of
Civil Procedure.

9. Responding Party expressly incorporates each of the foregoing General Objections
into each specific response to the requests set forth below as if set forth in full therein. An answer
to a request is not intended to be a waiver of any applicable specific or general objection to such
request.

Without waiver of the foregoing, Responding Party further responds as follows:
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RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. own real property within the boundaries of
TULARE Lake Reclamation District No. 761?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Yes.
INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. owns real property within the boundaries of TULARE
LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761, identify all real property SANDRIDGE
PARTNERS, L.P. owns within the boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT
NO. 761 by address and Assessor’s Parcel Number.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is overly broad, unduly-
burdensome, seeks confidential information, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections,
Responding Party responds as follows:

026-330-070, 036-060-009, 036-060-010, 036-060-011, 036-060-012, 036-110-018, 036-
110-020, 036-110-021, 036-120-044, 036-210-013, 036-210-027, 036-210-030, 036-210-031,
036-210-032, 036-220-001, 036-220-008, 042-010-009, 042-010-010, 042-010-011, 042-010-015,
042-010-016, 042-010-017, 042-010-018, 042-010-035, 042-010-039, 042-030-001, 042-030-012,
042-090-001, 042-090-014, 042-100-004, 042-100-026, 042-100-027, 042-100-068, 042-100-069,
042-100-073, 042-100-100, 042-150-014, 042-150-016, 042-150-054, 042-180-001, 042-180-016,
042-180-023.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Did SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. receive Kings River water from TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761 at any time in 2018?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Yes.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. received Kings River water from TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761 at any time in 2018, state the amount of water
SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. received in acre feet.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Responding Party objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and
oppressive in that ascertaining the information necessary to respond to them would require a
compilation, abstract, audit or summary of the Responding Party’s records that does not currently
exist. Such a compilation, abstract, audit or summary would involve a substantial amount of time
of employees of Responding Party and great expense to Responding Party. Thus, pursuant to CCP
§ 2030.230, and as agreed to by Responding Party in its responses to Requests for Production of
Documents, Responding Party will produce documents which will provide the Propounding Party
with the information requested in this Interrogatory. In addition, such request seeks the work
product of our attorneys.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Did SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. convey Kings River water out of Kings River
Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A,” at any
time in 2018?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. §:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
“convey” and as to the “geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A.””
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Responding Party used Kings River
surface water both within and outside of the geographical area depicted in the map attached as
Exhibit A.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. conveyed Kings River water out of Kings River
Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A,” at any

time in 2018, state the amount of water SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. conveyed in acre feet.
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
“convey” and as to the “geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A.””
Responding Party further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and
oppressive in that ascertaining the information necessary to respond to them would require a
compilation, abstract, audit or summary of the Responding Party’s records that does not currently
exist. Such a compilation, abstract, audit or summary would involve a substantial amount of time
of employees of Responding Party and great expense to Responding Party. Thus, pursuant to CCP
§ 2030.230, and as agreed to by Responding Party in its responses to Requests for Production of
Documents, Responding Party will produce documents which will provide the Propounding Party
with the information requested in this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Has SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. had (sic) constructed any INFRASTRUCTURE to
move Kings River water out of the Kings River Service Area, the geographical area depicted in
the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”? (As used in these interrogatories,
“INFRASTRUCTURE” means pipelines, canals, pumps and/or wells.)

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
time and as to “to move Kings River water” and as to “the geographical area depicted in the map
attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A.”” Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections,
Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party has constructed INFRASTRUCTURE to
move various types of water to its various properties located both within and outside of the alleged
service area. The sole purpose of the INFRASTRUCTURE is not to move Kings River water out
of the alleged service area.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. has had (sic) constructed any INFRASTRUCTURE to
move Kings River water of the Kings River Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the

map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, state the approximate date on which such
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INFRASTRUCTURE was constructed. (As used in these interrogatories, “INFRASTRUCTURE”
means pipelines, canals, pumps and/or wells.)

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
time and as to “to move Kings River water” and as to “the geographical area depicted in the map
attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A.”” Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections,
Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party has constructed INFRASTRUCTURE to
move various types of water to its various properties located both within and outside of the alleged
service area. The sole purpose of the INFRASTRUCTURE is not to move Kings River water out
of the alleged service area. The INFRASTRUCTURE was constructed from approximately 2009
to 2018.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. has had (sic) constructed any INFRASTRUCTURE to
move Kings River water of the Kings River Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the
map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, describe the location of the real property on which such
INFRASTRUCTURE was constructed by address and Assessor’s Parcel Number. (As used in
these interrogatories, “INFRASTRUCTURE” means pipelines, canals, pumps and/or wells.)
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
time and as to “to move Kings River water” and as to “the geographical area depicted in the map
attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A.”” Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections,
Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party has constructed INFRASTRUCTURE to
move various types of water to its various properties located both within and outside of the alleged
service area. The sole purpose of the INFRASTRUCTURE is not to move Kings River water out
of the alleged service area. The following are APNs where INFRASTRUCTURE is located
capable of moving Kings River water out of the alleged service area: 042-220-057, 042-220-050,
042-220-049, 042-150-016, 042-150-026, 042-150-012, 042-100-032, 042-100-070, 048-300-028,

048-260-004, 048-260-015, 048-200-050.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. own a majority of the real property located within
the boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is ambiguous as to “within the
boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761.” Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objection, Responding Party responds as follows: No, with many parcels
located both within and outside of the boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION
DISTRICT NO. 761. Discovery and investigation are ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

What is the total number of acres SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. owns within the
boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and seeks confidential information and is ambiguous
as to “within the boundaries of TULARE LAKE RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761.” Subject
to and without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as follows: approximately
12,000 acres, with many parcels located within and outside of the boundaries of TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. own real property within the boundaries of any
other member unit of KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION, other than TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,

Responding Party responds as follows: Yes.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. owns real property within the boundaries of any other
member unit of KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION, other than TULARE LAKE
RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 761, identify the names of all member units within whose
boundaries SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. owns real property.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,
Responding Party responds as follows: Fresno Irrigation District, Consolidate Irrigation District,
Laguna Irrigation District, Empire Westside Irrigation District, Stratford Irrigation District, and
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Is SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. a shareholder of any member unit of KINGS RIVER
WATER ASSOCIATION?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,
Responding Party responds as follows: Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. a shareholder of any member unit of KINGS RIVER
WATER ASSOCIATION, state the names of all member units of which SANDRIDGE
PARTNERS, L.P. is a shareholder.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,
Responding Party responds as follows: Peoples Ditch Company, Last Change Water Ditch

Company, Lemoore Canal and Irrigation Company, John Heinlen Mutual Water Company.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. intend to convey water for use outside the KINGS
RIVER SERVICE AREA at any time in the future?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is overbroad, vague and
ambiguous as to time and as to “intend to convey water,” is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence as phrased, and seeks confidential information regarding
what Responding Party plans to do with its property. This lawsuit only pertains to Kings River
surface water. What Responding Party plans to do with “water” generally is not relevant to the
issues in this lawsuit. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, Responding Party responds as
follows: Responding Party intends to use Kings River surface water within and outside of the
alleged service area in the future.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contend the “Agreement Supplementing and
Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3, 1927 and Supplementing and Amending
Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927 Relating to Kings River Water Association” dated
June 1,1949 and “Agreement Supplementing and Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3,
1927, And Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927, Each as Amended and Supplemented
June 1, 1949, Relating to the Kings River Water Association,” dated September 10, 1963 do not
prohibit the transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River
Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the interrogatory is compound as it
references two agreements. Responding Party also objects on the grounds that the request is
vague and ambiguous as to “the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit
‘A’” and as to “do not prohibit the transfer sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use” and
as to whom is restricted by the language of the Agreements. Subject to and without waiving the

foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party is not a party to
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either the 1949 Agreement or the 1963 Agreement and is therefore not bound by their terms.
Responding Party is unable to answer the interrogatory as phrased. Paragraph 8 of the 1949
Agreement restricts the rights of the parties to the 1949 Agreement from selling, assigning, or
transferring the waters, or rights to the waters of the Kings River for use outside of the watershed
or service area of the Kings River. Paragraph 17 of the 1963 restricts the parties from conveying
water rights outside of the Kings River Service Area. To the extent both agreements purport to
delegate discretionary authority of public entity districts, they are unenforceable. Further, such
agreements do not bind non-party land users. In any event, Responding Party believes the extrinsic
evidence will demonstrate that what the parties to the 1949 and 1963 Agreements intended was to
attempt to prohibit the sale, transfer and conveyance of water rights outside of the alleged Service
Area (an area which was and is in dispute) and not the use of water by landowners within a
district.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contends the “Agreement Supplementing and
Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3, 1927 and Supplementing and Amending
Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927 Relating to Kings River Water Association” dated
June 1,1949 and “Agreement Supplementing and Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3,
1927, And Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927, Each as Amended and Supplemented
June 1, 1949, Relating to the Kings River Water Association,” dated September 10, 1963 do not
prohibit the transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River
Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, identify
each person and/or entity has knowledge of any fact supporting the contention.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the interrogatory is compound as it
references to two agreements. Responding Party also objects on the grounds that the request is
vague and ambiguous as to “the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit
‘A’” and as to “do not prohibit the transfer sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use” and

as to whom is restricted by the language of the Agreements. Subject to and without waiving the
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foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party is not a party to
either the 1949 Agreement or the 1963 Agreement and is therefore not bound by their terms.
Responding Party is unable to answer the interrogatory as phrased. Paragraph 8 of the 1949
Agreement restricts the rights of the parties to the 1949 Agreement from selling, assigning, or
transferring the waters, or rights to the waters of the Kings River for use outside of the watershed
or service area of the Kings River. Paragraph 17 of the 1963 restricts the parties from conveying
water rights outside of the Kings River Service Area. Plaintiffs should have knowledge of this fact
as do Defendants. The following people also have knowledge of the conflict of Plaintiffs’
interpretation of the Agreements and the actual conduct of the parties to the Agreements: Mark
Grewal who can be contacted through RD 761°s attorneys of record Whitney, Thompson &
Jeffcoach, 8050 N. Palm Ave, Suite 110, Fresno CA 93177, 559-753-2550; Steve Jackson who is
employed by Responding Party and can be contacted through Responding Party’s attorneys of
record Whitney, Thompson & Jeffcoach, 8050 N. Palm Ave, Suite 110, Fresno CA 93177, 559-
753-2550; Carlo Wilcox, 731 Estes Ave, Corcoran, CA 93212; Ceil Howe, JR, 559-707-8717;
Ceil Howe III, 559-816-0002; Larry Ritchie, 559-730-0313; Pat McCarthy, 661-343-1010.
Discovery and investigation are ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contends the “Agreement Supplementing and
Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3, 1927 and Supplementing and Amending
Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927 Relating to Kings River Water Association” dated
June 1,1949 and “Agreement Supplementing and Amending Water Right Indenture Dated May 3,
1927, And Administrative Agreement Dated May 3, 1927, Each as Amended and Supplemented
June 1, 1949, Relating to the Kings River Water Association,” dated September 10, 1963 do not
prohibit the transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River
Service Area, the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, identify
with sufficient specificity to support a Request for Production of Documents every document

supporting the contention.
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the interrogatory is compound as it
references to two agreements. Responding Party also objects on the grounds that the request is
vague and ambiguous as to “the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit
‘A’” and as to “do not prohibit the transfer sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use” and
as to whom is restricted by the language of the Agreements. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party is not a party to
either the 1949 Agreement of the 1963 Agreement and is therefore not bound by their terms.
Responding Party is unable to answer the interrogatory as phrased. Paragraph 8 of the 1949
Agreement restricts the rights of the parties to the 1949 Agreement from selling, assigning, or
transferring the waters, or rights to the waters of the Kings River for use outside of the watershed
or service area of the Kings River. Paragraph 17 of the 1963 restricts the parties from conveying
water rights outside of the Kings River Service Area. Apart from the agreements themselves, the
following documents reflect a conflict between Plaintiffs’ interpretation of the 1949 and 1963
Agreements and the actual conduct of the parties: Appraisal of Certain Properties of South Lake
Farms as of October 1, 1956, Minutes from Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District board
meetings held June 6, 1995, March 5, 1996, February 3, 1998, April 7, 1998, May 5, 1998,
December 1, 1998, and October 5, 1999, Minutes of the KRWA Transfer Committee meetings
held February 24, 1997 and May 1, 1997, Amendment to Agreement Between County of Kings,
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District, Kings County Water District, Tulare Lake Reclamation
District No. 761, Tulare Lake Canal Company, and Southeast Lake Water Company, together with
the declarations and exhibits Responding Party filed and served upon Plaintiffs in opposition to
their motion for preliminary injunction. Discovery and investigation are ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Does SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contend the collection of agreements collectively
referred to as “the Blue Book” of KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION do not prohibit the
transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River Service Area,

the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”?
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
“the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A’ and as to “do not
prohibit the transfer sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use” and as to whom is
restricted by the language of the Agreements. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party is not a party to either the
1949 Agreement of the 1963 Agreement and is therefore not bound by their terms. Responding
Party is unable to answer the interrogatory as phrased. The applicable paragraphs in the Blue Book
regarding the transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water and/or water rights are Paragraph
8 of the 1949 Agreement and Paragraph 17 of the 1963 Agreement. Paragraph 8 of the 1949
Agreement restricts the rights of the parties to the 1949 Agreement from selling, assigning, or
transferring the waters, or rights to the waters of the Kings River for use outside of the watershed
or service area of the Kings River. Paragraph 17 of the 1963 restricts the parties from conveying
water rights outside of the Kings River Service Area. To the extent both agreements purport to
delegate discretionary authority of public entity districts, they are unenforceable. Further, such
agreements do not bind non-party land users. In any event, Responding Party believes the extrinsic
evidence will demonstrate that what the parties to the 1949 and 1963 Agreements intended was to
attempt to prohibit the sale, transfer and conveyance of water rights outside of the alleged Service
Area (an area which was and is in dispute) and not the use of water by landowners within a
district.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contends the collection of agreements collectively
referred to as “the Blue Book™ of KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION do not prohibit the
transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River Service Area,
the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, identify each person
and/or entity who has knowledge of any fact supporting the contention.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Responding Party objects on the grounds that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
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“the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit ‘A’ and as to “do not
prohibit the transfer sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use” and as to whom is
restricted by the language of the Agreements. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, Responding Party responds as follows: Responding Party is not a party to either the
1949 Agreement of the 1963 Agreement and is therefore not bound by their terms. Responding
Party is unable to answer the interrogatory as phrased. The applicable paragraphs in the Blue Book
regarding the transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water and/or water rights are Paragraph
8 of the 1949 Agreement and Paragraph 17 of the 1963 Agreement. Paragraph 8 of the 1949
Agreement restricts the rights of the parties to the 1949 Agreement from selling, assigning, or
transferring the waters, or rights to the waters of the Kings River for use outside of the watershed
or service area of the Kings River. Paragraph 17 of the 1963 restricts the parties from conveying
water rights outside of the Kings River Service Area. The following people also have knowledge
of the conflict of Plaintiffs’ interpretation of the Agreements and the actual conduct of the parties
to the Agreements: Mark Grewal who can be contacted through RD 761’s attorneys of record
Whitney, Thompson & Jeffcoach, 8050 N. Palm Ave, Suite 110, Fresno CA 93177, 559-753-
2550; Steve Jackson who is employed by Responding Party and can be contacted through
Responding Party’s attorneys of record Whitney, Thompson & Jeffcoach, 8050 N. Palm Ave,
Suite 110, Fresno CA 93177, 559-753-2550; Carlo Wilcox, 731 Estes Ave, Corcoran, CA 93212;
Ceil Howe, JR, 559-707-8717; Ceil Howe III, 559-816-0002; Larry Ritchie, 559-730-0313; Pat
McCarthy, 661-343-1010.

INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

If SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P. contends the collection of agreements collectively
referred to as “the Blue Book™ of KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION do not prohibit the
transfer, sale, conveyance and assignment of water for use outside the Kings River Service Area,
the geographical area depicted in the map attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, identify with sufficient
specificity to support a Request for Production of Documents every document supporting the

contention.

54.1 05270954.000 16

DEFENDANT SANDRIDGE PARTNERS, L.P.”S RESPONSE TO FIRST SET OF SPECIAL
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY PLAINTIFF KINGS RIVER WATER ASSOCIATION
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June 2, 2026

VIA E-MAIL TO COUNTY COUNSEL

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacy Blvd.
Hanford, CA 93230

Re: Study session re: election for two open board seats for Tulare Lake
Reclamation District No. 761

Dear Board of Supervisors:

My Firm represents Sandridge Partners, L.P. (“Sandridge”), the majority
landowner in Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761 (“RD 761”) per RD
761’s most recent official records. Sandridge is a voter in the RD 761
District. This letter is being presented to you at the request of County
Counsel and shall set forth Sandridge’s position regarding the RD 761
election and its recommended solution for moving forward.

The RD 761 Board consists of a five-member Board of Trustees. The current
Board of Trustees consists of: (a) Craig Andrew (term expiring November
2027); (b) Michael Sullivan’s open seat as he recently resigned (term expired
November 2025); (c) Jim Wilson (term expiring November 2027); (d) Ajay
Malik (term expiring November 2027); and (e) Riley Jones (term expired
November 2025).

Prior to November 2025, the Board members consisted of 3 representatives
from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (“Sanitation District”)—
the second largest landowner in RD 761 (Sullivan, Malik and Jones)—and
two members from Sandridge (Andrew and Wilson). Thus, the Sanitation
District had a majority on and control of the Board. The terms of two of the
Sanitation District Board members, Riley Jones and Michael Sullivan, were
expiring in November 2025. Thus, like it has done in the past, the Board
took steps to set and conduct an election for those two open Board seats.

On July 29, 2025, the RD 761 Board unanimously passed by a vote of 5-0
Resolution No. 2025-02, which states, in relevant part:

WHEREAS, the Tulare Lake Reclamation District #761
(“District”) Bylaws provide that the term of each Trustee shall
be for four years, or until a successor is elected; and
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WHEREAS, the District Bylaws further provide that
elections for the Board of Trustees are to take place on odd-
numbered years; and

WHEREAS, the District must hold an election for the purpose
of electing qualified Trustees to the seats currently held by
Riley Jones and Michael Sullivan; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 50707 and California
Elections Code section 4108 allow the District, by resolution of
its governing Board, to conduct any election by all-mailed
ballots on a date prescribed in Section 1500 of the Elections
Code or on any other date other than an established election
date; and

WHEREAS, the District desires to hold an all-mail ballot
election on a date determined by the Board of Trustees at its
special meeting on July 29, 2025, to fill the two Trustees' seats
noted above.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED by the District's
Board of Trustees that:

1. The District hereby calls an all-mail ballot election for
the two Board seats currently held by Trustees Riley Jones
and Michael Sullivan on November 18, 2025. The term for
each seat expires in November 2029.

2. The President of the Board is hereby directed and
authorized to take, or cause to be taken, all necessary and
reasonable steps to conduct the all-mail ballot election as
required by law.

D All Nomination of Candidate Petitions shall be received
by the District at its office located at 944 Whitley Avenue,
Suite B, Corcoran, CA 93212, on or before 5:00 p.m. on
September 25, 2025.

Importantly, at the time Resolution 2025-02 was passed, the RD 761
records included a parcel map prepared by Summers Engineering in 2023
and a parcel list from December 30, 2022, showing ownership of the parcels
within the RD 761 parcel map prepared by Summers Engineering and the
number of acres each owner owned, copies of which are attached to this
letter. At the time Resolution 2025-02 was passed, the RD 761 records
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showed RD 761 contains 26,624.49 acres, of which Sandridge owns
13,701.18 acres (or 51.46%) and Sanitation District owns 12,598.70 acres
(or 47.3%). The balance of the acreage is owned by Irma Huerta and Maude
Howe Trust. Additionally, everyone recognizing Sandridge was the
majority landowner, Sandridge and Sanitation District had an agreement
in place that Sandridge would pay 51% of RD 761’s bills and Sanitation
District would pay 49%

At the time Resolution 2025-02 passed, none of the five Board members nor
RD 761’s General Counsel questioned the validity or accuracy of the 2023
map or 2022 parcel list. Resolution 2025-02 was passed knowing those were
the RD 761 records. Additionally, at no time has there been a Board vote to
look into or obtain a new parcel map or parcel list. To the extent the Board,
or any Board member, had any concerns about the accuracy of the 2023
parcel map or 2022 parcel list, it would have been incumbent upon the
Board to discuss the issue at a Board meeting and pass a resolution. To this
day, that has not occurred.

Given the fact that the two open Board seats are held by Sanitation District
representatives, it is a 100% certainty that one of the open seats will be
filled by a Sandridge representative and one of the open seats will be filled
by a Sanitation District representative, which would result in the majority
on the Board shifting from Sanitation District to Sandridge.

Sandridge nominated two people and Sanitation District nominated two
people for the two open seats. After nominations were made for the election,
and notwithstanding Resolution 2025-02 and the records of RD 761 showing
its acreage and the owners of the acreage, the RD 761 Board President, Ajay
Malik (a -Sanitation District representative), suddenly decided to
unilaterally call off the election, claiming the 2023 Summer Engineering
map and 2022 parcel list may not be accurate and, therefore, it was unclear
how many votes Sandridge and Sanitation District would have given that
each landowner has one vote per acre owned. This was a unilateral decision
made by Mr. Malik, not a decision made by the Board.

Accordingly, in light of Mr. Malik’s actions, the election did not take place.
Therefore, in an effort to force the election to take place, on January 12,
2026, Sandridge sent a letter to this Board of Supervisors, requesting an
election be set in accordance with California Election Code section 10004.

Sandridge does not intend to point fingers through this letter or provide its
opinion as to why Sanitation District is trying to delay and/or prevent this
election. Rather, Sandridge is here to try to reasonably resolve this matter
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and get a five-member Board in place so RD 761 can move forward with
conducting business instead of wasting everyone’s time on this issue.

In that regard, Sandridge proposes the following very reasonable solution.
As set forth above, Sandridge put up two candidates and Sanitation District
put up two candidates for the November election. As mentioned earlier,
voting is conducted based on the amount of acreage each landowner holds.
The current parcel list shows Sandridge owns 51.46% of the acreage and
Sanitation District around 47.13%. Regardless of whether there are any
discrepancies in the number of acres held by Sandridge and/or Sanitation
District, and regardless of whether any purported discrepancies would
result in Sanitation District becoming the majority landowner, because the
election voting is cumulative, it is 100% inevitable and a foregone
conclusion that Sandridge will elect one member and Sanitation District
will elect one member for the two open seats. There is no other possibility.

When the current “dispute” arose, Sandridge suggested that each
landowner remove one of their candidates and the remaining two (one from
Sandridge and one from Sanitation District), would be appointed. That
would avoid this entire election issue. Then, once appointed and RD 761
had its five-member Board in place, the next election would not be taking
place until November 2027. Thus, the new Board would have plenty of time
to address the purported issues surrounding the land ownership should it
choose to do so instead of wasting the County’s time and everyone else’s
time on something that the new Board can address instead of a Board with
two members with expired terms. In fact, because Mr. Sullivan recently
resigned, there are currently only four Board members. This solution is an
inherently fair and reasonable solution.

Sandridge removed one of its candidates, but the Sanitation District did
not, which is why we are here. Sandridge is again suggesting this is the
most fair and reasonable solution for the RD 761 Board to move forward. If
Sanitation District just removes one of its candidates like Sandridge did,
the two remaining candidates can be appointed, this Board of Supervisors
will not have to waste any further time and get involved in an election, and
the RD 761 Board can move forward with its business, which will include
looking into the acreage issue should the newly constituted Board choose to
do so. Neither Sanitation District nor RD 761’s General Counsel have
explained why this is not an inherently fair and reasonable solution that
will completely resolve this election issue and put a Board in place that can
move forward with its business. Again, it is very important to point out that
regardless of how much time and effort everyone spends on this election
issue, once an election eventually happens, it is 100% inevitable that one
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Sandridge member will be elected and one Sanitation District member will
be elected. Given this inevitable result, the only reason Sanitation District
would not agree to this solution is if it has some hidden agenda it 1s not
sharing.

If Sanitation District continues to refuse to remove one of its candidates so
the two remaining candidates can just be appointed, then Sandridge sees
no other reasonable solution than for this Board to move forward in
accordance with Election Code section 10004. In that case, the election
should be conducted based on the current records of RD 761—the 2023
Summers map and the 2022 parcel list. Following the election, if there is
an issue with voting and someone wants to challenge the number of votes
assigned to one voter, that person can do so pursuant to Water Code section
50755, which permits any qualified voter to challenge any vote. Thus, if
anyone wants to challenge the number of votes assigned to any landowner,
that challenge takes place after the election. Thus, it is the clear intent of
the Legislature to have an election go forward even if some of the voters
have issues with the allocation of votes. Then, once the new Board is in
place, the new Board can look into the acreage issues should it choose to do
S0.

It is inherently unfair to permit the current Board to continue to make
decisions, etc., with two Board members with expired terms—one of which
has already resigned (Michael Sullivan), leaving only four present Board
members. Sandridge has proposed a very fair and reasonable solution to
move forward, and is hopeful that if this Board agrees Sandridge’s proposal
is fair and reasonable, it can help convince Sanitation District to drop one
of its candidates so the new Board can be constituted and move forward
with its business.

On behalf of Sandridge, we thank you for your time.

Very truly yours,

il

&<

Scott M. Reddie
McCormick Barstow LLP
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APN CWMNER ASSESSEE CARE OF ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE GROSS PARCEL PERCENT OF DISTRICT
ACREAGE PARCEL ACREAGE ACREAGE
IN-DISTICT
042230044000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 46425 B7% ¥ 40390
042230008000 CO SANITATION DISTRICT NO 2 LA COUNTY CO SANITATION DISTRICT NO 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 251 05 95% ¥ 238 50
042180001000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTCNIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 640 00 100% 640 00
042180019000 CO SANITATION DISTRICT NO 2 LA COUNTY CO SANITATION DISTRICT NO 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 50601 640 00 100% 640 00
042180021000 HOWE MAUDE TRUST HOWE MAUDE THUST 23311 NEWTON AVE STRATFORD CA 93266 23593 8% 207 62
042180016000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 20000 0% ' 180 00
_—042|BOO1 7000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/Q CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80601 59501 100% 595 01
042180020000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 58174 100% 58174
042180018000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 480 00 100% 480 00
042160002000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 160 00 100% 160 00
_\Tl.lﬁ‘wm SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 15341 100% 153 41
042100068000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 640 00 100% 640 00
042100073000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 38181 6% ' 366 63
042100100000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 32001 100% 32001
042100095000 HUERTA, (RMA 50% HUERTA, IRMA 50% 1520 RED ROCK ST LAS VEGAS NV 88145 11698 100% 11699
042080015000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1RES WORKMAN MILL RO WHITTIER CA 90601 64000 100% 640 00
042080005000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 640 00 100% 640 00
042080016000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC {ESSEE /0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 59399 100% 593 99
042080014000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 640 00 100% 640 00
042090001000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP - CiO BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 640 00 1?0_% 640 00
042080002000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 32000 100% 32000
| 042090013000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90801 32000 100% 320 00
042030017000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 T 59379 100% 593 78 |
042030015000 WESTLAKE FARSES INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 56326 100% 563 26
042030016000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 64000 100% 640 00
042030001000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 640 00 100% 640 00
042030013000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESEEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 o 250 100% 250
042030002000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80601 1515 100% 1515
042030012000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS 1P C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 o 640 00 100% 640 00
042030014000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/Q CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80601 61850 100% 61850
042030005000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80801 609 100% 609
042010039000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP BANDAIDGE PARTRERS | C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 53933 100% 539 33
042010017000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 637 04 100% 637 04
042010018000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 31805 100% 31805
042010037000 NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE 148 47 30% 4 44 54
042010035000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 25435 78% ) 198 39 l
042010009000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP CI0 BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 £62436 100% 624 36
D401 O01 1000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 33320 100% 33320
042010016000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/Q BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 296 100% 296
036220001000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 64000 100% 640 00
036220008000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIQ RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 640 00 100% 640 00
036220003000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 61013 sg% ! 80403
036220005000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90801 32000 100% 32000
036220004000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 26444 100% 26444
036220002000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/0 CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD 1 _WHVTT\ER CA 90601 ] B 63273 100% 632 73_
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036220009000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 63275 100% 63275
036210030000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP CiO BRIAN TJADER 63N SAN ANTOMIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 443 55 100% 44355
036210027000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 — 30104 100% 301 04
[ 03s210025000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP &0 BRIAN TIADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 7526 100% 7526
036210032000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDOE PARTHERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIORD STE 114 I LOS ALTOS CA_94022 62728 100% 627 28
036210013000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP RANDRIDGE PARTHERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTCS CA 94022 160 00 100% 160 00
036210031000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS (P C/0 BRIAN TJADER 550 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 L0S ALTOS CA 84022 64000 100% 64000
- 036120039000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS 1P 0 GRIAN TUADER $60 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LCS ALTOS CA 94022 13378 100% 13378
036120044000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/0C BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIQ RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 458 92 100% 459 92
036120035000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 105 ALTOS CA 94022 Y 100% 249

036110008000 WESTLANE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARIME INC LESSEE C/O CC SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 30601 57533 100% 57533 i
036110009000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE /O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 90601 601 82 100% 501 62
036110021000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTHNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 633 44 100% 633 44
036110020000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANCRIDGE PARTHERS (P 0 BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 84022 39062 100% 390 62
036110006000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD ’_‘m CA SO 3450 32% & 1104
036110019000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 20601 594 46 45% [} 26751
036110010000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CO SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1955 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80601 58922 100% 589 22
036110011000 WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE WESTLAKE FARMS INC LESSEE C/O CC SANITATION DISTRICT 2 LA COUNTY 1855 WORKMAN MILL RD WHITTIER CA 80601 47 40 100% 47 40
036110018000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/0 BRIAN TJADER 950 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 23817 100% 23817
SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP /O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 256 80 100% 256 80
036060019000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP BANORIDGE PARTMERS LD C/O BRIAN TJADER 860 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 I _LOS ALTOS CA 94022 3050 100% 3050
c SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP _ /O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 94022 T 10940 100% 109 40
036060031000 SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/O BRIAN TJADER 960 N SAN ANTONIC RD STE 114 LOS ALTOS CA 54022 8281 100% 38281
SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP C/0O BRIAN TJADER o 960 N SAN ANTONIO RD STE 114 _LOS_ALTOS CA 94022 2274 100% 2274

26,669 03

NOTES;

1 APN 042010037000 does not appear on the Counly Tax Roll HOWE. MAUDE TRUST 20762 077851%

2 Entire parcel does not lie within RD 761 boundary. in-Distnct acreage was calculated as a percenlage HUERTA, IRMA 50% 11699 D 43867%

NONE 4454 016701%

CO SANITATION DISTRICT NO 2 LA COUNTY 1259870 47 24094%

SANDRIDGE PARTNERS LP 1370118 51 37487%

Terany MpaR0d 100 00000%

Page 2 of 2
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ALLIANCES IN MEXICO

June 3, 2026
VIA E-MAIL

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacy Blvd.
Hanford, CA 93230

Re:  Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761°s Response to Landowner Letters
Regarding Election of Trustees and Determination of Proper and Accurate
Boundaries of District

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

My firm is General Counsel to Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761 (“RD 761 or
“District”), a California reclamation district located in Kings County.

I understand the Board of Supervisors of Kings County intends to conduct a “study
session” involving the election of RD 761 Board of Trustee members and the boundaries of RD
761 during its regular June 9, 2026 meeting. I intend to appear in person at the June 9 Board
meeting to represent RD 761, to answer any questions from the Board or County staff, and to
work with the Board and staff to address and hopefully resolve the issues arising out of the
election of RD 761 Board members and the proper and accurate boundaries of the District.

In advance of the June 9, 2026 Board meeting, this letter responds, on behalf of RD 761,
to the June 2, 2026 letters submitted to the Board by County Sanitation District No. 2 of Los
Angeles County (“LACSD”) and Sandridge Partners, L.P. (“Sandridge”), the two largest
landowners within RD 761. To assist the Board’s consideration of these issues, I also refer to
and attach hereto as Exhibit A my January 16, 2026 letter to the Board of Supervisors which
addresses these same issues and which responds to a prior letter from Sandridge to the Board.

We appreciate the County’s involvement with complicated and contentious issues
involving the election of Trustees to the Board of RD 761 and the actual and accurate boundaries
of RD 761. We are also sorry, however, that the Board of Supervisors has had to devote time and
attention to these matters after RD 761 was not able to resolve these issues internally.

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SPEAR TOWER PHONE: +1 415 957 3000 FAX: +1415 957 3001
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Through this letter we do not intend to repeat facts and arguments in the letters of
LACSD and Sandridge, or in my prior letter to the Board of Supervisors. We instead provide
our objective and neutral thoughts and opinions on the issues presented to the Board of
Supervisors, and the requests for Board action by LACSD and Sandridge.

Our experience, research and knowledge involving the issues before the Board leads us to
agree with LACSD that an election process that relies upon a definitive and accurate map of RD
761°s boundaries and quantification of land ownership within those boundaries is a necessary
condition precedent of any election process.

For the reasons stated herein and in my January 16, 2026 letter to the Board of
Supervisors, we generally agree with, endorse and support the alternative solutions proposed by
LACSD, with some minor variations. No matter what option the County selects, we believe it
imperative that the Board of Supervisors retain experts, or direct RD 761 or an Election Board to
retain experts, to determine the actual boundaries of RD 761, and the area of land owned within
RD 761 by each landowner, and we are ready and willing to thereafter work with the County to
prepare a proper and accurate map and property roll for RD 761, prior to and as a prerequisite for
either an election or the appointment of two new RD 761 Board members.

As stated herein and in my January 16, 2026 letter, we do not agree with or support the
proposal by Sandridge to conduct the election or to appoint new RD 761 Board members without
complying with the Water Code election requirements and without first determining the proper
and accurate District boundaries and property tax roll.

RD 761 is willing to consider any other reasonable solution that results in an accurate
map and roll of RD-761 landowners.

1. Background-Delay of Election

We do not agree with Sandridge’s claim that the election of new RD 761 Board members
could or should have proceeded without complying with the Water Code and without having an
accurate map or property roll for RD 761. We further do not agree that the election could or
should have proceeded without knowing the actual amount of land within the District owned by
each landowner, and, consequently without knowing the number of votes each landowner could
cast.

Sandridge claims that at the time the Board passed the resolution calling for and
authorizing the November, 2025 election, “the RD 761 records included a parcel map prepared
by Summers Engineering in 2023 and a parcel list from December 30, 2022.” We cannot
confirm that the 2023 “Summers Engineering map” is an accurate, complete, reliable or official
map of RD 761. We also dispute the implication in Sandridge’s June 2 letter to the Board of
Supervisors that the Summers Engineering map was an official or authorized map of RD 761°s
boundaries or land ownership. We do not have any evidence or indication that the Summers
Engineering map was adopted or approved by the RD 761 Board.
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Sandridge also claims that at the time the RD 761 Board adopted the resolution, on July
29, 2025, authorizing the election “none of the five Board members nor RD 761°s General
Counsel questioned the validity or accuracy of the 2023 map or 2022 parcel list,” and that the
resolution “was passed knowing those were the RD 761 records.” The resolution authorizing the
election , however, does not reference the 2023 Summers Engineering map or 2022 parcel list.
The 2023 map was not discussed during the RD 761 Board meeting prior to the adoption of the
resolution. At that time, I do not recall being aware of the 2023 map. Sandridge’s claim that
Resolution 2025-02 was passed knowing those were the RD 761 records is therefore not
accurate.

Instead, upon the adoption of the resolution calling for the election, the RD 761 Board
directed RD 761 staff to obtain the proper certified equalized tax roll from Kings County so that
RD 761 could properly conduct the election. Even if the Board had discussed or referenced the
Summers Engineering map prior to authorizing the election, Water Code Section 50701 still
requires the Board, prior to each election, to cause a copy of the “appropriate roll” to be prepared
and certified by the proper officer and furnished to the election board. Under Water Code
Sections 50704(c) and (e), the appropriate roll is the last equalized tax roll for Kings County for
lands within the District. (See also Water Code Section 50160.)

The Summer’s Engineering map and property roll do not qualify as sufficient or proper
materials to support an election. Instead, the Water Code provisions governing elections and
assessments for districts such as RD 761 indicate that it is the County’s, not the District’s, role to
determine, prepare and provide the certified equalized tax roll (and assessment roll) for lands
within the District, which roll should not include land/acreage outside of the District boundaries.
(See Water Code Sections 50160, 50701-50704; see also Water Code Sections 51320 et seq.
[describing a county’s role in creating operation and maintenance assessments].)

2. Lack of Proper or Accurate Map

We agree with LACSD that there are serious questions about the boundaries of RD 761
and the acreage owned by each landholder within those boundaries. Even a quick review of the
various maps that purport to show the boundaries of RD 761 reveals obvious and apparent
inconsistencies and omissions with the maps. The historic maps, including the 2023 Summers
Engineering map and the “official” map in the possession of the County, are also of questionable
accuracy, reliability and provenance.

The Summers Engineering map does not match the available maps of the RD 761
boundaries from the State of California, Kings County, LAFCO of Kings County, and other
government entities. The Summers Engineering map (attached to Sandridge’s June 2 letter), for
example, shows an “island,” or empty spot, in the middle of the RD 761 boundaries. That island
does not appear, however, in a 1930 map prepared by the State of California, through the
predecessor to the Department of Water Resources (Exhibit B to this letter), the County’s GIS
map (Exhibit C), the Kings County LAFCO map, (Exhibit D), or in a map issued by the
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Southwest Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (RD 761 is a member of that agency)
(Exhibit E).

A review of the maps submitted by the landowners and as exhibits to this letter reveals
additional inconsistencies. As explained in LACSD’s June 2 letter to the Board of Supervisors,
the maps purporting to depict RD 761°s boundaries often show a different western boundary for
RD 761, with some maps showing the boundary ending at Highway 41, while other maps show
the boundary extending past Highway 41. Some of the maps, including the Summers
Engineering map, show RD 761’s boundaries as including a narrow strip of land extending out of
the Northern edge of the District, while that strip of land is not included in the boundaries of RD
761 in a number of other maps, including the maps mentioned above from the State, the County
and other government entities (Exhibits B though E).

I understand Sandridge disagreed with my recommendation to postpone the election
based on the lack of a proper or official map or tax roll, but I do not understand why Sandridge is
resistant to any attempt to determine, verify or confirm the actual and accurate boundaries of RD
761, and the amount of land within RD 761 owned by each landowner. The boundaries of RD
761 and the amount of land owned by Sandridge and LACSD within RD 761 should not be a
subject of dispute. Those are instead objective and verifiable facts that should be properly
investigated and determined.

We are aware that Sandridge and LACSD are involved in a number of disputes and legal
actions. Determining the actual, valid and proper boundaries of RD 761, and the amount of land
owned by each landowner within the District, however, should be above and separate from any
other disputes between the two large landowners.

We are also aware that there is a dispute whether Sandridge or LACSD is the majority
landowner within RD 761. Once again, however, that issue should not be a point of contention,
but should be verified and confirmed. Determining the proper boundaries and ownership
interests within RD 761, in fact, should reduce and eliminate future disputes involving the
landowners, and RD 761, over the boundaries of the District and the majority ownership claim.

3. Potential Solutions

As indicated above, counsel for RD 761 agrees with and supports the alternative options
presented by LACSD to address and resolve the election and boundary issues. RD 761 agrees
that in general the most efficient and reasonable way to address and resolve the RD 761 issues
considered by the Board of Supervisors is to first have the County retain necessary experts to
prepare an accurate map and property roll, with the costs passed to RD 761, or to have the
County direct RD 761 to retain neutral experts to prepare an accurate map and property roll by a
date certain, followed by the election, or the appointment of two new Board members by each
large landowner.

Counsel for RD 761 does not, however, support or endorse the option proposed by
Sandridge, which would not address or resolve the lack of a proper or accurate map or property
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roll for RD 761. Sandridge’s proposal to use and rely on the unofficial and unverified Summers
Engineering map, without further investigation, is untenable because of the lack of accuracy or
consistency with the Summers Engineering map and other competing RD 761 maps.

Sandridge’s proposed solution is also not advisable because Sandridge already voted
against the preparation of a proper and accurate map at RD 761°s November, 2025, Board
meeting. [ have no reason to believe that Sandridge would not continue to resist efforts to
determine the actual and proper boundaries of RD 761.

Putting aside the fact that there is no legal authority to conduct an election without a
proper, accurate or official map and property roll, Sandridge’s proposed solution would make
litigation over the election a near certainty. Sandridge claims in its June 2 letter that if the
election proceeds with the Summers Engineering map and the 2022 parcel list, “if there is an
issue with voting and someone wants to challenge the number of votes assigned to one voter, that
person can do so pursuant to Water Code section 50755, which permits any qualified voter to
challenge any vote.” Sandridge’s potential solution therefore contemplates and calls for
litigation, and contemplates a court attempting to address and resolve the issues involving the
lack of a proper map or property roll for RD 761.

I should point out my goal as General Counsel has been to represent RD 761, and not any
particular landowner, and to try to remain neutral and not take sides in disputes between
landowners. I have also tried to protect RD 761 so it is not dragged into legal disputes involving
landowners, and to try to prevent RD 761 from being a battleground for the ongoing disputes
between Sandridge and LACSD. I recommended delaying the 2025 election in part because |
was concerned that if RD 761 had proceeded with the election without complying with the
requirements of the Water Code, as Sandridge demanded, and without knowing the actual
boundaries of the District and the number of votes each landowner would cast, RD 761 would
almost certainly end up in litigation over the election.

I therefore similarly support and endorse LACSD’s proposals over Sandridge’s proposal,
to avoid further disputes and potential litigation over these issues, and also because LACSD’s
proposal complies with and recognizes the requirements in the Water Code for an election of
trustees of a reclamation district.

Counsel for the District would also be happy to work with counsel or staff for the County
to develop the information necessary for any solution or direction from the Boad of Supervisors.
We can also answer any questions from the County or provide any additional information
regarding these matters either at the upcoming Board of Supervisors meeting, or before or after
that meeting.
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We again thank the Board of Supervisors and County staff for their time and attention to
these matters.

Sincerely,

DUANE MORRIS LLP
~Colin L. Pearce &
Partner

CLP:bah

cc: Catherine Venturella, Clerk of the Board
Diane Badasci, Assistant Clerk of the Board
Francesca Lizoala, Assistant Clerk of the Board
Laurie Avedisian-Favini, County Counsel
Nick Clair (counsel for Kings County)
Scott Reddie (counsel for Sandridge Partners, L.P.)
Ben Nicholson (counsel for Sandridge Partners, L.P.)
Robert Dowd (counsel for LACSD)
James B. Slaughter (counsel for LACSD)
Jacob P. Duginski (counsel for LACSD)
Eric Christensen (counsel for LACSD)
Board of Trustees of RD 761

DM2\302749238.1



EXHIBIT A




NEW YORK 1c® HANOI
LONDON I ) uane MO rr IS HO CHI MINH CITY

SINGAPORE SHANGHALI
PHILADELPHIA FIRM and AFFILIATE OFFICES ATLANTA
CHICAGO BALTIMORE
WASHINGTON, DC WILMINGTON
SAN FRANCISCO COLIN L. PEARCE MIAMI
SILICON VALLEY PARTNER BOCA RATON
SAN DIEGO DIRECT DIAL: +1 415 957 3015 PITTSBURGH
LOS ANGELES PERSONAL FAX: +1 415 704 3098 NORTH JERSEY
BOSTON E-MAIL: CLPearce@duanemorris.com LAS VEGAS
HOUSTON SOUTH JERSEY
DALLAS www.duanemorris.com SYDNEY
FORT WORTH MYANMAR

AUSTIN
ALLIANCES IN MEXICO

January 16, 2026
VIA U.S. MAIL & E-MAIL

Kings County Board of Supervisors

Attn: Catherine Venturella, Clerk of the Board
1400 W. Lacy Blvd.

Hanford, CA 93230

Email: catherine.venturella@co.kings.ca.us

Re:  Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761’s Response to Sandridge Partners,
L.P.’s Request for Special Election Pursuant to Election Code § 10004

Dear Board of Supervisors:

My firm is General Counsel to Tulare Lake Reclamation District No. 761 (“RD 761 or
“District”), a California reclamation district located in Kings County. This letter responds, on
behalf of RD 761, to a January 12, 2026, letter to the Kings County Board of Supervisors from
counsel for Sandridge Partners, L.P. (“Sandridge”), one of the landowners within RD 761,
requesting that the Board of Supervisors “call a special election” for RD 761 pursuant to
Elections Code Section 10004. This letter is intended to provide a more accurate and objective
description of the facts and events described in Sandridge’s letter, for consideration by the Board
of Supervisors.

Sandridge is correct that, at a special meeting of the Board of Trustees of RD 761
(“Board”) on July 29, 2025, the Board adopted Resolution 2025-02 announcing that the District
would hold an all-mail ballot election for two trustee seats on November 18, 2025. Counsel for
Sandridge provided a copy of the Resolution to the Board of Supervisors with its January 12,
2026, letter.

Pursuant to Water Code Section 50701, the Board is required, prior to each election, to
cause a copy of the “appropriate roll” to be prepared and certified by the proper officer and
furnished to the election board. Under Water Code Sections 50704(c) and (e), the appropriate
roll is the last equalized tax roll for Kings County for lands within the District. (See also Water
Code Section 50160.) At its July 29, 2025, meeting, the Board accordingly also took action

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SPEAR TOWER PHONE: +1 415 957 3000 FAX: +1 415 957 3001
ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1127 DM2\301318953.1
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directing Board staff to obtain the proper certified equalized tax roll from Kings County so that it
could conduct the election.

As a California reclamation district, RD 761 takes actions and chooses Board trustees
based on landowner voting, in this case one vote for each acre owned. (Water Code § 50704(c).)
It is therefore imperative that RD 761 have accurate information regarding the boundaries of the
District and the amount of land owned by each landowner within the District, so that the District
knows how many votes each landowner can cast for new Board trustees.

There has been uncertainty about the boundaries of RD 761 and the amount of land
owned within RD 761 by the two largest landowners within RD 761, Sandridge and Los Angeles
County Sanitation District (“LACSD”). For example, at various times, Sandridge has claimed to
be the majority landowner within the District, but historical maps maintained by the District, the
County, and other state agencies are not conclusive or consistent. Although that issue is
unresolved, it does appear that Sandridge and LACSD are by far the two largest landowners
within RD 761, collectively owning at least 90% to 95% of the acreage within the District.

As directed by the Board, the RD 761 staff attempted to obtain the proper certified
equalized tax roll from Kings County. However, instead of preparing the proper certified roll
based on its records of land within the District, the County prepared the roll for a list of parcels
submitted by RD 761°s staff, which list was based on a map dating from 1938 and later work
done by an engineering firm, apparently on behalf of the District, some years ago. The resulting
information from the County included parcel information for parcels containing land both within
and outside the District, as the boundaries of the District bisect many parcels. Unfortunately, the
information from the County did not segregate out the acreage within the District for such
parcels. We also determined, around this time, that the map prepared by the engineering firm
which Board staff had relied on to determine District boundaries, and resulting acreage within
the District, did not match the available maps and data from the County.

The Water Code provisions governing elections and assessments indicate that it is the
County’s, not the District’s, role to determine, prepare and provide the certified equalized tax roll
(and assessment roll) for lands within the District, which roll should not include land/acreage
outside of the District’s boundaries. (See Water Code Sections 50160, 50701-50704; see also
Water Code Sections 51320 et seq. [describing a county’s role in levying operation and
maintenance assessments].)

We therefore contacted the County Assessor’s office again on September 29, 2025, and
requested the certified equalized tax roll for land within the District in conformance with County
maps and records. After some back and forth with the Assessor’s Office, the County provided
information for parcels that contained land within the District, but did not segregate out acreage
outside the District boundaries pursuant to County records, as requested.

At that point, in early October 2025, we determined that the Board’s action directing the
acquisition of the certified appropriate roll necessary to conduct the election had not been
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fulfilled, and in our opinion the election could not go forward as noticed on November 18, 2025,
due to the uncertainty as to the number of votes each landowner was entitled to cast. We
recommended that the Board set a new election date, at its next meeting, at least 90 days after the
currently scheduled election date, to give the District more time to work with the County to
ensure that the District had the necessary information to allow it to conduct the election in a
proper and accurate, and transparent, manner.

In late October, 2025, as a result of the continued uncertainty over the boundaries of RD
761 and the quantity of land owned by landowners within RD 761, I was informed that
representatives of Sandridge and LACSD had discussed the matter and agreed to (a) withdraw
one of their two submitted nominations for Board members, leaving two nominations for two
Board seats, which would allow for appointment by the Board of Supervisors in lieu of having
the regular all mail ballot election, and (b) direct District staff to retain an expert to prepare an
official boundary map of the District. Based on this discussion, at a November 13, 2025, Special
Meeting, the RD 761 Board considered a resolution authorizing appointment by the Board of
Supervisors of Kings County of two nominees to the RD 761 Board in lieu of an all mail ballot
election, along with a related resolution to retain an independent engineering firm or other expert
to work with Kings County to prepare and establish an official map of RD 761 to clearly identify
the boundaries of RD 761, including the acreage of land owned by each landowner within the
boundaries.

The RD 761 Board, however, did not approve either resolution at its November 13, 2025,
meeting, and gave no further direction to District staff regarding the election. As a result, and
because of the District’s inability to date to obtain an accurate map or the certified equalized tax
roll (and assessment roll) from Kings County, and because we therefore did not know how many
votes each landowner could cast, the election did not take place. The Board has not held any
meetings after the November 13, 2025, meeting, and has therefore not taken any further action
regarding an election, although the Board is scheduled to hold its next regular meeting on
February 10, 2026.

Based on the above facts and circumstances, counsel for RD 761 would not oppose the
County’s assistance and involvement in determining the proper and actual boundaries of RD 761,
the actual acreage of each landowner within RD 761, and therefore the number of votes each
landowner can cast in an election. As a starting point, the County would need to develop and
provide the information required in Water Code Sections 50701 and 50704, including an
accurate list of parcels and each parcel’s acreage within the District’s boundaries, and each
parcel’s legal owner based on the last equalized tax roll for Kings County.

Counsel for the District would be happy to work with counsel or staff for the County to
develop the information necessary to conduct an election for RD 761 Board trustees. We can
also answer any questions from the County or provide any additional information regarding these
matters.
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Alternatively, it is possible the RD 761 Board will address and resolve these issues at its
February 10, 2026, regular Board meeting. The Board, most importantly, could address and
resolve all of these issues if it adopts the two resolutions it previously considered, but rejected, at
its November 13, 2025, special Board meeting. Those two resolutions together would result in
the appointment of two new Board members and authorize the investigation and determination of
the actual and accurate boundaries of RD 761, and the amount of land owned by each landowner
within RD 761. For that reason, it may be advisable for the Board of Supervisors and the County
to delay any action on the election, and in response to this letter and the letter from Sandridge’s
counsel, until after it sees if the Board can address and resolve these issues at the February 10,
2026, meeting.

Moreover, if the Board of Supervisors were to conduct an election, without a verified
official map that accurately identifies the District boundaries for use in allocating votes by
acreage, I believe the Board of Supervisors will encounter the same uncertainty that the District
did regarding the voting process. Simply stated, an accurate map is a condition precedent for any
election process, whether conducted by the District or the Board of Supervisors.

Finally, I wanted to point out that we do not agree that the RD 761 Board is currently
“deadlocked” on any issue. It is correct that the Board did not conduct an election on November
18, but I believe that was a result of the lack of the information necessary to conduct the election
due to the ongoing uncertainty over the boundaries of RD 761 and the amount of land owned by
each landowner within RD 761. In my experience, the RD 761 Board has typically taken action
by unanimous vote, and I do not see any reason why the Board cannot continue to conduct its
regular business. In any case, the issues involving RD 761°s bylaws that Sandridge’s counsel
mentions in its letter are not within the jurisdiction or authority of the Board of Supervisors, and
are not relevant to the statutes and issues involved with the election of new RD 761 trustees , so
we see no need to further respond to or address Sandridge’s comments on the bylaws.

As Tindicated, if the Board of Supervisors or County representatives have any questions,
would like any additional information, or would like to discuss these issues, please let me know.

Sincerely,

DUANE MORRIS LLP
I '-/'\.\. ’\ I oL £

Colin L. Pearce

Partner

CLP:bah
cc: Board of Trustees of RD 761
County Counsel, Kings County
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