NEWBERRY COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
Cadiz Water Committee Meeting Minutes
April 21, 2026 – 6:00 p.m.
Newberry Community Center, 30884 Newberry Road, Newberry Springs, CA
1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 6:04 p.m.
2. Pledge of Allegiance
Led by Director Robert Springer
3. Roll Call
· Robert Springer – Present 
· Mike Matson – Absent (resigned) 
· Paul Deel – Present 
· Karen Grey – Present 
· Ted Stimpfel – Present 
· Rose Beardshear – Present 
· Brad Forshner – Present 
· Matt Adams – Present 
· Robert Shaw – Present 
4. Approval of Minutes
March 17, 2026 – Cadiz Water Committee Meeting Minutes
Motion to approve with amendments made by Brad Forshner, seconded by Robert Springer.
Amendments included:
· Correction to Item #5 to reflect second by Paul Deel 
· Vote recorded as 5-1 (Ted Stimpfel opposed) 
Motion carried to approve minutes as amended.

5. Public Comments
· Mitch Hammock reported that he attended the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors meeting earlier in the day. He stated that a partnership with San Bernardino County involving Cadiz and Fenner Gap Mutual Water Company was approved unanimously by the Board of Supervisors. He did not have full details of the partnership. He also reported that the MWA Watermaster has recommended the the Baja Subarea be maintained at 19.5% of the Base Annual Production (BAP.
· Ted Stimpfel commented that discussions regarding a partnership between SB County and Cadiz have been ongoing for some time and that some of the supervisors serve on the board for Fenner Gap.

6. Agenda Item
Response from Attorney Regarding Cadiz Water Committee Draft MOU
Submitted by Director Springer – Discussion/Possible Action 
The Committee reviewed the attorney’s response to the Draft MOU.
Chair Robert Springer noted for the record that written correspondence related to this agenda item was received from Committee Member Ted Stimpfel and Committee Member Rose Beardshear prior to the meeting. These documents were distributed electronically to the Board and are included as part of the official record (Attachments A and B). 
· Ted Stimpfel expressed concern that the agenda item may not comply with Brown Act requirements and raised procedural and legal issues outlined in his written memorandum. 
· Robert Springer clarified that the Committee’s role is to review materials and provide recommendations to the Board of Directors. 
Discussion included the following:
· Robert Shaw asked why the document was changed from a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to a Letter of Intent (LOI). 
· Robert Springer summarized the attorney’s explanation and indicated a copy would be provided (see additional attachment).
· Questions were raised regarding benefits to Newberry Springs residents. 
· It was explained that the proposal could provide access to additional water through existing infrastructure. 
· Discussion included regional drought conditions, reliance on Mojave Water Agency, and the potential for Cadiz to provide future water supply options. 
· General discussion occurred regarding water retention within the community versus regional export. 
· Ted Stimpfel reiterated concerns noted in his memorandum, including references to the attorney’s caution regarding Cadiz. 
· Paul Deel asked about the removal of a previously included footnote; it was clarified that the attorney had struck that language. 
· Rose Beardshear asked whether specific language should be added regarding prior sustainability planning efforts (Baja Sustainability Plan). 
· Robert Springer indicated that existing language in the document was sufficient to address that topic. 

7. Committee Action
Motion made by Brad Forshner to forward the attorney-revised Letter of Intent (LOI) to the Board of Directors for review and consideration.
Seconded by Paul Deel.
Vote:
· Yes: Matt Adams, Karen Grey, Robert Springer, Paul Deel, Brad Forshner, Rose Beardshear, Robert Shaw 
· No: Ted Stimpfel 
Motion carried (7–1).
At the request of Ted Stimpfel, his dissenting vote is noted in the record.
8. Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for:
Tuesday, May 19, 2026 at 6:00 p.m.
9. Adjournment--The meeting was adjourned at 7:06 p.m.
Attachment A—Email from Ted Stimphel to Cadiz Committee & CSD Board of Directors on 4/21/26 at 11:48 a.m.:
Dear Board of Directors,
This memorandum serves as a formal inquiry and notice regarding the Item on today’s Committee agenda concerning the Memorandum of Understanding/Letter of Intent (“Document”).  I am writing to address significant procedural lapses and the substantial legal risks these actions impose upon the District, the Board, and individual members.
I. Lack of Board Authorization and Procedural Due Process
The Committee has been presented with a Document, purportedly edited by District Counsel, for "Possible Action." However, a review of the record indicates no official Board action authorizing the Committee to take such steps.
· Inquiry: By what authority was this Document transmitted to the Committee? If this directive originated from an individual Board member or the General Manager without a recorded Board vote, it constitutes a breach of standard operating procedure and may exceed the scope of individual authority.
II. Denial of Access to Legal Counsel
While the Committee is being pressured to act on a legally sensitive document, it has been denied direct access to the Counsel who reviewed it. This creates a functional vacuum of informed consent.
· Legal Standing: We must clarify whether the Committee and its individual members are covered by the District’s legal representation in this specific matter, or if individual members are being placed in a position of personal liability by acting on legal documents without the benefit of counsel.
III. Disregard of Expert Legal Warnings
District Counsel has issued explicit, written warnings within the Document, stating: “To be blunt, this company has a questionable history, so I urge CAUTION in entering into an MOU with this company.”  Counsel further noted that the entity (Cadiz/Fenner) has a history of federal permit revocations.
Proceeding with "Action" while being denied access to the underlying facts of these warnings suggests a willful disregard for legal due diligence. To move forward under these conditions exposes the District to claims of gross negligence.
IV. Potential Violations of State Law and Personal Liability
The expenditure of taxpayer funds to review and promote an MOU/LOI for an unvetted private entity - specifically one with a "questionable history" - raises grave concerns regarding the following:
· California Constitution, Article XVI, § 6: Prohibits the gift of public funds. Using District resources to advance the interests of a private company that may lack the means to perform could be interpreted as an unconstitutional gift.
· California Code of Civil Procedure § 526a: Under this statute, individual Board members and Committee members may be held personally liable in a taxpayer injunction suit for the illegal expenditure or waste of District funds.
By bypassing vetting processes and ignored Counsel’s warnings, members are "playing dice" with public funds, stripping themselves of the "Good Faith" protections typically afforded to public officials.
V. Agenda Sufficiency and Jurisdictional Limits
The Agenda for the April 21, 2026, meeting is limited to the review of the document. It does not provide the Committee the delegated power to take substantive action. Any action taken beyond the scope of the posted agenda of review may constitute a violation of the Brown Act, rendering such actions void and potentially subject to litigation.

Conclusion I hereby request an immediate clarification on who authorized this directive and demand full access to our District Attorney’s findings before any further action is considered. Failure to rectify these procedural and transparency gaps could result in formal legal challenges and the personal indemnification of those involved. I do not wish the exposure.
Respectfully submitted,
Ted Stimpfel






Attachment B—Email in response to Ted Stimphel from Rose Beardshear to Cadiz Committee & CSD Board of Directors on 4/21/26 at 5:23 p.m.:
Dear Board Members and Mr. Stimpfel,
Thank you for your memorandum regarding the Letter of Intent (LOI) under review.
After reviewing the agenda, the LOI, and standard procedural practices, I would like to offer the following clarifications:
First, the transmission of the attorney-reviewed document to the Committee is consistent with normal District operations. The Committee’s role is to review materials and provide recommendations to the Board. The current agenda item clearly authorizes “Discussion/Possible Action” regarding the attorney’s response, which falls squarely within that role.
Second, the Committee has not been denied legal guidance. District Counsel represents the District as a whole, and the written legal review provided is the appropriate and customary method for informing Committee deliberations.
Third, while Counsel’s caution regarding Cadiz should absolutely be taken seriously and discussed openly, it is important to note that the LOI itself is explicitly non-binding and does not obligate the District to enter into any agreement. It is a preliminary step intended to evaluate feasibility—not a commitment.
Additionally, the LOI clearly states that Cadiz will bear the costs associated with feasibility studies, legal review, engineering, and grant-related work. As such, concerns regarding the expenditure or gifting of public funds do not appear applicable in this instance.
Finally, the Brown Act requirements appear to be satisfied. The agenda provides sufficient notice for discussion and possible action related to the attorney’s response. Any recommendation made by the Committee would still be subject to full Board consideration and approval.
That said, I agree that transparency and due diligence are essential. If there are specific questions for District Counsel, it may be appropriate to compile them and request clarification through proper channels so that all members are equally informed.
I remain committed to ensuring that any action taken is thoughtful, lawful, and in the best interest of the Newberry Springs community.
Respectfully,
Rose Beardshear

The expenditure of taxpayer funds to review and promote an MOU/LOI for an unvetted private entity - specifically one with a "questionable history" - raises grave concerns regarding the following:
· California Constitution, Article XVI, § 6: Prohibits the gift of public funds. Using District resources to advance the interests of a private company that may lack the means to perform could be interpreted as an unconstitutional gift.
· California Code of Civil Procedure § 526a: Under this statute, individual Board members and Committee members may be held personally liable in a taxpayer injunction suit for the illegal expenditure or waste of District funds.
By bypassing vetting processes and ignored Counsel’s warnings, members are "playing dice" with public funds, stripping themselves of the "Good Faith" protections typically afforded to public officials.
V. Agenda Sufficiency and Jurisdictional Limits
The Agenda for the April 21, 2026, meeting is limited to the review of the document. It does not provide the Committee the delegated power to take substantive action. Any action taken beyond the scope of the posted agenda of review may constitute a violation of the Brown Act, rendering such actions void and potentially subject to litigation.

Conclusion I hereby request an immediate clarification on who authorized this directive and demand full access to our District Attorney’s findings before any further action is considered. Failure to rectify these procedural and transparency gaps could result in formal legal challenges and the personal indemnification of those involved. I do not wish the exposure.
Respectfully submitted,
Ted Stimpfel
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Dear Board Members and Mr. Stimpfel,
Thank you for your memorandum regarding the Letter of Intent (LOI) under review.
After reviewing the agenda, the LOI, and standard procedural practices, I would like to offer the following clarifications:
First, the transmission of the attorney-reviewed document to the Committee is consistent with normal District operations. The Committee’s role is to review materials and provide recommendations to the Board. The current agenda item clearly authorizes “Discussion/Possible Action” regarding the attorney’s response, which falls squarely within that role.
Second, the Committee has not been denied legal guidance. District Counsel represents the District as a whole, and the written legal review provided is the appropriate and customary method for informing Committee deliberations.
Third, while Counsel’s caution regarding Cadiz should absolutely be taken seriously and discussed openly, it is important to note that the LOI itself is explicitly non-binding and does not obligate the District to enter into any agreement. It is a preliminary step intended to evaluate feasibility—not a commitment.
Additionally, the LOI clearly states that Cadiz will bear the costs associated with feasibility studies, legal review, engineering, and grant-related work. As such, concerns regarding the expenditure or gifting of public funds do not appear applicable in this instance.
Finally, the Brown Act requirements appear to be satisfied. The agenda provides sufficient notice for discussion and possible action related to the attorney’s response. Any recommendation made by the Committee would still be subject to full Board consideration and approval.
That said, I agree that transparency and due diligence are essential. If there are specific questions for District Counsel, it may be appropriate to compile them and request clarification through proper channels so that all members are equally informed.
I remain committed to ensuring that any action taken is thoughtful, lawful, and in the best interest of the Newberry Springs community.
Respectfully,
Rose Beardshear

2

image1.jpeg




image2.gif




