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I. 

CEQA IS A POTENT TOOL TO DELAY OR DEFEAT PUBLIC PROJECTS 

Over ten years have transpired since Judge Turner's Order directing completion of an 

OBMP within a two year time period (i.e. by 1991). This court's Order direct�d completion of 

the OBMP by September 30, 1999. That deadline had to be extended to March. 2000. Now, if 

CEQA compliance is required before the Optimum Basin Management Program ("OBMP") can 

be put into place, the time before the OBMP will be approved and adopted by the court will be 

extended a minimum of one year, and most likely two to three years. 

The provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act can be a potent tool for the 

delay or to def eat a public project: 

Environmental protection laws such as CEQA provide a series of procedural 
hurdles to be overcome by an applicant proposing a project. These procedures are 
rich in opportunities for abuse by those opposing the project. (Pickerton, 
Conflicting Statutes in No-Growth Environments: CEQA and the PSA (1985) 4 
UCLA J. Envtl. L. & Pol'y 173.) 

The courts have recognized that CEQA can be a tool by opponents to defeat or delay a 

public project. The California Supreme Court and the courts of appeal have repeatedly warned 

that CEQA should not be "subverted into an instrument for the oppression and delay of social, 

economic or recreational development and advancement." (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of 

Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576; see also City of Fremont v. San Francisco Bay Area 

Rapid Transit Dist. (1995) 34 Cal.App.4th 1780, 1790; Board of Supervisors of Riverside 

County v. Superior Court (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 830, 837.) 

Monte Vista Water District strongly supports prompt completion of the OBMP for the 

Chino Basin. However, application of the CEQA process to the OBMP has great potential for 

further delay. If the court directs the OBMP to provide prohibitions and incentives, leaving 

commitment to implementation of physical projects to public agencies who wish to avail 

themselves of the Chino Basin groundwater resources, then CEQA compliance will follow in 

logical order. 
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n. 

THE COURT CAN AVOID THE APPLICATION OF CEQA 

TO THE OBMP PROCESS IF THE OBMP PROVIDES FOR MANAGEMENT GOALS 

AND OBJECTIVES AND PROVIDES INCENTIVES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

THROUGH COURT SANCTIONED PROHIBITIONS AND ASSESSMENTS 

The court can take two very diverse paths concerning implementation of the OBMP. The 

path chosen by this court will likely determine whether the OBMP will be governed by CEQA. 

One path would be for the court to issue orders and directives as part of the OBMP, 

identifying specific projects and locations for the projects, and identifying the specific public 

entity(ies) that would be the lead agency on the projects. If such orders and directives were 

based upon stipulation of the parties, there is little question that CEQA would apply to the 

OBMP. (Cal. Code of Regs. , tit . 1 4  § 1 5 3 52(a); City of Vernon v. Board of Harbor Comrs. 

( 1 998) 63 Cal.App . 4th 677, 688 [ "The agency commits to a definite course of action not simply 

by being a proponent or advocate of the project, but by agreeing to legally be bound to take that 

course of action.")) Furthermore, even if the orders and directives were not based upon 

stipulation of the parties, the p"otential exists that an appellate court would find that the OBMP is 

governed by CEQA: 

It is not clear what effect this exclusion [excluding state courts from CEQA] has on publi c 
agency action affecting the environment taken in response to a court order. One view is 
that an agency action carrying out a court order is an exempt ministerial activity . The 
agency is required to comply with the terms of the court order and does not have 
discretion to do otherwise. The opposing view is that, even though courts are exempt, 
they do not have authority to order relief that would excuse a public agency from 
complying with CEQA. No reported case has addressed this issue . (S .  Kostka & M. 
Lischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act ( 1 st ed. 8/99) §4 . 1 1 . 
p. 1 43 . ) 

Additional problems may also result from the court using the OB:MP to issue orders and 

directives identifying specific projects and locations for projects, as an appellate court would 

likely treat these orders and directives as mandatory injunctions. (Davenport v. Blue Cross of 
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Calif. ( 1997) 5 2  Cal .App.4th 435, 448 [ "An injunction i s  prohibitory if it requires a person to 

refrain from a particular act and mandatory if it compels performance of an affirmative act that 

changes the position of the parties."]) These types of injunctions are only permitted in extreme 

cases and subject to very strict review on appeal. (Teachers Ins. & Annuity Ass..'n v. Furlotti 

( 1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1487, 1 493 ['The granting of a mandatory injunction pending trial is not 

· permitted except in extreme cases where the right thereto is clearly established."]) 

The second path the court could take is to issue orders and directives prohibiting certain 

activities by the parties and to provide for proper economic incentives through OBMP. For 

example, a court order implementing the OBMP could provide that no party may pump water 

from the basin unless the party pays an assessment to defray the costs of a wet water recharge . 

As another example, a court order implementing the OBMP could provide that no party may 

pump water from the basin until it pays its share of a desalting plant to be built . 1 Along this path, 

the OBMP would contain no commitment by any party to any specific project and no mandatory 

injunction by the court . 

Further, there would be no CEQA implications by such orders and directives, as none of 

the parties have legally committed to proceeding with a project . (See e.g. ,  Kaufman & Broad­

South Bay, Inc. v. Morgan Hill Unified School Dist. ( 1 992) 9 Cal .App.4th 464 [Formation of 

community facilities district to provide funding for district activit ies not a project, because agency 

not committed to definite course of action relating to expenditure of funds].) When one or more 

of the parties decided to commit to a public works project, and, thereby, avoid the prohibitions 

and reap the financial benefits under the OB:MP, those parties would then be required to comply 

with CEQA. (City of Vernon, supra, at 688 .) 

The advantage to avoiding CEQA compliance at this junction is to hasten the completion 

of the OBMP at or near the schedule previously set forth by the court. Requiring CEQA 

compliance would likely delay completion of the OBMP by years. Additionally, this course of 

action avoids the risk of a premature CEQA process, but ensures CEQA compliance at the time a 

1 These are meant as only very crude examples. 
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commitment to a project is made by a party. Furthermore, avoiding CEQA compliance now will 

save the all of the parties money, as under the above alternative, the party who will incur the 

expense of compliance with CEQA is the party who decides the incentives under the OBMP 

outweigh the costs of compliance with CEQA. Finally, the above described orders are clearly 

prohibitory and more likely to withstand appellate scrutiny if the court cannot obtain the 

stipulation of all the parties. (See Davenport, supra, at 448 . ) 

A. 

m. 

A COURT ORDER ADOPTING THE OBMP DOES NOT TRIGGER THE 

NEED TO COMPLY WITH CEQA; THE CEQA PROCESS SHOULD BE 

DEFERRED UNTIL AN IDENTIFIABLE PROJECT COMMITS A PUBLIC 

AGENCY TO A COURSE OF ACTION, WHEREBY MEANINGFUL 

ENVffiONMENTAL ANALYSIS CAN THEN BE PERFORMED 

CEOA Does Not Apply to Court Orders 

CEQA only applies to governmental action,2 and a court order adopting the OB:MP or 

even ordering the implementation of the OB:MP is not an action by a governmental agency. An 

activity is exempt from CEQA review if: ( 1 ) the activity does not involve the exercise of 

discretionary powers by a public agency; (2) the activity does not result in a direct or reasonable 

foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment; or (3 ) the activity is not a project as 

defined in Section 1 53 78.3 CEQA Guidelines § 1 5060(c). 

By definition, a court ordered OBMP is not an activity involving the exerci se of 

discretionary powers by a public agency. The San Bernardino County Superior Court and the 

appointed watermaster are judicial entities, separated from the legislative power under the 

California Constitution, Article III, Section 3. CEQA Guidelines, section 1 53 79 states : "'Public 

2CEQA applies to governmental actions which may involve activities directly undertaken by a governmental 
2 5 agency, activities financed in whole or in part by governmental agency, or private activities which require 

approval from a governmental agency. California Code of Regulations, Title 1 4, Article l (CEQA Guidelines, 
2 6  § 1 5002(b}} . 

2 7 3 Only an activity undertaken, supported, or authorized by a public agency is considered to be a "project." 
Pub. Res. Code § 2 1 065. 

2 8  
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1 agency includes a state agency, board, or commission and any local or regional agency, as defined 

2 in these guidelines. It does not include the courts of the state." ( Cal. Code of Reg., tit . 14  

3 § 1 5 379 (emphasis added). Simply, the court is not a public agency, and its decisions are not 

4 subject to the CEQA review process. 
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B. The OBMP Is Not a "Prqj ect" That Triggers the CEOA Process by Committing a 

Public Agency to a Definite Course of Action 

CEQA' s application is predicated on an identifiable "project." An activity that is not a 

"project" is not subject to CEQA. (Cal. Code ofRegs. , tit . 14 § 1 5060{c){3) .) A "project" has 

two essential elements. First, it is an activity that may cause a direct ( or reasonably foreseeable 

indirect) physical environmental change. Second, it is an activity directly undertaken by a public 

agency, an activity supported in whole or in part by a public agency or an activity involving the 

issuance by a public agency of some form of entitlement or permit . (Pub. Resources Code § 

2 1 065;  Cal . Code ofRegs. ,  tit. 1 4  § 1 53 78 .)  

CEQA does not apply until the time a public agency proposes to "approve" a project. 

(Cal . Code ofRegs., tit. 1 4, § 1 53 78(c). ) Importantly, governmental "approval" is defined as a 

public agency decision that commits the agency to a definite course of action in regard to a 

project intended to be carried out by any person. (Cal . Code ofRegs. , tit .  1 4  § 1 5352(a) . )  

CEQA review cannot begin before a "project" i s  identified because meaningful 

environmental analysis of project alternatives cannot be conducted until a public agency commits 

to a definite course of action. Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solana ( 1 992) 5 

Cal .App .4th 3 5 1 ,  312� McQueen v. Board of Directors ( 1 988) 202 Cai .App.3d 1 1 36, 1 1 43 [An 

accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential 

environmental effects of a proposed activity] ; Pala Band of Mission Indians v. County of San 
2 3  
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Diego ( 1 998) 68 Cal.App.4th 556, 576 [designation of potential waste disposal sites as 

"tentatively reserved" in waste management plan does not trigger duty to prepare an EIR, as no 

commitment to development exists] . CEQA review, however, is required before commitment by 

an agency to a course of action so that the review does not become a "post-hoc rationalization." 
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2 Com. ( 1 975) 1 3  Cal.3 d 263, 283-284; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino ( 1988) 202 

3 Cal.App . 3d  296, 306. ) 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

24 

2 5  

2 6  

In Stand Tall on Principles v. Shasta Union High Sch. Dist. ( 1 99 1 ) 235 fal.�pp.3 d 772, 

the court held that a resolution selecting a preferred site for a new school did not commit a public 

agency to a definite course of action. Because the future decision to acquire the site would be 

subject to CEQA review, the resolution to select a preferred site was not a "project" subject to 

CEQA review. Stand Tall 23 5 Cal .App . 3d at 1 07, 1 1 0 . 

In Rio Vista, supra, the court upheld a decision to dismiss the plaintiff's action challenging 

a County' s  adoption of a hazardous waste management plan. The court stated : 

The flaw in [plaintiff' s] argument is that the Plan makes no commitment to future 
facilities other than furnishing siting criteria and designating generally acceptable 
locations. While the Plan suggests that new facilities may be needed by the 
County, no siting decisions are made; the Plan does not even determine that future 
facilities will ever be built Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solana 
( 1 992) 5 Cal . App.4th 35 1 , 3 70. 

The court further stated : "CEQA requires consideration of the potential environmental 

effects of the project actually approved by the public agency, not some hypothetical project. 

Where future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be served by requiring an 

EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental consequences." Rio Vista Farm 

Bureau Center v. County of Solana ( 1 992) S Cal .App.4th 3 5 1 , 3 72 � citing K;ngs County Farm 

Bureau v. City of Hanford ( 1990) 22 1 Cal.App .3d 692, 738. 

The sine qua non of CEQA' s application is an identifiable "project." The court's  adoption 

of the OBMP, however, is not a governmental activity, and the OBMP does not commit any 

public agency to a definite course of action. Therefore, an identifiable project does not exist. 

Accordingly, the CEQA process must be deferred to a time when meaningful environmental 

analysis can be performed. Present undertaking of environmental review of the OBMP would 

involve speculation and conjecture and would frustrate the purpose of CEQA. 
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The above is also consistent with CEQA' s exemption for feasibility and planning studies : 

A project involving only feasibility or planning studies for possible future actions which 
the agency, board, or commission has not approved, adopted, or funded does not require 
the preparation of an EIR or negative declaration but does require consideration of 
environmental factors. (Cal . Code ofRegs . ,  tit . 14 § 1 5262.) 

The OBMP is nothing more (and should be nothing more) than a feasibility and planning 

6 · study. It should not contain commitment, approval, adoption or funding by any party to any 

future action. Rather, the OBMP should provide general goals and objectives for proper 

management of yield and water quality of the Chino Basin. It should not commit any public 

agency to any course of action and it should not subject any particular Basin locations to 

environmental change. Rather, the OBMP should provide for management goals and objectives 

and provide incentives for implementation through court sanctioned prohibitions and assessments . 

Any future projects undertaken directly or indirectly by a public agency to avail itself of the 

incentives in the OB� will be properly subject to a future CEQA review process. 
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IV. 

THE COURT HAS THE OBLIGATION TO EXPEDITE 

CREATIONt APPROVAL AND ADOPTION OF THE OBMP 

In both Judge Turner' s 1 989 Order and the in this court' s  1 997 Order, it was clearly 

recognized that the creation of an OB:rvfP was critical to effective management of the Basin. 

Once this fact was accepted by the court, the Judgment mandates that the court exercise its broad 

equitable powers to ensure that an OBMP is created, approved and adopted in an expeditious 

fashion. (See Judgement, �� 39-40. )  Such a mandate is consistent with Article X. Section 2 of the 

California Constitution: 

Since the adoption of the 1 928 Constitutional Amendment, it is not only within the power 
but is also the duty of the trial court to admit evidence relating to possible physical 
solutions, and if none is satisfactory to it to suggest on its own motion such physical 
solution. [Citation omitted] The court possesses the power to enforce such solution 
regardless of whether the parties agree. (City of Lodi. East Bay Municipal Utility 
District {l 936) 7 Cal.2d 309, 34 1 [Emphasis added].) 

It, therefore, follows, given the court's  previous findings regarding the need for an 
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1 It, therefore, follows, given the court' s  previous findings regarding the need for an 

2 OBMP, that the court, under the Judgment and under Article X, Section 2, has the duty to issue 

3 orders that avoid undue delay in the OBMP process. This would include orders that legally avoid 

4 the delay of CEQA compliance at this juncture. This can be done by drafting the.OBMP with the 

5 following constraints : 
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3 .  

The OBMP should provide goals and objectives for management of the Chino 

Basin� 

The OB:MP should avoid commitment to any specific projects or specific location 

of projects; and 

The OBMP should specify prohibitions and financial incentives for the projects 

needed to achieve the goals and objectives. 

With the above constraints, the OBMP will not be a document in which the court is 

1 3  ordering a specific project to be done, or a document in which any party is committing to a 

1 4  specific project. This will avoid the need for CEQA compliance before the court may approve 

1 5  and adopt the OBMP and will leave CEQA compliance to the party who subsequently commits to 

1 6 a particular project . 

1 7 Dated : October J:l., 1 999 
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By : � �/4� 
Arthur G. Kidman 
Attorneys for Defendant 
MONTE VISTA WATER DISTRICT 

BRIEF 





0:: 
::r: 
Ii;; 
o:l 
d$ Ill 

z 
0: 

>-

,:: 
..J 

::i:; 
0 
H 

0 

� 

1 PROOF OF SERVICE 

2 I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 1 8  and 
3 not a party to the within action; my business address is :  695 Town Center Drive, Suite 1400, 

Costa Mesa, CA 92626. 
4 On October 28, 1999, I served the foregoing document described as: MONTE VISTA 

WATER DISTRICT MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES REGARDING 
S ·APPLICATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT TO THE 
6 OPTIM:UM BASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR ffiE CHINO BASIN on the interested 

parties on the attached service list as follows: 
7 

by causing a true copy thereof, enclosed in a sealed envelope, addressed as stated below: 
8 

g -X_  

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

1 ST CLASS MA.IL I am "readily familiar" with the finn's  practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Costa 
Mesa, California in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the 
party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date 
is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit . 

EXPRES S MAIL I am readily familiar with the finn' s practice of collection and 
processing pleadings, discovery and documents for Express Mail service and I personally 
perf onned the acts described herein. I deposited the aforementioned document( s) and 
envelope(s) with Express Mail postage fully prepaid in a mailbox, mail chute or like 
facility regularly maintained by the United States Postal Service for receipt of Express 
Mail at Riverside, California on the aforementioned case . 

CERTIFIED MAIL I am .. readily familiar" with the firm' s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practi ce it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Costa 
Mesa, California in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the 
party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date 
is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit . 

2 1  I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above is true 
2 2 and correct. 

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

Executed on October 28, 1999 at Costa Mesa, Cal� � • 

L 
2 6 C:\OFFlCE\WPW!NIWPDOCS\MONTEICEQA3.BRF 
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Victoria A. Robinson 
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POMONA. CA. 91766 
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PO BOX 6425 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA. 924 12 
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LOS ANGELES, CA. 9007 1 - 1 672 
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ATTORNEY• CITY OF CHINO 
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CHJNO, CA. 9 1 7 1 0  
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STEVEN KENNEDY 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT V .  CITY OF CHINO et al . 
CASE NO . RCV 51010 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I ,  Genia van Schaik :  

1 .  I am over the age o f  18  and not a party to this action . My 

busines s  address is  Chino Basin Watermaster, 8 632 Archibald Avenue, Suite 

1 0 9 ,  Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730 . 

2 .  On today' s dat e ,  I served the documents identified below by 

placing a true and correct copy o f  same in sealed envelopes addres sed to 

each of the addresses  shown on the attached mailing list # 1 .  

MONTE VISTA WATER DISTRICT MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES REGARDING APPLICATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT TO THE OPTIMUM BASIN 
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE CHINO BASIN 

3 .  I then placed said envelopes for collection, processing and 

mailing by Chino Basin Watermaster personnel with the United States 

Postal Service on today' s date ,  following Chino Basin Watermaster ' s 

ordinary business practices . Pursuant to these practices ,  with which I am 

familiar, such sealed, addres sed envelopes are deposited in the ordinary 

course of business  with the United States Postal Service on the same date 

they are collected and processed ,  with postage thereon fully prepaid . 

I declare under penalty of perj ury under the laws of the State of 

California that the foregoing is true and correct . 

Executed on October 2 9 ,  1 9 9 9 ,  at Rancho Cucamonga, California . 

/JMH1 ,VaM� 
Genia van Schaik 





AAA AA 

MAILING LIST 1 

UPDATED 08/30/99 

RICHARD ANDERSON 

1365 W FOOTHILL BLVD STE 1 

UPLAND CA 91786 

SCOTT ATHERTON 

CALIFORNIA SPEEDWAY 

P.O. BOX 9300 

FONTANA CA 92334-9300 

VICTOR BARRION 

RELIANT ENERGY ETIWANDA 

8996 ETIWANDA AVE 

ETIWANDA CA 91739 

KA THIE BL YSKAL 

SUNKIST GROWERS INC 

760 E SUNKIST ST 

ONTARIO CA 91761 

KATHRYN H K  BRANMAN 

MOBILE COMMUNITY MGMT CO 

1801 E EDINGER AVE #230 

SANTA ANA CA 92705-4754 

TERRY CATLIN 

CBWM BOARD 

2344 IVY CT 

UPLAND CA 91784 

GEORGE COSBY 

CALMAT PROPERTIES CO 

3200 N SAN FERNANDO RD 

LOS ANGELES CA 90065 

ROBERT DELOACH 

CUCAMONGA COUNTY WATER DIST 

P.O. BOX 638 

RANCHO CUCA CA 9 1729-0638 

TED W. DUTTON 

UNITED WATER MANAGEMENT CO INC 

1905 BUSINESS CENTER DR STE 100 

SAN BERNARDINO CA 92408 

CURTIS AARON 

CITY OF FONTANA 

8353 SIERRA AVE 

FONTANA CA 92335-3598 

A W  ARAIZA 

WEST SAN BERNARDINO C W D 

P.O. BOX 920 

RIAL TO CA 92376-0920 

RICH ATWATER 

IEUA 

P.O. BOX 697 

RCHO CUCA CA 91 729-0697 

808 BEST 

NAT'L RESOURCES CONS SVS 

258648USINESS CENTER DR K 

REDLANDS CA 92374 

PATTI BONAWITZ 

IEUA 

P.O. BOX 697 

RCHO CUCA CA 91729-0697 

FRANK BROMMENSCHENKEL 

134 DAVIS ST 

SANTA PAULA CA 93060 

NEIL CLIFTON 

IEUA 

P.O. BOX 697 

RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91729-0697 

DAVE CROSLEY 

CITY OF CHINO 

5050 SCHAEFER AVE 

CHINO CA 9171 0-5549 

BILL DENDY 

BILL DENDY & ASSOCIATES 

429 F ST SUITE 2 

DAVIS CA 9561 6-41 1 1  

DICK DYKSTRA 

10129 SCHAEFER 

ONTARIO CA 91761-7973 

CHET ANDERSON 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER CO 

401 S SAN DIMAS CANYON RD 

SAN DIMAS CA 91773 

STEVE ARBELBIDE 

CBWM BOARD 

417 PONDEROSA TR 

CALIMESA CA 92320 

RODNEY BAKER 

P.O. BOX 438 

COULTERVILLE CA 95311•0438 

GERALD BLACK 

FONTANA UNION WATER CO 

P.O. BOX 309 

FONTANA CA 92334 

BEYERL Y BRADEN 

WEST END CONS WATER CO 

P.O. BOX 460 

UPLAND CA 91785 

RICK BUFFINGTON 

STATE OF CA CIM 

P.O. BOX 1031 

CHINO CA 91710 

TERRY COOK 

KAISER VENTURES INC 

3633 E INLD EMP BLVD STE 850 

ONTARIO CA 91764 

ROBERT DEBERARD 

CHAIRMAN-AG POOL 

P.O. BOX 1223 

UPLAND CA 91 785-1 223 

GREG DEVEREAUX 

CITY OF ONTARIO 

303 E "B" ST 

ONTARIO CA 91764 

BOB FEENSTRA 

MILK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 

13545 S EUCLID AVE 

ONTARIO CA 91762-6656 



RALPH FRANK 

755 LAKEFIELD RD #3 

WESTLAKE VILLAGE CA 91361 

JIM GALLAGHER 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER CO 

2143 CONVENTION CTR WAY STE 110  

ONTARIO CA 91764 

JOE GRINDSTAFF 

SAWPA 

1 1615 STERLING AVE 

RIVERSIDE CA 92503 

DONALD HARRIGER 

CBWM BOARD 

P.O. BOX 5286 

RIVERSIDE CA 92517-5286 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

HIGGS FLETCHER & MACK 

401 W A STREET 

SAN DIEGO CA 92101-7908 

KEN JESKE 

CITY OF ONTARIO 

1425 S BON VIEW AVE 

ONTARIO CA 91761-4406 

PATRICK J. KING 

CBWM BOARD 

303 E "B" ST 

ONTARIO CA 91764-41 96 

VERN KNOOP 

DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 

770 FAIRMONT AVE 

GLENDALE CA 91203-1035 

MANAGER 

KREIGER & STEWART ENGINEERING 

FIRM 

3602 UNIVERSITY AVE 

RIVERSIDE CA 92501 

KENNETH KULES 

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 54153 

LOS ANGELES CA 90054-01 53 

SAM FULLER 

SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY MWD 

P.O. BOX 5906 

SAN BERNARDINO CA 92412-5906 

ALLAN E GLUCK 

N AMERICAN COMM REAL EST 

123 S. FIGUEROA ST STE 190 B 

LOS ANGELES CA 90012-5517 

JACK HAGERMAN 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CIM 

4158 CENTER ST 

NORCO CA 91760 

CARL HAUGE 

DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 

1 020 9TH ST 3RD FL 

SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

PAUL HOFER 

CBWM BOARD 

11248 S TURNER AVE 

ONTARIO CA 91761 

JOSEPHINE JOHNSON 

CBWM BOARD 

3635 RIVERSIDE DR 

CHINO CA 91710 

MARK KINSEY 

MONTE VISTA WATER DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 71 

MONTCLAIR CA 91763-0071 

GENE KOOPMAN 

1 3898 ARCHIBALD AVE 

ONTARIO CA 91761-7979 

MANAGER 

KRONICK MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN & 

GIRARD 

400 CAPITOL MALL 27TH FL 

SACRAMENTO CA 95814-4417 

FRANK LOGUIDICE 

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WC 

P.O. BOX 6010 

EL MONTE CA 91 734 

MARK GAGE P E  

GEOMATRIX CONSULTANTS INC 

2101 WEBSTER ST #1200 

OAKLAND CA 94612 

HOLLEY GRAHAM 

CBWM BOARD 

P.O. BOX 71 

MONTCLAIR CA 91763-0071 

RICK HANSEN 

THREE VALLEYS M W  D 

P.O. BOX 1300 

CLAREMONT CA 9171 1 

SCOTT HENDRIX 

ARROWHEAD WATER COMP 

5772 JURUPA RD 

ONTARIO CA 91761-3672 

NINA JAZMADARIAN 

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 54153 

LOS ANGELES CA 90054-0153 

BARRETT KEHL 

CBWCD 

P.O. BOX 2400 

MONTCLAIR CA 91763-0900 

MARK KINSEY 

MONTE VISTA IRRIGATION CO 

1 0575 CENTRAL AVE 

MONTCLAIR CA 91763 

J KOPALD & L HAIT 

KOPALD & MARK 

8888 OLYMPIC BLVD 

BEYERL Y HILLS CA 90211 

A. A. KRUEGER 

CBWM BOARD 

3736 TOWNE PARK CR 

POMONA CA 91767 

CARLOS LOZANO 

STATE OF CA YTS 

P.O. BOX 800 

ONTARIO CA 91761-0800 



MIKE MAESTAS 

CITY OF CHINO HILLS 

2001 GRAND AVE 

CHINO HILLS CA 91709-4869 

CAROLE MCGREEVY 

JURUPA COMM SVCS DIST 

8621 JURUPA RD 

RIVERSIDE CA 92509-3229 

RUBEN MONTES 

SAN BERNARDINO CTY FLO CONT DIST 

825 E THIRD ST 

SAN BERNARDINO CA 92415 

JUAN NESSI 

STATE OF CA, CIM 

18952 BETLEY ST 

ROWLAND HEIGHTS CA 91748 

DANA OLDENKAMP 

MILK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 

3214 CENTURION PL 

ONTARIO CA 91761 

HENRY PEPPER 

CITY OF POMONA 

505 S GAREY A VE 

POMONA CA 91766 

LEE R REDMOND 111 

KAISER VENTURES INC 

3633 E INLD EMP BLVD STE 850 

ONTARIO CA 91764 

ARNOLD RODRIGUEZ 

SANTA ANA RIVER WATER CO 

1 0530 54TH ST 

MIRA LOMA CA 91752-2331 

WAYNE SALMI 

PRAXAIR 

5735 AIRPORT DR 

ONTARIO CA 91761 

JOHN SCHATZ 

FOR JURUPA COMM $VS DIST 

P.O. BOX 7775 

LAGUNA NIGUEL CA 92607-7775 

ALAN MARKS 

CTY OF SAN BERN CTY CNSL 

157 W 5TH ST 

SAN BERNARDINO CA 92415 

BILL MILLS 

ORANGE COUNTY WATER DIST 

P.O. BOX 8300 

FTN VALLEY CA 92728-8300 

JIM MOODY 

CITY OF UPLAND 

P.O. BOX 460 

UPLAND CA 91785-0460 

ROBERT NEUFELD 

CHAIRMAN CBWM BOARD 

141 1 1  SAN GABRIEL CT 

RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91739 

ROBERT OLISLAGERS 

CNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

7000 MERRILL AVE BOX 1 

CHINO CA 91710-9027 

JEFFREY PIERSON 

UNITEX /CORONA FARMS 

3090 PULLMAN ST STE 209 

COSTA MESA CA 92626 

BILL RICE 

RWQCB - SANTA ANA REGION 

3737 MAIN ST STE 500 

RIVERSIDE CA 92501-3339 

GLEN ROJAS 

CITY OF CHINO 

P.O. BOX 667 

CHINO CA 91 708-0667 

PATRICK SAMPSON 

P.O. BOX 660 

POMONA CA 91769 

JOE SCHENK 

CITY OF NORCO 

P.O. BOX 428 

NORCO CA 91760-0428 

MIKE MCGRAW 

FONTANA WATER COMPANY 

P.O. BOX 987 

FONTANA CA 92334-0987 

BRYAN MOLLOY 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CIM 

P.O. BOX 128 

CHINO CA 91710-0128 

CHRIS NAGLER 

DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 

770 FAIRMONT AVE SUITE 102 

GLENDALE CA 91203-1035 

JOE ODETTE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CIM 

P.O. BOX 128 

CHINO CA 9171 0-0128 

SANDY OLSON 

WALNUT VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

271 S BREA CANYON RD 

WALNUT CA 91789 

ROBB QUINCEY 

INLAND PACIFIC WATER COMPANY 

8300 UTICA AVE 3RD FLOOR 

RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730 

DAVID RINGEL 

MONTGOMERY WATSON 

P.O. BOX 7009 

PASADENA CA 91109-7009 

MANAGER 

RUTAN & TUCKER 

611  ANTON BLVD STE 1400 

COSTA MESA CA 92626 

JOSEPH C SCALMANINI 

500 FIRST ST 

WOODLAND CA 95695 

DONALD SCHROEDER 

CBWM BOARD 

3700 MINTERN 

RIVERSIDE CA 92509 



DAVID SCRIVEN 

KRIEGER & STEWART 

3602 UNIVERSITY AVE 

RIVERSIDE CA 92501 

MICHAEL SMITH 

NICHOLS STEAD BOILEAU & KOSTOFF 

223 W FOOTHILL BLVD #200 

CLAREMONT CA 9171 1 -2708 

DAVID STARNES 

MOBILE COMMUNITY MGMT CO 

1801 E EDINGER AVE STE 230 

SANTA ANA CA 92705 

LENNA TANNER 

CITY CLERK - CITY OF CHINO 

P,O, BOX 667 

CHINO CA 91708-0667 

DAVID THOMPSON 

GE-MGR ENV REMEDIATION PROGRAMS 

640 FREEDOM BUSINESS CTR, 

KING OF PRUSSIA PA 1 9406 

ARLAN VAN LEEUWEN 

FAIRVIEW FARMS 

6875 PINE AVE 

CHINO CA 9171 0-9165 

JAMES WARD 

THOMPSON & COLGATE 

P.O. BOX 1299 

RIVERSIDE CA 92502 

CHARLES R. WHITE 

DEPT WATER RESOURCES-SO DIST 

770 FAIRMONT AVE 

GLENDALE CA 91203-1035 

JEROME WILSON 

CBWM BOARD 

6035 FALLING TREE LN 

ALTA LOMA CA 91737 

JESS SENECAL 

LAGERLOF SENECAL BRADLEY 

GOSNEY & KRUSE 

301 N LAKE AVE 10
TH 

FL 

PASADENA CA 91101-4108 

JESS SENECAL 

ATTORNEY CITY OF POMONA 

301 N LAKE AVE 10TH FL 

PASADENA CA 91101-4108 

MS, PHIL SMITH 

STATE OF CA 

P .0. BOX 942883 

SACRAMENTO CA 94283-0001 

SWRCB 

DIVISION OF WATER RIGHTS 

P.O. BOX 2000 

SACRAMENTO CA 95809-2000 

JERRY THIBEAULT 

RWQCB . SANTA ANA REGION 

3737 MAIN ST STE 500 

RIVERSIDE CA 92501-3339 

JOHN THORNTON 

PSOMAS AND ASSOCIATES 

3187 RED HILL AVE, SUITE 250 

COSTA MESA CA 92626 

GEOFFREY VANDEN HEUVEL 

CBWM BOARD 

7551 KIMBALL AVE 

CHINO CA 9271 0-9269 

MARK WARD 

AMERON INTERNATIONAL 

13032 SLOVER AVE 

FONTANA CA 92335-6990 

MICHAEL WHITEHEAD 

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER CO 

P.O. BOX 6010 

EL MONTE CA 91734 

DAVID B. ANDERSON 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

1416 NINTH ST 

P.O. BOX 94236 

SACRAMENTO CA 94236-0001 

THOMAS S, BUNN III 

LAGERLOF SENECAL BRADLEY 

GOSNEY & KRUSE 

301 N LAKE AVE 10
TH 

FL 

PASADENA CA 91101-4108 

MARILYN SMITH 

SECY ONTARIO CITY COUNCIL 

303 E "B" STREET 

ONTARIO CA 91764 

BILL STAFFORD 

MARYGOLD MUTUAL WATER CO 

9715 ALDER ST 

BLOOMINGTON CA 92316-1637 

GENE TANAKA 

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

P,O, BOX 1028 

RIVERSIDE CA 92502 

MICHAEL THIES 

SPACE CENTER MIRA LOMA INC 

3401 S ETIWANDA AVE BLDG 503 

MIRA LOMA CA 91752-1 126 

HAROLD TREDWAY 

10841 PARAMOUNT BLVD 

DOWNEY CA 90241 

ERICK VAUGHN 

ANGELICA RENTAL SERVICE 

1575 N CASE ST 

ORANGE CA 92867-3635 

RAY WELLINGTON 

SAN ANTONIO WATER COMPANY 

139 N EUCLID AVE 

UPLAND CA 91 786-6036 

MARK WILDERMUTH 

WILDERMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL INC 

415 N EL CAMINO REAL STE A 

SAN CLEMENTE CA 92672 


