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L INTRODUCTION
The Chino Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster) and the Inland Empire Utilities Agency

("IEUA”) hereby jointly request the Court’s approval of the 2013 Amendment to the 2010
Recharge Master Plan Update (2013 Amendment™)! and finding that the 2013 Amendment
satisties the Court’s orders and directions regarding amendment of the 2010 Recharge Master
Plan Update (“2010 RMPU”) contained in the Court’s Order dpproving Watermaster s
Compliance with Condition Subsequent Number Eight and Approving Procedures to be Used to
Allocate Surplus Agricultural Pool Water in the Event of a Decline in Safe Yield, dated October 8,
2010% (“October 8, 2010 Order™).

Watermaster also requests the Court’s approval of the proposed unopposed intervention of
TAMCO, a California Corporation, as a party to the Judgment with placement within the

Overlying (Non-Agricultural) Pool.

IL.  BACKGROUND OF AMENDMENT TO THE RECHARGE MASTER PLAN
UPDATE

A, The Recharse Master Plan

In its December 21, 2007 Order approving the Peace Il Measures, the Court required
Watermaster to satisfy a number of conditions subsequent. Condition subsequent number eight
required Watermaster to update its Recharge Master Plan. The Chino Basin Judgment operates
on the fundamental premise that, through the Physical Solution, overproduction can be
replenished through the recharge of supplemental water. Consequently, under the Judgment, no
party is limited in the amount of groundwater that it may pump from the Basin, provided that
sufficient funds are provided by the parties to purchase available replenishment water to offset
any pumping above the Safe Yield of the Basin. (See Plaintiff’s Post Trial Memorandum, July
12,1978, 5:5-12.)

' A copy of the 2013 Amendment is attached to Exhibit “B” to the Declaration of Bradley J.
Herrema, filed concurrently with this Motion (“Herrema Decl.”), as Exhibit E to Watermaster’s
Resolution No. 2013-06, Resolution of the Chino Basin Watermaster Regarding the Adoption of
the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Update to the Chino Basin Recharge Master Plan.
% The October 8, 2010 Order is attached to Herrema Decl., Exh. B, as Exhibit B to Watermaster’s
Resolution No. 2013-06.

I

MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO RMPU; TAMCQ INTERVENTION




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
21 East Carrillo Street
Santa Barbara, CA 53101-2706

o =1 O th R

O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

In broad terms, the purpose of the Recharge Master Plan is to articulate the manner in
which Watermaster will fulfill its responsibilities under the Judgment to ensure that groundwater
production from the Chino Basin in excess of the Safe Yield is off-set, bucket for bucket, by
replenishment in accordance with the Physical Solution. Success is dependent upon making
projections in the Recharge Master Plan concerning anticipated production of groundwater from
the Basin, the availability of imported water supplies, and the facilities necessary to make use of
those imported supplies. (See Peace 11 Agreement, Article VIIL)

In addition, Watermaster’s discretion with regard to the manner in which recharge
activities are conducted is constrained by commitments made in the Peace I and Peace II
Agreements, and implementation of the Recharge Master Plan recommendations must satisfy
these commitments. (See, e.g., Peace Il Agreement, § 8.4.) Fundamentally, the purpose of the
Recharge Master Plan Update is to ensure that: (i} if at any time during the period when the
400,000 acre-feet of Basin Re-Operation water is being produced that water were to become
unavailable; and, (ii) when the 400,000 acre-feet has been exhausted under the Court authorized

schedule, then, Watermaster and the parties will have the ability to offiset all overproduction.

B. Update Requirements for Recharge Master Plan

Section 8.1 of the Peace 11 Agreement requires that Watermaster and IEUA update the
Recharge Master Plan “... to address how the Basin will be contemporaneously managed to
secure and maintain Hydraulic Control and subsequently operated at a new equilibrium at the
conclusion of the period of Re-Operation.” (Peace 11 Agreement, § 8.1.) The Recharge Master
Plan must contain recharge estimations and summaries of the projected water supply availability,
as well as the physical means to accomplish the projected recharge quantities, (Peace I1
Agreement, § 8.1.) Specifically, the Peace IT Agreement envisions that updates to the Recharge

Master Plan will:

...reflect an appropriate schedule for planning, design, and
physical improvements as may be required to provide reasonable
assurance that following the full beneficial use of the groundwater
withdrawn in accordance with the Basin Re-Operation and
authorized controlled overdraft, that sufficient Replenishment
capability exists to meet the reasonable projections of Desalter
Replenishment obligations.
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(Peace Il Agreement, § 8.1.) The Peace II Agreement requires that Watermaster and IEUA
update and amend the Recharge Master Plan as frequently as necessary, and not less frequently

than every five years. (Peace Il Agreement, § 8.1.)

C. 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update
On June 30, 2010, Watermaster submitted its 2010 RMPU to the Court in compliance

with condition subsequent number eight. (October 8, 2010 Order Approving Watermaster
Compliance with Condition Subsequent Number Eight and Approving Procedures to be Used to
Allocate Surplus Agricultural Pool Water in the Event of a Decline in Safe Yield (“October 8,
2010 Order”) at 4:3-4.) However, due to intervening state legislation enacted subsequent to the
Court’s December 2007 Order approving the Peace 11 Measures, a delay in finalizing the 2010
RMPU was required. The legislation, entitled SB 7, extended the time for completion of 2010
Urban Water Management Plans (“UWMPs™) until July 1, 2011. (Watermaster Compliance with
Condition Subsequent Number Eight, filed June 30, 2010, attached to Herrema Decl., Exhibit “E”
at 6:15-22.) The UWMPs provide important information about the projected Basin production by
members of the Appropriative Pool. This information was eritical to the 2010 RPMU and,
because this information was not yet available in June 2010, IEUA was not in a position to
approve the updated RMP as required by section 8.1 of the Peace IT Agreement. (October 8, 2010
Order, at 3:10-14.) TEUA deferred its right to approval of the 2010 RPMU until after the
completion of the parties” UWMPs, because JEUA believed that the water demand and
production assumptions were overly conservative and should be re-evaluated with the completion
of the Appropriative Pool members” UWMPs to avoid unnecessary expense to the parties. (See
October 8, 2010 Order, at 3:10-14.)

After Watermaster’s June 30, 2010 submittal of the 2010 RMPU, the Court issued its
October 8, 2010 Order approving the 2010 RMPU, whereby Watermaster was ordered to convene
a committee described in item 3 of section 7.1 of the 2010 RMPU . _to develop the monitoring,

reporting, and accounting practices that will be required to estimate focal project stormwater

> The 2010 RMPU recommends that Watermaster form a committes consisting of “itself, the land
use control entities, the County Flood Control Districts, the [Chino Basin Water Conservation
District], the IEUA, and others.” (2010 RMPU, p. 7-1.)

3
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recharge and new yield” and “...to conduct further analyses as described in section 7.2 of the
updated Recharge Master Plan of the Phase I through 11T projects to refine the projects, to develop
a financing plan, and to develop an implementation plan.” (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:9-14.)
The Court further ordered Watermaster to report to the Court on any changes to the 2010 RMPU
necessitated by information received through the UWMPs by December 17, 2011, and to report
on the status of IEUA’s approval of the RMPU. (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:15-18.)

On December 12, 2011 Watermaster filed an Ex Parte Motion to Request a 180-Day
Extension of Time re Filing of Recharge Master Plan Status Report, which the Court granted on
December 16, 2011. (Order Granting Ex Parte Motion to Request a 180-Day Extension of Time
re Filing of Recharge Master Plan Status Report (Dec. 16, 2011.) On December 15, 2011, the
Watermaster Board directed the completion of the update to the Recharge Master Plan and an
implementation and funding plan within the following year. (Watermaster’s Recharge Master
Plan Status Report” (May 31, 2012), at p. 3; September 26, 2013 Watermaster Board Meeting
agenda staff report, Recharge Master Plan Update Amendment Approval, attached as Exhibit “C”
to Herrema Decl. (“Staff Report”™), at p. 2.)

b. Watermaster’s Prior Status Report and Completion Schedule

On May 31, 2012, in response to the Court’s October 3, 2010 and December 16, 2011

Orders, Watermaster filed a Recharge Master Plan Status Report informing the Coutrt of the
progress made toward amendment of the 2010 RMPU. Watermaster reported that, using updated
estimates of stakeholders” groundwater production and projections of replenishment obligations,
Watermaster and the parties had evaluated changed circumstances (legislative, regulatory, etc.)
that were not addressed in the 2010 RMPU and how these changes affect the Recharge Master
Plan. (Status Report, at p. 3.) For this purpose, a Recharge Master Plan Update Steering
Committee (“Steering Committee”), composed of stakeholders, and including IEUA, had been
convened and had been meeting twice a month for the prior year. (Status Report, at p. 3.)

The Status Report updated the Court on the scope of the Steering Committee’s analysis,

* A copy of the May 31, 2012 Recharge Master Plan Status Report (“Status Report™) is attached
to Herrema Decl., Exh. B, as Exhibit B to Watermaster’s Resolution No. 2013-06.
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and progress in formulating an amendment to the 2010 RMPU. (Status Report, at p. 3.) The
Status Report additionally indicated to the Court that Watermaster believed that the Amendment
could be accomplished within the timeframe anticipated in the 2010 RMPU" as well as by the
December 2012 deadline directed by the Watermaster Board. (Status Report, at p. 5.) At its
November 15, 2012 regular meeting, the Board considered the progress that had been made on
the Amendment and the remaining progress required to complete the Amendment, and
unanimously approved a schedule providing for the completion of the Amendment and its filing

with the Court by October 2013, (Staff Report, at p. 3.)

E. Development of the 2013 Amendment ¢o the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update

As discussed in Watermaster’s May 31, 2012 Status Report, using updated estimates of

stakeholders’ groundwater production and projections of replenishment obligations, the Steering
Committee evaluated changed circumstances (legislative, regulatory, etc.) that were not addressed
in the 2010 RMPU and how these changes affect the Recharge Master Plan. (Status Report, p.3.)
The evaluation incorporated updated groundwater production estimates and replenishment
obligation projections, calculations of water in storage, and information regarding the projected
availability of replenishment water. (Status Report, p. 3; see also, Staff Report, pp. 2-3.)

Using these scenarios, Watermaster’s hydrology consultant undertook modeling in order
to project recharge needs within the Basin, based on modeled future groundwater levels,
estimated Safe Yield, and the balance of recharge and discharge within the Basin. (September 26,
2013 Watermaster Board meeting staff and consultants® presentation (“Staff Presentation”) at 2,
16-17, attached as Exhibit “D” to Herrema Decl.) This analysis was predicated on updated
pumping and replenishment projections, estimates of the locations and amounts of recharge
required for groundwater production sustainability, and potential production forbearance. (Staff
Presentation, at 20-23; Status Report, p. 3.)

As the modeling prior to the Amendment process had been based on the locations and

capabilities of existing recharge facilities, the Steering Commitiee also had an inventory

> The 2010 RMPU estimated that the actions responsive to the Court’s October 2010 Order could
be completed within three years. (Staff Report, p. 2.)
5
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conducted of existing recharge facilities, which includes the characterization of recharge basins,
recharge capacities and the factors controlling recharge performance. (Status Report, at p. 2; see
Staff Presentation, 5.) Other factors that were also included in the analysis include the evaluation
of impacts due to changes in recycled water recharge regulations on Watermaster’s ability to
recharge the same, the analysis of actval storm water recharge at existing facilities, storm water
available for recharge at each facility, and what could be done to increase recharge at each, as
well as the evaluation of availability of and ability to recharge supplemental water, and the
possibility of in-lien recharge within the Basin. (Status Repoxt, at p. 4.)

In order to finalize the Amendment, the Steering Committee directed the identification of
the possible recharge options available to meet current and projected recharge needs, as well as
projects that would enhance the Basin’s Safe Yield. (Staff Presentation, at 19-22; see Resolution
2013-06, §21.) This included the identification of arcas within the Basin with the potential for
production sustainability challenges and other water management challenges that can be
addressed by recharge or production management, the identification of options ensuring
production sustainability through the term of Peace Agreements, including increased recharge at
existing facilities, new recharge facilities, new recharge sources, adjustments in production
patterns, ete. (d.) Based on the Steering Committee’s desire to evaluate as many recharge project
options as could be identified, the Amendment analyzed suggested projects well beyond those for
which the 2010 RMPU’s prior analysis was required to be refined pursuant to the Court’s October
2010 Order. (Staff Report, p. 3 ; see October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:15-18.) The listing of projects
was expanded to provide an opportunity to identify any and all known recharge opportunities at
this time.

The Steering Committee also developed the monitoring, reporting, and accounting

practices required to estimate stormwater recharge and any resultant New Yield associated with

compliance with the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s permit for
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). (Staff Repott, p. 3; Resolution 2013-06, §
21.) In doing so, the Steering Committee considered three alternatives for these practices,

including the annual estimation of recharge and New Yield for specific projects with a “true up”
6
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at the time of a later Safe Yield recalculation, an indirect estimation as patt of periodic Safe Yield
recalculations, and a hybrid approach. (Staff Presentation, at 16,) As to each of these
alternatives, the Steering Committee considered timeliness of estimates, the relative cost of each,
and the expected relative accuracy of the estimates generated through each alternative. (Id) The
Steering Committee recommended, and the Amendment includes, the hybrid approach based on
the efficiencies and cost effectiveness of the approach, combined with the accuracy of the
resulting estimates. (Staff Presentation, at 17.)

After the identiftcation of the potential recharge projects, the Steering Committee
developed the methods and criteria that would be used to evaluate and rank each of them. (Staff
Presentation, at 21-22.) Project evaluation criteria include: confidence in the project’s recharge
estimate; the project’s Iocation within the Basin; ability of the project to be expanded to include
Supplemental Water recharge; cost; any applicable water quality challenges; and, any applicable
institutional chalienges. (Staff Presentation, at 22.) Using these agreed upon methods and
criteria, Watermaster’s consultants conducted engineering and cost analyses of each project.
(Staff Presentation, at 25.) Based on these analyses, the parties reviewed and recommended
implementation of selected projects, and developed recommended financing and implementation
plans for these projects. (Staff Report, p. 3.) IEUA was an active participant in the process and
considered the proposed projects and has indicated willingness to jointly fund certain of these
projects that will facilitate the recharge of additional quantities of recycled water. (Staff Report,
p. 3.) IEUA’s financial participation was considered in the cost of the projects. (Staff Report, p.
3)

F. Recommended Projects and Implementation and Financing Plan

There are two types of projects that were considered for recommended implementation in
the 2013 RMPU: production sustainability and yield enhancement projects. The potential for
production sustainability challenges in Management Zones 2 and 3 has been identified, but the
magnitudes of these challenges are presently unknown and will depend on future groundwater
production and recharge at existing recharge facilities, including the anticipated recharge at

proposed yield enhancement projects located in Management Zones 2 and 3. (2013 Amendment,
7
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at 8-10.) The Amendment recommends the further characterization of the potential production
sustainability challenges and further evaluation of identified projects to determine their ability to
address such challenges. (2013 Amendment, at 8-10.)

As to the yield enhancement projects, after evaluating various cost effectiveness
thresholds, the Steering Committee indicated a preference for recommending all recharge options
that, when combined, have a melded annual cost of $612 per acre-foot, and this is the
recommended list of projects. (2013 Amendment, at 8-9; Table 8-2¢.) These projects will lead to
potential new stormwater capture of up to 6,781 acre-feet per year, as well as additional recycled
water recharge capacity of 4,936 acre-feet per year, at a projected total capital expense exceeding
$57 million. (Staff Report, p. 3.) The recommended yield enhancement projects in Management
Zones 2 and 3 will additionally provide some production sustainability benefits in the areas where
production sustainability challenges might occur in the future. (2013 Amendment, at 8-10.)

The 2013 Amendment includes an Implementation and Financing Plan for the funding,
design, review and construction of the recommended projects. (Staff Report, p. 3.} The
Implementation Plan includes the further evaluation of Management Zone 3 sustainability needs,
described above, as one of its first steps. (Staff Report, p. 3.) As to the recommended projects,
the Implementation Plan identifies that various agreements necessary for agency cooperation
during project implementation must be developed. (Staff Report, p. 3.) These agreements may
include cost and benefit allocation mechanisms that differ from those applied to prior
Watermaster yield enhancement projects. (Statf Report, p. 4.) Yield Enhancement projects
would proceed with preliminary design, permitting, and CEQA compliance, and then final design
and construction.® (Staff Report, pp. 3-4.) The anticipated six-year timeframe for completion of
the recommended projects (Staff Report, p. 4) will roughly coincide with the five year time frame

for the next ﬁpdate or amendment to the Recharge Master Plan Update. (See Peace 1T Agreement,

§ 8.1.)

¢ At the time of the completion of the 2010 RMPU, it was anticipated that the projects that would
be identified for implementation through the Amendment could be constructed within five years
of the completion of the Amendment. (Staff Report, p. 4.) Based on the information on these
projects developed through the Amendment process, it is belicved that a six year time frame for
full construction of the recommended projects is more realistic. (Staff Report, p. 4.)

8
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The Amendment’s Financing Plan provides for the identification of a final financing
mechanism in conjunction with the project review and permitting work described above, and
contemplates cost-sharing between IEUA and Watermaster, and the parties’ pursuit of grant
funding. (Staff Report, p 4.) Design and permitiing costs are to be paid on a pay-as-you-go
basis, and capital costs will be paid through longer term financing mechanisms established by

IEUA or certain Watermaster parties. (Staff Report, p. 4.)-

G. Watermaster’s Approval of the 2013 Amendment

As described in section ILD., above, in November 2012, the Watermaster Board approved
a schedule for the completion and filing of the 2013 Amendment by October 2013, This schedule
included the planned completion and approval of the remaining sections’ of the 2013 Amendment
by certain identified milestones, to ensure progress was made that would lead o timely
completion of the 2013 Amendment. (Herrema Decl., at ] 4.)

Each of sections 5-8 was presented to the Pool Commiittees, Advisory Committee and
Watermaster Board for its review and approval. The Advisory Committee and Board approved
Section 7 in January 2013, Section 6 in in February 2013, Section 5 in June 2013, and Section 8
in September 2013, (Staff Presentation, 32.)

At its September 26, 2013 regular meeting, the Watermaster Board considered the 2013
Amendment in its entirety. As part of its consideration, the Board reviewed the Staff Report and
was provided with the Staff Presentation. Considering the evidence before it, the Board approved
revised Sections 1 thfough 4.} approved Section 8 as presented, adopted Resolution 2013-06,
including the adoption of the findings therein, and authorized Watermaster legal counsel to move
this Court for approval of the 2013 Amendment. (Herrema Decl., at § 5.)

The Board adopted Resolution 2013-06’s findings that:

* Asthe Board found previously in December 2012, there exists sufficient recharge

capacity within the Basin to meet future replenishment obligations;

7 As described in the May 2012 Status Report, Sections 1-4 had been approved in Draft form in
May 2012. (Status Report, at p. 4.)
Sections 1-4, approved in May 2012 in draft form, were revised for consistency within Sections
5-8. (Staff Report, p. 3.)
9
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» The 2013 Amendment is timely and responsive to the Court’s Ociober 2010 Order;

s Through the Stéering Committee, Watermaster and inferested parties evaluated
changed circumstances that were not addressed in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update and how these changes affect the Recharge Master Plan, and this
evaluation is included in section 2 of the 2013 Amendment;

¢ The Steering Committee developed the monitoring, reporting, and accounting
practices and criteria necessary to estimate and evaluate local project stormwater
recharge and New Yield, as described in section 5 of the 2013 Amendment;

e The Steering Committee facilitated the technical evaluation of the Sustainability
Projects and Yield Enhancement Projects, which exceeded the scope of the 2010
RMPU’s Phase I —III projects, and their ranking pursuant to agreed upon criteria,
as described in sections 6 and 7 of the 2013 Amendment;

e The Steering Conuﬁittee’s recommended Yield Enhancement Projects are
estimated to increase stormwater recharge to the Basin by up to 6,781 acre-feet per
year and recycled water recharge to the Basin by up to 4,936 acre-feet per year;

» The Steering Committee developed an implementation and financing plan for the
2013 Amendment’s recommended projects, as described in Section 8 of the 2013
Amendment, that will further the goals and requirements of the Recharge Master
Plan; and

¢ The development of the 2013 Amendment was substantially a further update to the
Recharge Master Plan.

On the basis of these findings, through Resolution 2013-06 the Board resolved that:

» The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is based on sound
technical analysis and adequately amends the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update
in light of changed economic, legislative, and hydrologic conditions within the
State of California;

* The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is responsive to

the Court’s order to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices
10
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that will be required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and new yield,
and contains sufficient analysis responsive to the Court’s direction to develop a
financing plan and an implementation plan;

»  Watermaster adopts the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update as the guidance document for the further development of the recharge
facilities within the Chino Basin; and

* Pursuant to the Peace Il Agreement Section 8.1, Watermaster and IEUA will
update the Recharge Master Plan not less frequently than once every five years.
As the development of the 2013 Amendment was, in effect, an update to the Plan,
the Plan will be updated no later than 2018.

Each of these Section and 2013 Amendment approvals described above was without
opposition, with the exception of that of Section 5, which pertains to the monitoring, reporting,
and accounting practices developed in order to estimate long-term average annual net new
stormwater recharge. At the June 27, 2013 Watermaster Board meeting, representatives of the
City of Fontana (“Fontana™) opposed the approval of Section 5, based on its position that
additional language regarding the allocation of credit for recharged stormwater should be
included in the Section. (See Minutes of the June 27, 2013 Watermaster Board meeting, included
in the agenda packet for the September 26, 2013 Board meeting, attached as Exhibit “A” to
Herrema Decl., at pp. 10-17.)

The Watermaster Board considered Fontana’s concerns, deliberated and commented on its
requests, and, nevertheless approved Section 5, based on the recommendation that the issue of
how to incentivize conduct and provide credits in the allocation of recharged water was premature
and that Fontana’s request, along with the positions of all other stakeholders, would most
appropriately be addressed through processes proposed take place this year and next and be
conchlided in 2014. (See Herrema Decl., Exhibit “A,” at pp. 12-13.) Specifically, Watermaster
intends to facilitate the resolution of all stakeholders’ concerns regarding the finance, credits and
allocation of stormwater recharge and to evaluate these proposals in calendar year 2014. The

General Manager’s Business Plan for 2014 includes this work item and the Board itself expressly
11

MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO RMPU; TAMCO INTERVENTION




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

21 East Cardllo Street
Sauta Barbara, CA 93101-2706

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27

- 28

stated that it supported the prompt resolution of this subject as rationale in finding that Fontana’s
request was premature. (Herrema Decl., Exhibit “A,” at pp. 13-14, 19-20.)

On September 24, 2013, Fontana filed its Motion to Revise Section 5 of the 2013
Recharge Master Plan Update and Restated Judgment. The Court has set a briefing schedule for
the consideration of both Fontana’s motion and this motion {October 3, 2013 Order Granting
Chino Basin Watermaster’s Ex Parte Application to Continue Hearing on Motion to Revise
Section 5 of the 2013 Recharge Master Plan Update and the Restated Judgment, p. 2) and
Watermaster will respond to Fontana’s motion separate from this motion, pursuant to that briefing
schedule.

H. IEUA Approval of the 2013 Amendment
At the time of the 2010 RMPU’s submittal to the Court, Watermaster reported that TEUA

had deferred its approval of the update to the Recharge Master Plan until additional data became
available, such as through the Urban Water Management Process that would be completed in June
2011, related to IEUA’s concern that the water demand and groundwater production assumptions
underlying the 2010 RMPU were overly conservative and might result in unnecessary expense to
the parties. (October 8, 2010 Order, 9:9-20.) In its May 2012 Recharge Master Plan Status
Report, Watermaster reported that because IEUA had been an active participant in the
Amendment process, Watermaster reasonably anticipated that IEUA would be more readily
disposed to aﬁprove the Amendment. (October 8, 2010 Order, 4:27-5:1) Atits October 16, 2013
regular Board meeting, the IEUA Board of Directors adopted Resolution 2013-10-1%, approving
the 2013 Amendment, as stated in the Declaration of Jean Cihigoyenetche dated November 4,

2013, filed concurrently with this Motion.

M. THE 2013 AMENDMENT SATISFIES THE REQUIREMENTS FOR AN UPDATE
OR AMENDMENT

As recounted above, the Court’s October 8, 2010 Order approving the 2010 RMPU,

ordered Watermaster to convene the committee described in item 3 of section 7.1 of the 2010

RMPU “...to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that will be required to

® TRUA’s Resolution 2013-10-1 is attached as Exhibit “A” to the Declaration of Jean
Cihigoyenetche.
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estimate local project stormwater recharge and new yield and “...to conduct further analyses as
described in section 7.2 of the updated Recharge Master Plan of the Phase I through III projects to
refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an implementation plan.”

{(October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:19-14.)

As described in section IL.E. above, through the Steering Committee, Watermaster
developed, and the 2013 Amendment includes the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices
required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and New Yield, contained in Section 5 of
the 2013 Amendment. (See 2013 Amendment, at 5-4 through 5-9; Staff Presentation, at 2, 16-
17.) As further described above, through the Steering Committee, Watermaster, as documented
in the 2013 Amendment, conducted further analyses of the Phase I-III projects included in the
2010 RMPU, as well as addittonal projects proposed for analysis by the members of the Steering
Committee, and the 2013 Amendment includes plans for the financing and implementation of the
projects that were recommended as a result of these analyses. (Resolution 2013-06, 9 21-24.)

Further, as described above, the 2013 Amendment satisfies the requirements of the Peace
1I Agreement to contain recharge estimations and summaries of the projected water supply
availability, as well as the physical means to accomplish the projected recharge quantities. (2013
Amendment, at 6-1, 8-10; Staff Report, at p. 3; see Peace 1T Agreement, § 8.1.} In order to keep
the Court apprised of the progress made toward the construction of the recommended projects,
Watermaster proposes to report the progress made and activities undertaken pursuant to the 2013
Amendment’s Implementation and Financing Plans as part of its semi-annual Optimum Basin
Management Program reports. (Proposed Order Approving Watermaster’s 2013 Amendment to
2010 Recharge Master Plan and Intervention of TAMCO, filed concurrently with this Motion,
Ordering Para. 2.)

On the basis of the evidence before them — and which is before the Court through this
Motion — both the Watermaster and TEUA Boards made the specific findings set forth in
Resolutions 2013-06 and 2013-10-1 and reasonably concluded that the 2013 Amendment satisfies
the requirements of an amendment to the Recharge Master Plan and the specific requirements of

this Court’s October 2010 Order. (Resolution 2013-06, Findjhg 2; IEUA Resolution 2013-10-1,
13
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% 6.) Other than the City of Fontana’s objection to Section 5, described in section I1.G., above, no
party has objected to and Watermaster is unaware of any party that opposes the Court’s approval

of the 2013 Amendment. (Herrema Decl., § 10.)

IV,  REQUEST FOR INTERVENTION OF TAMCO AS A PARTY TO THE
JUDGMENT

Watermaster respectfully requests approval of the request of TAMCO, a California
Corporation, for intervention and placement within the Overlying (Non-Agricultural) Pool.
Watermaster receives and makes recommendations regarding petitions for intervention and
accumulates them for filing with the Court from time to time. (Restated Judgment, { 60 and
Order re Intervention Procedures, July 14, 1978.) Only after court approval is an intervenor
bound by the Judgment and entitled to the rights and privileges accorded under the Physical
Solution. (Restated Judgment, ¥ 60.) Neither the Judgment nor the July 14, 1978 Order requires
a hearing to be held for uncontested interventions.

Watermaster received a Petition to Intervene into the Judgment from TAMCO on July 17,
2013. (Herrema Decl, § 11.) TAMCO recently entered into an agreement to transfer a portion of
Ameron, Inc.’s production rights. The requested intervention of TAMCO was approved
unanimously by the Appropriative, Overlying (Agriculiural) and Overlying (Non-Agricultural)
Pool Committees at their August 8, 2013 meetings, was approved unanimously by the Advisory
Committee at its August 15, 2013 meeting, and was approved unanimously by the Board at its

August 22, 2013 meeting. (Id,) Watermaster knows of no opposition to the intervention. (Jd,)

V. CONCLUSION

On the basts of the uncontroverted evidence presented, Watermaster made detailed
findings in support of is conclusion that RMPU 2013 conforms to the Judgment, the prior orders
of this Court and the Peace Agreements. Accordingly, Watermaster requests that the Court also
find that the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 RMPU satisfies the requirements of the Court’s
October 8, 2010 Order; and that the Court order Watermaster and IEUA proceed as proposed with
the 2013 as the operative Recharge Master Plan and they provide updates on activities pursuant

to the Implementation and Financing Plan, inclusive of any incentive program for recharge efforts

14
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as requested by Fontana, as part of Watermaster’s semi-antual QBMP TP reports

Watermaster also requests that the Court allow the intervention of TAMCO, a California
Corporation, as a party to the Judgment with placement within the Overlying (Non-Agricultural)
Pool.

Dated: November 4, 2013 - BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER
' " SCHRECK,LLP

Ssedly D ff

SCOTT 8. SLATER

BRADLEY J. HERREMA
ATTORNEYS FOR

CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

Dated: November 4, 2013 CIHIGGYENETCHE GROSSBERG &
CLQUSE

R e ik

AN CIHIGOYENETCHE
ATTORNEYS FOR
INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY

0383500003311 6666390.19
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SCOTT SLATER (State Bar No. 117317)
BRADLEY J. HERREMA (State Bar No. 228976)
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, L1LP
21 East Carrillo Street - .

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2706

Telephone: 805.963.7000

Facsimile: 805.965.4333

Attorneys for
CHINOQO BASIN WATERMASTER.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALJIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER Case No. RCV 51010
DISTRICT,

, [Assigned for All Purposes to the Honorable
Plaintiff, STANFORD E. REICHERT]

\Z DECLARATION OF BRADLEY J.
HERREMA IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
CITY OF CHINO, et al,, FOR COURT APPROVAL OF 2013
AMENDMENT TO 2010 RECHARGE
Defendant. MASTER PLAN UPDATE; REQUEST FOR
INTERVENTION BY TAMCO -

I, Bradley J. Herrema,. declare.as follows:

1. I am an attorney duly admitted fo practice before all of the courts of this State, and
am‘ a shareholder in the law firm of Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP, counsel of record for
Chino Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster™), I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in this
declaration, except where stated on information and belief, and if called as a witness, I could and
would competently testify to them under oath. I make this declaration in support of the above-
referenced motion,

2. As legal counsel for Watermaster, I am familiar with Watermaster’s practices and
procedures, as well as actions taken by the Pool Committees, Advisory Committee and the

Watermaster Board of Directors (“Board™).

DECLARATION OF BRADLEY J. HERREMA
1
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3. In November 2012, the Watermaster Board approved a schedule for the
completion and filing of the 2013 Amendment by October 2013. This schedule inclu&ed the
planned completion and approval of the remaining sections of the 2013 Amendment by certain
identified milestones, to ensure progress was made that would lead to timely completion of the
2013 Amendment. |

4, On June 27, 2013, during its regularly scheduled meeting, the Board discussed the
2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan. On September 26, 2013, during its
regularly scheduled meeting, the Board considered approval and adoption of the 2013
Amendment fo the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update pursuant to Resolution 2013-06,
Resolution of the Chine Basin Watermaster Regarding the Adoption of the 2013 Amendment to
the 2010 Update to the Chino Basin Recharge Master Plan. True and correct éopies of the
minutes for the June 27, 2013 meeting, which were approved by the Board at its September 26,
2013 meeting, and the minptes for the S“eptember 26,2013 mee’cing,v which were approved by the
Board at its October 26, 2013 meeting, are attached hereto as Exhibit “A.” Final signed coples of
the minutes for these meetings ate not available as of the date of this filing, due to the fact that the
Seeretary of the Board was not yet available o sign the minutes.

5. The Board approved and adopted the Resolution 2013-06, Resolution of the Chino
Basin Watermaster Regarding the Adeption of the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Update to the
Chino Basin Recharge Master Plan, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” A final
signed copy of Resolution 201306 isnot available as of the date of this filing, due to the fact that
the Secretary of the Board was not yet available to sign. the final Resolution.

6, Resolution 2013-06 includes a series of Exhibits thereto. Exhibit A to Resolution
2013-06 inecludes excerpts of Article VIII of the Peace I Agreement. Exhibit B to Resolution
2013-06 is a copy of the Court’s Order Approving Watermaster’s Compliance with Condition
Subsequent Number Eight and Approving Procedures to be Used to Allocate Surplus Agricuitural
Pool Water in the Event of a Decline in Safe Yield, dated October 8, 2010, Exhibit C to |
Resolution 2013-06 is Chino Basin Watermaster’s Recharge Master Plan Siatus Report to the
Court, dated May 31, 2012, Exhibit D to Resolution 2013-06 is a Staff Report from Chino Basin

DECLARATION OF BRADLEY J, HERREMA
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Watermaster dated December 20, 2012, including Wildermuth Environmental, Inc,, Annual
Finding of Replenishment Capacity-Fiscal 2012-13, dated November 19, 2012, and Exhibit B tée
Resolution 2013-06 is a copy of the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update.

7. As part of its consideration of the adoption of Resolution 2013-06, the Board
reviewed a Staff Report, prepared by Watermaster staff and consultants, and included in the
agenda packet for the meeting. A copy of this Staff Report is attached hereto as Exhibit “C.”

8. At its September 26, 2013 meeﬁng; the Board also received and reviewed a
PowerPoint presentation presented by Watermaster General Manager Peter Kavoﬁnas,
Watermaster’s hydrologic consultant Mark Wildermuth, and I, on the background, development,
and contents of the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update. A copy of this
PowerPoint presentation is attacked hersto as Exhibit “D.” |

S. A true and correct copy of Watermaster’s prior filing with the Court refated to the
2010 Recharge Master Plan Update entitled, Watermaster Compliance with Condition Subsequent
Number Eight, filed June 30, 2010, is attached hereto as Exhibit “E.” |

10, As counsel fér Watermaster, other than the City of Fontana’s objection to Section

5 of the 2013 Amendment, which is the subject of a separately pending motion before this Coutt,

1 am unaware that any party has any objection to the Court’s approval of the 2013 Amendment,

1. Watermaster received a Petition to Intervene into the Judgment from TAMCO on
July 17,2013, The Petition. indicated that TAMCO recently entered into an agreement to transfer
a. poriion of Ameron, Inc.’s production tights. The requested infervention of TAMCO was
approved unanimously by the Appropriative, Overlying (Agriculturalj and Olveriying Non-
Agricultutal) Pool Committees at their August 8, 2013 meetings, was approved unanimously by
the Advisory Conunittee at its August 15, 2013 meeting, and Was‘apﬁ:rov“ed unanimously by the
Boeard at its August 22, 2013 meeting, Watermaster knows of no opposition to the intervention,
7 |
1
i
il
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. Dated this 4th day of November, 2013, at Santa Barbara, CA.

[5te O M

Bradley J. Herrema

DECLARATIGN OF BRADLEY J, HERREMA
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Draft Minutes
CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

WATERMASTER BOARD MEETING
June 27, 2013

The Watenmaster Board meeting was held at the offices of the Chino Basin Watermaster, 9641 San
Bemardino Road, Rancho Cucamonga, CA, on June 27, 2013 at 11:00 a.m,

WATERMASTER BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT

Bob Kubn, Chalr Three Valleys Municipat Water District
Jim Curstalo Fontana Union Weter Company
Bob Gralg Jurupa Community Services District
Bteve Elie Infand Empire Utllities Agency
Bob Bowcock Vulcan Materials Company (Calmat Division}
Paul Hofer Agricutiural Pool
Jeff Pierson for Geoffrey Vanden Hauvel Agricultural Pool
Charles Field Western Municipal Water District
WATERMASTER BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT
Pefer Rogers City of China Hills
Watermaster Staff Preseni
Daniglle Maurizio Asgsistant General Manager
Joseph Joswiak Chief Financial Officer
Janine Wilson Recording Secratary
Brenda Ccrona Recording Secretary
Watermaster Consultants Present
Scott Slater _ Brownstein Hyatt Farber & Schreck
Mark Wildermuth Wildermuth Environmental Inc.
Others Present

~ Bob Feensira Ag Poal — Dairy
Brian Geye Aute Club Speedway
David DeJests Three Vallsys Municipal Water District
Marty Zvirbulis Cucamonga Valley Water District
Jo Lynne Russo-Pereyra Cucamongs Valley Water District
Dave Crosley City of Chino
Nadeem Majaj City of Chinc Hills
Sheri Rojo Fontana Water Company
Terry Catlin Inland Empire Utilities Agency
Curlis Paxton Chine Desalter Authority _
Jack Safely Western Municipal Water District
Todd Corbin Jurupa Community Services District
Parron Poulsen City of Pamona
Chuck Hays City of Fontena
Sandra Rose Monte Vista Water District
Rick Hansen Three Valleys Municipal Water District
Ron Craig City of Chino Hills
Eunice Uiloa _ Chino Basin Water Conservation District
Rick Reas Ag Pool - State {Amec)

Chalr Kuhn called the Watermaster Board mesting to order at 11:02 a.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PS




Minutes Watermaster Board Meeting June 27, 2013

AGENDA - ADDITIONS/REORDER
There was one addition and no reorders mads to the agenda.

A third item was added under Confidential Session: “Contract Negotiation.”

. GONSENT CALENDAR
A. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the Board Mesting held May 23, 2013

B. FINANCIAL REPORTS

Disbursements for the month of Aprit 2013

Watermaster VISA Check Detall for the month of Aprit 2013

Combining Schedule for the Periad July 1, 2012 through April 3¢, 2013

Cash Treasurer's Report of Financial Affairs for the Period Aprll 1, 2013 through
April 30, 2013

Budget vs. Actual Report for the Period July 1, 2012 through Aprif 30, 2013

o RN

C. WATER TRANSACTION

1. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer — The purchase of 2,000,000 acre-feat
of water from the City of Upland by Fontana Water Company. This purchase is made from
the City of Upland’s storage account. Date of Application: April 8, 2013

2. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer — The purchase of 6.500 acre—fest of
water from The Nicholson Trust by Fontana Water Company. This purchase is made from
The Nicholson Trust's Annual Production Right/Operating Safe Yield first, then any
additional from sterage. Date of Application: Aprii 17, 2013

3. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer — The purchase of 782.000 acre-feet of
water from San Antenio Water Company by the City of Ontario. This purchase is made first
from San Antonio Water Company's net underproduction in Fiscal Year 2012-13, with any
remainder fo be recaptured from storage. The City of Ontario is utilizing this #ransaction to
produce its San Antonio Water Company shares. Date of Application: May 1, 2013

D. WATERMASTER LEGAL COUNSEL RATES SCHEDULE
Consider Approval of the Updated Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck Ratfe Schaduls.

Motion by Paul Hofer, second by Chatles Fleld, and by unanimous vote
Moved to approve Consent Calendar lfems A through D, as presented

iIIl. BUSINESS |TEMS
A. RECHARGE MASTER PLAN UPDATE AMENDMENT ‘
Approve Section § filed “Monitoring, Reporiing, and Accounting Practices fo Esfimate
l.ong -Term Average Annual Net Nsw Stormwater Recharge.” '

Ms. Maurizio reported that Section § of the RMPU Amendment is for the monitoring, reporting,
and accounting of M54 recharge. The hybrid altemnative is the one that has been proposed by
the Steering Comimitiee and Pools. Draft No. 5 of Section 5 is included in the package. This
version (Draft No. §) reflects changes that have been mads up until this point, as approved by
the Advisory Commitee. There have been discussions about incentivizing recharge, which is
not included within the scope of Task 5. Watermaster needs to move forward so that we can
complete the Amendment in time to have it fo the Court In Qctober, The MS4 credit issue is on
the long list of issues for WM to address (from Refresh, Recharge, and Reunite topics). Section
5 was approved by majority vote at the Appropriative Pocl and Agricultural Pool, by unanimous
vote at the Non-Agricultural Pool, and by majority vote by the Advisory Committee. Staff's
recornmendation is for the Board to approve Section 5, as prasented.

P&
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Sheri Rojo with Fontana Water Company (FWC) stated that FWC was one of the Parties who
voted against approving Section 5. MS4 allows for recharge within the Basin, so the devaloped
land has a requirement to recharge the water that hits that land. FWC is looking for
opportunities to be incentivized to increase capture of water within the Basin and obtain some
credit. The 2010 Recharge Master Fian states if a Party develop recharge, it will be allowed to
recelve credit for if. During this phase of the Recharge Master Plan the Parties were advised
that reallocation would be addressed later, then advised that allocafion would not be addressad
at all; hewever, Section 5 does address allocation because by deing nothing any water that's
recharged, automatically gets credited fo the Parties hased on their Operating Safe Yield, so it
will alt go back and added to the Safs Yigld of the Basin. What is disconcerting from a basin
management standpoint is that water that would otherwise be recharged and increase in
capfure is not encouraged; once fhe land Is developed, that apporiunity is going fo be lost. This
is & big concern for the City of Fontana and FWC, which is why FWG has continued to request
this be addressed. This is why FWC voted no on Section 5. Ms. Rojo further stated that this was
a Pool topic, but now belisves Watermaster is handiing it, and Watsrmaster stated it would take
about six months befere this concern can be addressed. Ms. Maurizio confirmed it would take at
least six months to address and stated it was a {opic that was brought up during the Refresh,
Recharge, and Reunite process; howaver, CBWM s following what the court ordared. Mr. Kuhn
asked if there is still going fo be opportunity for FWC fo discuss this coneern, and Ms. Maurizio
stated yes.

Mr. Hays, Clly of Fontana Public Works Direstor, commented on the Task 5 document. He
stated it was set up to develop, monitor, and record, but by the documant remaining silent on
the allocation of the water, it all goes back to Operating Safe Yield. The parties without any
Operaling 8afe Yield can make it difficult for them fo improve the situation they are in. Any
recharge FWC can recharge in the Basin is what we should be looking at for the future
generations, 20-30 years from riow. If we don't take action now and do all the recharge that we
can, we're never going to be able to do when everything Is developed. -There was simple
language In the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update, Section 7.1, it spesks 1o the Parlles that
go above and. beyond minimum MS4 compliance should receive credit for the recharge that is
capiured. Mr. Hayes asked why was this language was removed, if that language is actually
tool that can allow the Basin to 'maximize recharge and put the basin water to maximum
beneficial use.

Mr. Wildermuth commentad that he wrote the report that Mr. Hays Is referring to. We had a
stakeholder process and we talked about this. The sections came through in pieces and that
language did rake it in to the final draft. When Walermaster went io court, the recommendation
was silent as to the allocation; it stated how to move foifward with other portions of it, and thaf's
why there is a distinction. The Court did not order what Mr. Hays is referring to what's in the final
document. The concept at that fime was fo get more recharge and-that seemed like a
management tool that could be used, so Mr. Wildermuth made it as a recommendation. The
Court's order did not specify any type of allocation. Mr. Slater stated that Staff's response is the
issue of allocation in characterization of the water can be addressed a Jittle later. No one js
stggesting that the arguments that are being made with regard to how the water should be
allocated, provided for, or that there's been a decision as fo predicate facts for that. it is
something that Staff would prefer fo address later and stay on track now, The suggestion is to
wait as more fime is nseded fo discuss the allocation. A letter was writien to Mr. Jaccbs, .
attorney for the City of Fontana, on June 10,2013 which expressly states that this issue Is being
reserved.

More discussion ensued
Ms. Maurizio stated pages 81 and 82 of the meeting package discuss what was in the 2010
Recharge Master Plan Update, and what was placed in to the Order. The conversation about

accourtting for New Yield was included, but what was not placed in there wers items 1 and 2 of
the Updale that talked about incentivizing i, That was not placed inio tha court order which is
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why we're not addressing i Hght now. As for the six months waiting period until Watermaster
can discuss this issue; one of the items Ms. Maurizio was going to report foday under the GM
report is that Mr. Kavounas has been compiling the issues that came out of Refresh, Recharge,
and Reunite, and when he refurns from his vacation he infends fo discuss this with the Board
and prioritize everything.

Mr. Bowgock stafed he would like to go on record that our intent is to reward those that embark
on projects, and we are golng to encourage staff to take that up as an issue now.

Further discussion ensuad.

Mr. Slater stated in the process of trying to comply with the precise requirements of the Court, it
was viewed that Watermaster was over-perfarming in WEI's initial report. It was a collected
decision fo be mads, that we would nct try to do all at once, bui break it down and address
certain things sequentially, so we agreed fo what we could agres fo at that time, and deferred a
portion. What has come before you now, are represented by Sfaff as sufficient to comply and
stay on scheduls. There is a clear Jegal policy, and economic issue that pertains to how the
water is allocated that has not been addressed and is being reserved. The quastions Parties ate
asking are: When should it be addressed, how socn, and by whom? That is why Staff stated it's
about-six months out. Parties can direct Staff to come back with a schedule or a process under
which it's going to be handled, but for right now Staff's recommendation is to sequence it, and
not include it at this time. The City of Fontana and FWC are suggesting it get included now.

Motion by Bob Kuhn, second by Jim Curatalo; roll calf vote was taksn

Bab Bowcock —Yes Bob Cralg - Yes James Curatalo - Yas
Steve Elie — Yes Charlie Fiald — Abstain Paul Hofer — Yes
Jeff Pierson - Yes Bob Kuhn — Yes

Move fo approve Sfaif's recommendation to adopt Section 5 by unanimous vote
with Director Field abstaining

B. BUDGET TRANSFER FORM T-13-04-01 ‘ - '
Consider Staff's Recommendation to Approve Budget Transfer Form T-13-04-01.

Watermaster CFO, Joe Joswiak, stated as discussed over the last four or five months in the
financial reports BS, CBWM created the estimated budget for salary purposes as to allocation
within the administrative, OBMP, and the implementation projects. Over the past four or five
months we've had staff shiting of priorities, so we're getfing a little farther away from our original
estimaies. Transfer Form T-13-04-01 reallocates some salary funds within the salary categories
and abgorbs some of those costs, but it does not allccate any funds to any other categorles, for
example: legal, engineering, and raserve. it will not cause any special assessmants, but it will
bring our salaries back into budget for the end of the year, No questions or comments were
made.

Moticn by Jeff Pierson, second by Bob Boweock, and by unanimous vofe
Moved to approve Business lfem B, as presented.

Hl. BEPORTS/UPDATES
A. LEGAL COUNSEL REPORT

1. Annotated Judgment
Mr. Slater gave a report and recelved direction from the Board to prepare a sirawman draft

of an Annctated Judgment and circulate among the Pools.

2. CDA Recuest ie Remediation of Ching Airport Groundwater Plume

Mr. Slater gave a report
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3. GCourt Filings
Mr. Slater gave a report and requested the Board’s suppari to request a 30 day extension to
review the MWD concerns regarding Cyclic Storage the Agreement and its content.
Mr. Slater also stated the Ag Pool Filing would he extended for the purpose of efficiency. The
Board unanimously agreed.

4. Santa Ana Sucker Appeal
Mr. Slater gave an update

B. ENGINEERING REPORT
Siate of the Basin Part |l Fresentation
Mr. Wildermuth gave an update

C. GM REPORT

1. Prade Basin Habitat Sustainability Program Update
Ms. Maurlzio gave an update

2. Woatermaster Policy on Well Data Gathering and Reporting
Ms. Maurizio gave an update

3. Sunding Report Update
Ms. Maurizio gave an update

4. Consider Canceiling July Meeting
Ms. Maurizio gave an update

5. June 18, 2013 Ethics & Sexual Harassment Prevention Training
Ms. Maurizia gave an update

6. Cther

Ms. Maurizio reported the meeting changes and stated the updated schedule is in the
meeting package. ) :

IV. INFORMATION
Cash Disbursemsnis for May 2013

V. BOARD MEWMRBER COMMENTS
Mr. Craig requested a monthly informational update on the two plumes and status on the Wineville
Basin Proof of Concapt Project.

VI. OTHER BUSINESS

The regular open Watermaster Board meeting was convenad to hold its confidential session at 12:15 D,

VIi. CONEIDENTIAL SESSION - POSSIBLE ACTION
Pursuant to Article 2.8 of the Watermaster Rules & Regulations, a Confidential Session may be held
during the Watermaster commiitee meefing for the purpose of discussion and possible actian.

1. Potential Liigation

2. InRe: CaiPers Appeal
Mr. Slater reported that the Board has authorized legal counsel to file an additional appeal

3. Coniract Negotiation

The confidential session concluded at 12:28 p.m.
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Junhe 27, 2013

There was one reportable action from the confidential session,

Viil. EUTURE MEETINGS AT WATERMASTER

Tussday, June 25, 2013
Thursday, June 27, 2013
Thursday, July 11, 2013
Thursday, July 11, 2013
Thursday, July 18, 2013
Thursday, July 18, 2013
Thursday, July 25, 2013
Thursday, July 25, 2013
Tuesday, July 30,2013
Thursday, August 28, 2013

9:.06 a.m.

11:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m.

1:30 p.m.
£:00 a.m.

16:00 am.

9:00 a.imn,

10:00 a.m.

T.B.A.

10:00 a.m.

GRCC Meeiing

Watermaster Board Meating

RMPU Amendment Steering Committes Meating
Agricultural Pool Special Confidential Session
Appropriative Pool Special Meeting

RMPYU Amendment Steering Comittee Meeting
Watermaster Board Special Confidential Session
RMPU Amendment Steering Committes Meeting
Zafe Yield Recalculation Workshop

RMPU Amendment Stearing Committes Meeting

Ghalr Kuhn adjpurned the Watermaster Board meeting at 12:26 p.m.

Minutes Approved:

Secretary:
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City of Fontansa
Public Works Department
L6489 Grange Way

Fontana, CA 92335
{(809)350-6760

August 21, 2045

Peter Kavounas, P.E.
Ganeral Manager

Chine Basin Walarmaster ‘
9641 San Bernardino Rd. }_
Rancho Cucamienga, Ca. 81730 @\i"/

RE:  JUNE 277 BODARD MEETING RMINUTES
Dear Mr, Kavounas:

The City of Forntana is concerned that the minuges from the June 27% Chino Basin Watermaster Board
Meeting related to pusiness itemn “A” Task 5 Recharge Master Plan Update Amendment are not an
accuraté reflection of the dialogue that actually t6ok place. Several pertinent comiments were left out
of the minutes and in fact commenis from three Board Members were completely omitted. Tha City
of Fentana is requesting that the minutes be amended 0 accurately reflect the -discussion that
transpired. This issue has been the topic of discyssion for over a year now and as you know It has
heen very contraversial. The City respecifully requests that the minutas be amended %o include a
summary of the cormplete discussion,

Biora specifically

Ms. Rojo's cornments:

Bétivaer the first and second séntence should read some form of:
Throughdut the recharge master planning process, | believe the group was has been
continually advised thut we kinda keep kicking the can down the road as far s allacation.

Between the second and third sentencs:

7 Mow, bosed on what has historically been recharged, what we were Jooking at becatse most
of our-city has been undeveloped and most of our storm water rolls off and goes outside the
basin, we weére looking for opportunities to be incentivized to Incregse capture of water within
the basin and therefore obtain some credit.

1|Page
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Senience six-after the word “encouraged” should read:
2} So if a party wanis to go above and beyond any minimaf compliance to try and capture water
becquse It might benefft the residents, they’re not belng encouraged to do so.

Mir. Hays comments:
The beginning of sentence three the following wording should be struck "Any recharge FWC can
recharge in the basin” and replaced with “to me, any recharge we can maximize In the basin”

End of the last sentence should réad some form of “seems like were kind of taking a step backwards”
after the word “use”.

fr. Witdermuth comments:
After sehtence five In Marks comments Beard Member Bowcock asks the guestfon: -
Se fie’s referring to a droft and a draft oniy?

Senfence six after the comma should read:
“sp it made it as o recommendation” not “so Mr. Wildermuth made It as o recommendation”.

After this the fol lowing discussion took place which was almost entirely omitted from the minutgs,

After sentence sbe of Marks comments Board Member Boweock asked the question:
So did the court adopt it in 2010 or pot?

Mr, Wildermuths response was: _
Umin... not sure what the exactly what the coyrt did with the document, it did order us to do
certain items in the implementation part of it, and that wds not part of it. The Judge's ruling
suld specifically do this, this and this and that was riot spoken too. Nat any kind of aflocation, it
wirs silent aftef that,

Board Member Bowcock followed up with;
The judge was sifent now. So we put it in, and then the judge was sifent. But it wgs in the In
the doctiment,

Mr. Wildermuth answered and Board Member Boweock followed yp with:
okay okay... just gs o follow up to thut, Fontana issued o lettér from their councif and | haven’t
seen a fésponse from our councll, is there a respohse of the legal ramifications of what were
wbout ta do. Vi just weigh in here, so | don't have to keep coming back but my concern is that
in porticipating in this plenning, dnd it's o planning toel it's ro different as 1 equdted to at the
fost meeting to d water system -master pian we plan how pipes were golng to be put in the
ground, how many fire hydranis were gofng to do. That’s what this is, it's o technical plan of
where we're going ond what we're going fo do and when we're going to de it, Thetr we put out
this message that if people are going to engoge in this as a private activity, wedgther the City of
Fontano with Fontang Water Company or with Vulcan material as @ private land owner.
Whomever ot any time we encouraged that activity aind We actuolly hod that lahgudde in it in
2010, now were late, and then we pull it out, anid we put it in, and judge is silent, it's ail very
very confusing ond | just think os o béard were sending the wrong message. Because the

2|Page
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project he.. and when | say he | mean that “Fontana” is emberking upon, is actually listed in
our master plan as g project were talking about doing, but If he is going to through other
people’s money at it... s fust confiicting. And that’s where I gm having problems with it. They
have gone to the expense of hiring special counset who ! have tremendous amount of respect
for that wrote o letter to us as a Watermaster Board and | have not seen o comment to that,
and were ready to adopt it and ’m just not sure, So that’s why I'm calling on Scott.

Mr. Slater responded with:

Uh | think... Stdffs response [s thut the Issue of affocation and characterizatioh of the weter
cah be confidently and fairly addresséd downstream. That there are.. no one Is suggesting
that the afguments that are belng Mude with régird of how the water should be dliocated,
provided for, or that there has béen g decision ds to predicate fatts for thats It Is something
that sequentially staff would prefer to address sequentially. So they would prafer to do it later
after and stay on trock how. And the intention or the suggestion is, is that, to not include is
prefudicial to them. 1ikink staffs point of view is, its non prejudiciad they have an gpen mind
the parties have un open mind to address i, they think ks mote complicated and it deserves
additionol effort before bringing it to a resolution. And | have looked ot the documentation,
and there was o letter written fo Mr. Jocobs on June 107 which expressly says that this jssues
is Being reserved and I'm oplping £0 you now, that it is reserved, whether there is o practical or
a negotiotion impact of letting it go by at this Juncture is a question of stratégy and leverdge,
But I belfeve it’s the intention of staff to bring this buck to you when fts réady, and | befieve
thar staff believes that Its not Feudy to bring this to you.

The Chair then interjected with:

{ am going to make o motlon that we approve staff's recommendatiion at this point and | am
doing it more so that we can create discussion If we're going to olter this thing, | would rather
hefore we a!fer it have motfon out there accepting staff's recommendation, so Pl make thot.
[s there a 2™ to that (Il oid it} and that’s for discussion purposes, Now we've got q motion out
there, we've got o second; we have heard discussion from the City of Fontano aiid Fontand
Waoter Company. Any other coinments?

Board Member Hofer:
Just a guitk orie Mr. Chairtnan, ahe of the Issues on snmething like this Is, and we'vé seen it
Wwhen we went through this last building boom, Is the lund disappears and that is g huge Issue
and once its gone it is gone and | think that is something we need tw factor in here. And it s
fust a function af the free maiket place gs it is correct in Califorpia but there is @ market out
there for land and opee it Is developed its gone. And its; 1think there does, i adds an urgency
to Jt becquse of thot very fact because not every plece of land Is appropriate for putting woter
hack in the ground, it’s not economical to access fi- its not in the positioh. Mark con address
these Issues much better than | can. But I do think it does give it some urgency so | just wanted
to throw that in there.

Board Membag Plérsen:
Mr. Chairman, ! tend to agree with both Paul and Bob, | think Number 1 we have had this
previousiy ¢s a stated goal, now we doa't. fthink it Is sending mixed messages; | think that

3jPage
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we..aur obligation Is to find opportunities fo enhance the basin to enbance the recharge
copabilities. Personally | don’t think that the MS4 is that great of o capture, but 1 think if o
porty is going ta go out dnd attempt to go béyond what would be g noringl statutory
requirement; then there shoiifd be somé Incentive. 1fully understand that we are attempting
to abide by a court mandate of biinging this botk id them so there Is a time line to that and as
Paul said there is a timeline to the current developinent cyele of raw land in which that would
be the opportunity for addiifonal recharge. §think that, my persongl aption is that |} would
hate to see it go beyond G-months to be addressed. | think we need o elther attempt to
schedule a work shop discussion with the pariies that are capable of creaiing M54 and
enhaneed recharge. Ya know we need to be prooctive gnd Heliver the message, we are favor
of ia enhanpe the bosin we would like to move this forward ds soon ds we comply with the
court and therefore attémpt to brivig the Fontana’s, the Fontdna Waters which are on the side
of the have nots together with the side of those thut have dperating safe yields and try to get
to middle ground to where they can uniderstand and agree on o gracess.

Chairman:
Does the motion the way [t stands right now riot accomplish what you're trying to accomplish
here,

Board Member Pierson; )
The motion to approve what has been recommended by siaff goes péirt wiy, | would iike to
see something that Is miore definitive on a timing In which we would get back to lopking at this
from a staff level going through the pool process and discussions dnd coming batk fo the
hanrd.

Chalrman: , -
| appreciate your comment, where [ am gétting cohfused, 15 how did Jt get to the board level
without diy other discussion through the pool process other than the letters being read. |am
-honestly confused with that.

Ms. Maurizo:

+ Just fo pravide you more with a little more detailed answer to your questions. On pages 81
through 82 of the puckage, it discusses what was in the 2010 recharge iaster plah updgte and
ft discusses whot came out of that dnd what was plated In the order the conversation about
accounting for iew yield. But what wes Aot placed in there wos fems 1 and 2 out of the
upddte that talked about Incentivizing ... intentiviziitg it that was not placed into the court
order which is why we are nat addressing that right now. Another comment is regarding the
timing issues the 6-months or however lang It we discuss it that | was going to include under
the GM repoit, Peter hos been working to compile all of the Issues that come ‘out 6f Recharge,
Refresh and Reunite and when fie comes back from his vacation he intsnds to discuss it with
the board and prioritize everything. Sq that’s the opportunity if the board feels that that
should he discussed sooner than later then that's the opportunity to put it higher on the
priority list.
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WMiarty Zvurbilis:

Thank you Mr. Chairman Membérs of the Board: Jfust a point of clariffcation on this, we have
been dawn this road, this is not something that just started, When we began the process Peter
came on board and hegan the process of updating the recharge master plan and we eame o
this fssue, it was clear that there are a number depending on your prospective there are fegal,
contractual, policy implications assoéiate with allocation of water gssociated with MS4 how its
referred ta, who gets the credit for It and all those things and it wos clegr that if we conitinued
and try te include those discussions and resolve that [ssues as part of that process that we
wauld not make the court deadiine for eompleting the recharge master plan update, So, it was
determined at that time that the best approach was realiy to~-to because our obligation o the
court as part of the plan was to really to just address the accounting of the MS4 bt not as
clearly ds Mark indicated, not the alfocation of it. Even though it had been referred o, so ive
know it's an issue know one Is dismissing that it's an jssue and 1t I$ important to resclve. fis
something thut Is going te tdke o little bit of time and work o get there. M’s not...clearly it is
not that simple. One more point F'll make and then | will sit down. There have been discussion
among the parties on potential ways t0 resolve this, whith sort of just smgller group meetings
to aviludte the different options that might be considered, and so this Is by no means an

.atiempt fo sort of to deter parifes from investing in rechorge and those kinds of things. Its
complicated, as many things are at watermaster and think there is o desire on part of the
approprigtors [n total to work through it and resolve ft.

Scotf Slater;
Mz, Chair and perhaps we have been remiss because this has not been in frontof you in &
while, So for the 2 minute synopsis try to do It in less. This requirement comes from Peace I}
and it was bardered honest by the Judge who wids cohcerned abbut our rélfance on 400,000
acre feet of controlled overdrdft for the deséfters. So the court said you may have access to
the 400,000 acre feet provided that you put in place a recharge master planning effort that
will address where yodr going to be along the way and at the conclusion of the desafter
pracess when you don't ho longer have access to the 400,000 feet, And so the court created
requirements and a time line for us to respond to, And whet Marty and Stgff ore frying to say
is, that in the process in trying to comply with the precise requirements of the court, it was
viewed that we were over petforming in Marks initial repdrt and that there was g colfected
decision to be made that we would not try to eat the efephant in one bite but that we would .
breal it into pieces and address certaln things séquentiolly. 50 We agreed to what we could
agree to gt that time and deferred a porifon. What is coming before you now, Is what staff
feels in sufficient to comply and stay oh schedule. There /s a clear legaf policy econemic issue
that pertains to how the water is ollocated that has not beén address and Js being reserved
and the question that your grippling with is when should it be should it be addressed, how
seon, and by whom. And so thai’s what's next and staff hus represented that-they think it’s o
G-month horfzon, If the board feels it should be condensed you can direct staff to come back
with a schedule or o process under which it going to e handled. But for right now staff’s
recomimendation Is to sequence it and not Include it in this bag and Fortona and Fontona
Water gre suggesting ~—no it aud to be dorie how.
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Chuck Hays:
[ qgree with Morty's commenis and Counclfs commenis there, but | don’t bslieve jt's os
complicated as everybody makes it sounds ond | know we have a date with the court and when
It hras to be dene. But to me It as a simple s leaving that language in there that was in the
2010 RMBU arid moving the document forward we won’t have timing lssue~— it's not that
complicated. It seems like ii’s pretty straight forward.,

Board Member Bowcack:

Ya that was my concéin, and | agree with exacily, you know, | went to the last meeting and |
safd god we have made this thing more cemplicated that it needs to be, leis rotchet it back
and just knock all this non-sense off about whe Is going to do what when, dnd whét things are
going to cost and just make i the Master Plan and submit jt, My fear is pretty how Chucks
qrticulated it is that you can't Un-ripg the belf and certainly hot at Chino Basin Watermaster,
And [f it was In & prior docurrent that this is whet our intent wos ond then because we can't
agrez on our Intent unymore We take it ouf, then its un-ringing the bell. If ft's us simple as
lectving thiose faw sentencds in, | think then that Félays our intent and direct aur staff on what
to do. 1t that Whole yd know we sdy cerféin things put certain things in wniing hoom we ring
the belf and then we want to go batck and uhde what we did to the detriment of unyone big
smalf have, Have not, it about what our intent js, that's where | am having the grief, sorry.

Ms. Maurizio:
| think that It Is actually little more complicated. When it cormes to g large recharge profect
perhaps the accournting the measurement is not that complicated but g fot of these smaif MS4
profects there is some concern you know, that they might recharge g lot In the 1% couple yeors
but if there not muaintalned they wen't rechdige that much in the future, and so the.
measurement of it éan be complicated, They might fiot; wa really don’t expect that they'll
wltimdtely recharge what their projected t6 and just tracking all of it Is very time consuming.

‘the City of Fontana understands that the Watermaster minutes are only summary minutes, but felt
that several ey points of the discussion were omitted and respectfully req uest that Watermaster
staff take action to correct the situation,

Sincergly,

(-6

Chuck Hays
Diractor of Public Works

GiFPago
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DRAFT MINUTES
CHINO BASIN WATERNASTER
WATERMASTER BOARD MEETING

September 26, 2013

The Watermaster Board meeting was held at the offices of the Chino Basin Watermaster, 9641 San
Bernardino Road, Rancho Cucamonga, CA, on September 26, 2013,

WATERMASTER BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT
Bob Kuhn, Chalir

Terry Catlin, for Steve Elle

Rebert “Bob” Craig

Bob Bowcock

Geoffrey Vanden Heuvel

Peter Rogers

Paul Hofer

Al Lopez, for Charles Field

WATERMASTER BOARD MENBERS ABSENT
Charles Field

Stave Elis

Jirm Curstalo

Watermaster Staff Present
Peter Kavounas

Danielle Maurizio

Joseph Joswiak

Brenda Corona

Watermaster Consultants Present
Scott Slater

Brad Hetrema

Mark Wildermuth

Michael Cruikshank

Cthers Present
Bob Feenstra
Brian Geye
David Delesus
Marty Zvirbulls
Jo Lynne Russo-Pareyra
Dave Crosley
Nadeem Majaj
Sheti Rojo
Curtis Paxton
Todd Corhin
Darron Powsen
Chuck Hays
Sandra Rose
Rick Hansen
Ron Craig

Pete Hali
Eunice Ulloa

Three Valleys Municipal Water District
Intand Empire Utilities Agency

Jurupa Community Services District

Vulcan Materials Company (Calmat Division)
Agriculiural Pool — Dairy

City of Chino Hills

Agricultural Pool — Crops

Western Municipal Water District

Western Municipal Water District
[nland Empire Utilities Agency
Fontana Union Water Company

General Manager
Assistant General Manager
Chief Financial Officer
Recording Secretary

Brownstein Hyait Farber Schreck
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck
Wildermuth Environmental, Inc.
Wildermuth Environmental, Ine.

Agricuitural Pool - Dairy

Auto Club Speedway

Three Valleys Municipal Water District
Cucamonga Valley Water District
Cucamonga Valley Water Disirict

City of Chino

City of Chino Hills

Fontana Water Company

Chino Desalter Autharity

Jurupa Community Services District
City of Pomona

City of Fontana

Monte Vista Water District

Three Vaileys Municipal Water District
City of Chino Hills

Agricultural Pool — State of California - CIM
Chino Basin Water Conservation District
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Justin Scoit-Coe Monte Vista Water District
Chris Berch inland Empire Utilities Agency
Ken Jeske ) California Steel Industries
Rosemary Hoetning City of Upland

Art Kidman Monte Vista Water District
Scott Burton City of Ontario

Rogelio Matta City of Fontana

Chair Kuhn called the Watermaster Board meeting to order at 11:02 a.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLFGIANCE

AGENDA - ADDITIONS/REORDER
There were no additions ot reorders.

I. CONSENT CALENDAR
Consent calendar item I.A.1 was pulled from the Consent Calendar

A. MINUTES
1. Approve Format of Watermaster Board Meeting Minutes

(0:01:16) Mr. Vanden Heuvel gave an overview of the Board Subcommittee's recommendations.

Motion by Mr. Vanden Heuvel, second by Mr. Rogers, and carfied unanimotsty
Moved to approve Consent Calendar liem 1.A.1 as presentad.

2. Approve Minutes of the Watermaster Board Meeting hald on June 27, 2013

3. Approve Minutes of the Watermaster Board Meeting held on August 22, 2013

B. FINANCIAL REPORTS {Receive and File)

Cash Disbursements for the Month of July 2013

Watermaster VISA Check Detail for the Month of July 2013

Combining Schedule for the Period July 1, 2013 through July 31, 2013

Treasurer's Report of Financial Affairs for the Pericd July 1, 2013 through July 31, 2013
Budget va. Actual Report for the Period July 1, 2013 through July 31, 2013

e

C. WATER TRANSACTIONS

1. Conslder Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer —~ The purchase of 1,087.000 acre-feet of
water from West End Consolidated Water Company by the City of Upland. This purchase is
made from the West End Consolidated Water Company's storage account. The City of Upland is
utilizing this transaction fo produce its West End Censolldated Water Company shares. Date of
Application: May 23, 2013. '

2. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer — The purchase of 100.000 acre-feet of
water from West End Consolidated Water Company by Golden State Water Company. This
purchase is made frond West End Consolidated Water Company’s storage account. Golden State
Water Company is uliizing this transaction to produce its West End Consolidated Water
Company shares. Dats of Application: June 5, 2013.

3. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer — The purchase of 1,500.000 acre-feet of
water from the City of Pomona by Fontana Water Company. This purchase is made from the Gity
of Pomona's Excess Garryover Account. Date of Application: June 28, 2013,
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[

4. Consider Approval for Notice of Sale or Transfer —~ On July 17, 2013, Watermaster received
Forms 3, 4, and 5 water transfer Applications, with Ameron International Corporation (Ameron) as
Transferor and the TAMCO, a California Corporation (TAMCO) as Transferee for the permanent
transfer in the amount of 15.000 acre-fest of its adjudicated Safe Yield rights, effective as of the
end of fiscal year 2012-13. Simultaneous with these applications, Watermaster received a
request for Intervention into the Overlying (Non-Agricultural} Pool from the TAMCQO, Date of
Application: Juiy 17, 2013.

(00:06:20) Motion by Mr. Cralg, second by Mr. Boweock, and carried unanimously
Moved to approve Cansent Calendar Items LA.2 through I.C.4 as presented with
corrections fo LA.3.

BUSINESS ITEMS

A. RECHARGE MASTER PLAN UPDATE AMENDMENT APPROVAL

(0:08:56) Messrs. Herrema, Wildermuth, and Kavounas gave a presentation and a discussion
ensuad,

(1:03:05) Mr. Berch with IEUA commented that IEUA has been involved with the development of the
Amendment and intends to bring K to its Board for approval in Cctober.

{1:04:50) Mr. Hays with the City of Fontana explained that the City’s motian fo the Court for the
revision to Section 5 of the 2013 RMPU Amendment was made because language from the 2010
RMPU regarding credits was taken out of the 2013 RMPU Amendment.

Mr. Kavounas provided clarification and explained that the 2013 RMPU Amendment is based on an
Order received from the Court. The Order focused Watermaster on quantifying potential recharge
from local projects. Given the nature of the planning decument, Watermaster concluded this is not the
place to reallocate new yield and that is why that issue was taken off the table during the preparation
of the 2013 RMPU Amendment. 1t is, however, the subject of discussion and is being addressed
through the Appropriative Pool and will be shown in the Business Plan discussion this afternoon.

The staff letter on this ftem and the presentation given to the Board are aftached in the minuies of the
Board's meeting.

Motion by Mr. Vanden Heuvel, second by Mr. Rogers, and carried unanimousiy

Considering the evidence before the Board and its discussion thereon, moved fo [1]
Approve Sections 1 through 4 as presented; [2] approve Section 8 as presented, [3] adopt
Resolution 2013-06, expressly including adoption of the findings therein, and [4] authorize
General Counsel to make the appropriate flling requesting the Court's approval.

REPORTS/UPDATES

A. LEGAL COUNSEL REPORT

1. Report from August 30, 2013 Hearing
2. CDA Request

(1:09:56) Mr. Slater gave a repoit.
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V.

VL.

Vil

VI,

B. GM REPORT
1. Employee 10-Year Service Recognition

(1:11:33) Mr. Kavounas recognized Ms. Maurizio for her 10 years of service with Watermaster.
Mr. Kuhn thanked Ms. Maurizio for her commitment to Watermaster.

INFORMATION

1. Cash Disbursements for August 2013

2. Wineville Proof of Concept project update

3. CDA Request re Remediation of Chino Airport Groundwater Plume

BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

(1.16:83) Mr. Rogers and Mr. Catlin commended Mr. Kavounas, staff, and consultants for a great job on
the RMPU Amendment and in general. Chalr Kuhn thanked Mr. Bowcock, Mr. Curatalo, and Mr. Vanden
Heuvel for their work as the Board’s Subcommittee on the format of the meeting minutes.

OTHER BUSINESS

CONFIDENTIAL SESSION - POSSIBLE ACTION

The Watermaster Board went into closed session at 12:20 p.m. fo discuss the following:

1. CCG Mofion for Leave 1o Sue Watermaster
2. Potential Litigation (iwo matters)

The Board came out of Confidential Session at 12:45 p.m. The Board unanimously authorized the Chair
to designate ad hec committess in regard to each of the two potential litigation matters.

FUTURE MEETINGS AT WATERMASTER

Thursday, September 26, 2013 11:00 am.  Watermaster Board Meeting

Thursday, October 10, 2013 2:00 a.m.  Appropriative Pool Meeting

Thursday, Octeher 10, 2013 11:00 a.m.  Non-Agriculfural Pool Meeting

Thursday, October 10, 2013 130 pm.  Agricuttural Poo! Meeting

Thursday, Cetober 17, 2013 8:00 a.m. IEUADYY Meeting

Thursday, October 17, 2013 %00 am. Advisory Committse Meeting
 Thursday, October 24, 2013 11:00a.m. Watermaster Board Meeting

WATERMASTER BUSINESS PLAN WORKSHOP

The

Board held a workshop to review and provide direstion to staff regarding the draft Watermaster Business

Plan.
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ADJOURNMENT

Chair Kuhh adjourned the Watermaster Board meeting at 1:40 p.m.

Minutes Approved:

Secrefary:

Seplember 26, 2013
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ATTACHMENT #2

WATERMASTER RESOLUTION
NQ. 2013-06

RESOLUTION OF THE CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
REGARDING THE ADOPTION OF THE 2013 AMENDMENT
TO THE 2010 UPDATE TO THE CHING BASIN RECHARGE MASTER PLAN

1. WHEREAS, in 2000, the Chino Basin Waltermaster adopted a Recharge Master Plan which
established the technical foundation for the development of the recharge facilities and practices in the
Chino Basin, and

2, WHEREAS, in 2001, Watermaster, in cooperation with the Inland Empire Utilities Agency
("IEUAY), initiated the Chino Basin Facilities Improvement Project {(“CBFIP*) which implemented facilifies
recommendations in the Recharge Master Plan; and '

3. WHEREAS, in 2006, Watermaster, in cooperation with IEUA, initiated Phase Il of the CBFIP in
order to Implement additional facilities recomrmendations in the Recharge Master Plan; and

4, WHEREAS, on December 21, 2007, the Court approved the Peace Il Meastres which set forth a
modified approach to management of the Ghino Basin known as Basin Re-Operation, the ufiimate goal of
which is the achievement of Hydraulic Control; and

5. WHEREAS, Section 8.1 of the Peace Il Agreement, the relevant portions for purposes of this
Resolition are attached as Exhibit A herefo, approved by the Court, Included the requirement that
Watermaster and IEUA must each approve the Recharge Master Plan; and

&. WHEREAS, pursuant o Section 8.3 of the Peace Il Agreement, Watermaster is obligated fo
make an annual finding that it is in substantial compliance with the Recharge Master Plan, as it is revised.
This requirement exists to ameliorate any long-term risk atiributable fo reliance upon un-replenished
groundwater production by the Desalters, and is a condition on the annual availability of zny portion of the'
400,000 acre-feet set aside as controiled overdraft, and

7. WHEREAS, as a condition of approval of Basin Re-Cperation and Hydraulic Control, the Court
required Watermaster {o update the Recharge Master Plan to account for the new Basin management
regime and fo account for cther changes that had occurred since the creatfon of the original Recharge
Master Plan; and

8. WHEREAS, during 2009 through 2010, Watermaster staff and technical consultants, in
cooperation with {EUA and the Chino Basin Water Conservation District, developed an updated Recharge
Master Pian (2010 RMPU); and

9. WHEREAS, during the spring of 2010, Watermaster staff and technical consultanis held
numerous technical workshops and recognized that changing conditions within the Chino Basin including
the impacts of the economic recesslon, drought, mandatory regional conservation, increased recycled
water recharge capability and the adoption of new regulatory requirements for stormwater capture
significantly modified planning assumptions in the 2010 RMPU; and
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10. WHEREAS, due fo intervening state legisiation enacted subsequent o the Court’s December
2007 Order, a delay In finalizing the Update was required. The legislation extended the time for
completion of 2010 Urban Water i\/?anagement Plans ("UWMPs") unitll July of 2011; and

11. WHEREAS, |EUA deferred its right to approval of the 2010 RMPU until after the completion of the
appropriators” UWNMPs, because IEUA believed that the water demand and production assumptions were
overly conservative and should be re-evaluated with the completion of the pariies UWMPs to avaid
unnecessary expense to the paitiss; and

12. WHEREAS, on June 30, 2010, Watermaster submitted its 2010 RMPU to the Couwt; and

i3. WHEREAS, on October 8, 2010, the Gourt issued an Order Approving Watermaster's
Compiiance with Condition Subsequent Number Eight and Approving Pracedures to be Used fo Afiocate
Surplus Agriculfural Pool Water in the Event of a Decline in Safe Yield, attached hereto as Exhibit B,
finding the 2010 RMPU was responsive to its pricr Orders. The Oclober 8, 2010 Order ordered
Watermaster to convens the commiitee described in item 3 of Section 7.1 of the 2010 RMPU to develop
the maniforing, reporting, and accounting practices that will be required to estimate local project
stormwater recharge and hew yisld (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:9-11); and

14. WHEREAS, the Court also ordered Watermaster to conduct further analyses, as described in
section 7.2 of the 2010 RMPU, of the Phase | through Il recharge projects to refine the projects, to
develop a financing plan, and to develop an implementation plan. The Caurt further ordered Watermaster
to report to the Court on any changes to the 2010 RMPU Update necassitated by information received
through the UWNMPs by December 17, 2011, and to report on the stafus of [EUA's approual of the
updated Rechargs Master Plan (October 8, 20'%0 Order, at 4:12-18); and

15. WHEREAS, on December 15, 2011, the Watermaster Board directed‘the completion of the
update to the 2010 RMPU and an imp[ementation and funding plan within the following year; and

16. WHEREAS, on December 18, 2011, the Court granted a request by Watermaster to extend the
flme for which Watermaster was required to file a Statua Report on further updates 1o the Recharge
Master Plan, and on May 31, 2012, Watermaster filed a Recharge Master Plan Status Report, a copy of
which Is aftached hersto as E‘r{hlblt €, informing the Couit of the progress made toward amending the
2010 RMPU, as required by Section 8.3 of the Peace Il Agreement; and

17. WHEREAS, at its November 15, 2012 regular meeting, after reviewing progress made toward
comptetion of the amendment of the 2010 RMPU, the Board unanimously approved a schedule providing

for tha completion of compliance with Court's October 2010 Order, and its filing with the Court by October
2013; and

18. WHEREAS, at its December 20, 2012 regular meeting, the Board reviewed an opinion from
Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. ("WET") regarding the adequacy of replenishment capacity. The Board
adopted the findings in the WEI report, a copy of which is attachied hereto as Exhibit D, which found that,
as there is sufficlent recharge capacity to meet future replenishment obligations identified in the 2010
Recharge Magter Plan Update and that If Basin Re-Operation were terminated prior to 2030, that
Watermaster would be able to increase its replenishment activity in order to maintain hydrologic balance
within the Basin, and, accordingly, Watermaster was in substantial compliance with the Recharge Master
Plan, as requited; and

0383500033110680078.14

P114




19, WHEREAS, a Recharge Master Plan Update Steering Committee (*Steering Committee®) was
convened, and, using updated estimates of stakeholders' groundwater production and projections of
replenishment obligations, the Steering Commiftee svaluated changed circumstances (legislative,
regulatory, etc.) that were not addressed in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update and how these
changes affect the Recharge Master Plan; and

20, WHEREAS, since mid-2011, the Steering Committee has generally met twice each month, and
includes stakeholders, inclusive of IEUA as required by the Peace Il Agreement. The avaluation by the

* Steering Committee has incorporated updated groundwater production estimates and replenishment
obligation projections, calculations of water in storage, and information regarding the projected availability
of replenishment watsr; and

21, WHEREAS, in finalizing the 2013 Amendment fo the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update,
alfached hereto as Exhibit E, the Steering Committee identified the possible recharge options available to
meet current and projected racharge and replenishment needs. This included the analysis of potential
recharge associated with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems ("MS4s"), ths identification of areas
within the Basin with the petentiai for production sustainability challenges and other water management
challenges that can be addressed by recharge or production management, the identification of options
ensuring production sustainability through the term of the Peace Agreements, including increased
recharge at existing facilities, new rechargs facilities, new recharge sources, adjustment in production
patterns, and other options. These potential projects were generally described as projects that could
address sustainability challenges within the Basin ("Sustainability Projects”) and projects designed to
increase stormwater and Supplemental Water racharge to the Basin (“Yield Enhancemeant Projects”), and
went beyond the Phase | through 1l recharge projects included in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update; and

22. WHEREAS, the Steering Commitiee developed criteria by which the Sustainability Projects and
Yield Enhancement Projects were analyzed and ranked for potential implementation, and, pursuant fo
such ranking, certain projects were recommended for implementation. The Yield Enhancement Projects
selacted by the Steering Committes for recommended implementation through the 2013 Amendment are
estimated to increase stormwater recharge o the Basin by up fo 8,781 acre-feet per year and recycled
water recharge to the Basin by up fo 4,936 acre-feet per year; and,

23 WHEREAS, the Steering Committee has developed an Implermentation and financing plan for the
implementation of the recommended projects as part of the 2013 Amendment, which the Court will be
asked to approve and with which it will be asked to dirsct Watermaster to proceed in accordance; and

24. WHEREAS, the 2013 Amendment includes an analysis of changed conditions in the Basin at
section 2, including legislative and regulatory changes and groundwater level changes; section 5 of the
2013 Amendment includes an analysis of monitoring, reparting, and accounting practices [o estimate
lang-term average annual net new stormwater recharge, section 8 of the 2013 Amendment considers
recharge options to improve yield and assure sustainability, section 7 contains the evaluation criteria used
to meet recharge goals and recommends criferia, and section 8 of the 2013 Amendment includas the
recommended 2013 Recharge Master Plan for the Basin, including the implementation and financing plan
for the recommended projects; and

25. WHEREAS, Section 8.1 of the Peacs Il Agreement provides that the Recharge Master Plan will
be updated no less frequently than once avery five years; and
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28, WHEREAS, the Watermaster Board has recsived periodic Updates as to the progress made by
the Steering Committes in the developrment of the 2013 Amendment o the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update, and has previously approved the individual sections that compose the Amendment; and

27. WHEREAS, in its May 2012 Recharge Master Plan Status Repert, Watermaster reported that
because [EUA had been an active participant in the Amendment process, Watermaster reasonably
anticipated that IEUA would be more readily disposed to approve the Amendment. $ince that time, IFUA
has continued to participate in the development of the Amendment and it is reasonably expected that the
[EUA Board of Directors will approve the 2013 Amendment at its October 18, 2013 regular meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, on the basis of the steff reporis, expert opinions and substantial evidence
presented, Watermaster finds that:

1. There exists suificient recharge capacity io meet future replenishment obligations
identified in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update. If Basin Re-Operation were
terminated prior to 2030, Watermaster would he able to increase its replenishment
activity in erder to maintain hydrologic balance within the Basin, in compliance with tha
Recharge Master Flan.

2. Watermaster has completed the 2013 Amendment {o the 2010 Recharge Master Plan
Update in compliance with the Beard’s approved schedule providing for the completion of
compliance with Courf’s October 2010 Order, and its filing with the Court by Qctober
2013,

3. Watermaster and interested parties, through the Steering Committee, thoroughly
evaluated changed circumstances (legislative, regulatory, efc.) that were not addressed
in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update and how these changes affect the Recharge
Master Plan, and this evaluation is included in section 2 of the 2013 Amendment,

4, The Steering Committee developed the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices
and criterla necessary to estimate and evaluate local project stormwater recharge and
New Yield, as described in section 5 of the 2013 Amendment.

5. The Steering Committze facilitated the tachnical evaluation of the Sustalnability Projects
and Yield Enhancement Projects, which exceedad the scope of the 2010 RMPU's Phase
| —1II projects, and their ranking pursuant to agreed upon criferia, as described in
sections & and 7 of the 2013 Amendment,

6. The Steering Committee’s recommended Yield Enhancement Projects are estimated fo
increase stormwater recharge to the Basin by up to 6,781 acre-feet per year and recycled
water recharge to the Basin by up to 4,936 acre-feet per year.

7. The Steering Committes developed an implementaticn and financing plan for the 2013
Amendment’'s recommended projects, as described in section § of the 2013 Amendment,
that will further the goals and requirements of tha Recharge Master Plan.

8. The development of the 2013 Amendment was substantially a further update ta the
Recharge Master Plan,
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Chino Basin Watermaster that;

1. The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is based on sound
technical analysis and adequately amends the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update in

light of changed sconormic, legislative, and hydrologic conditions within the State of
Californta.

2. The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is responsive to the
Court's order to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that will be
required to estimate local project stotmwater recharge and new yield, and conigins
sufficient analysis responsive to the Court’s direction fo develop a financing plan and an
implementation plan,

3. Watermaster adopts the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update as
the guidance document for the further development of the recharge faciliies within the
Chino Basin.

4, Pursuant i the Peace 1l Agreement Section 8.1, Watermaster and IEUA will update the

Recharge Master Plan not less frequently than once every five years. Asthe
development of the 2013 Amendment was, in effect, an update to the Plan, the Plan will
be updated no later than 2018.

APPROVED by the Advisory Committee this 19th day of September 2013.
ADOPTED by the Watermaster Board on this 26th day of September 2013.

By:

Chalrman, Watermaster Board

APPROVED:

Chalrman, Advisory Committee

ATTEST:

Board Secretary
Chino Basin Watermaster
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) 55
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO )

|, Peter Rogers, Secretary of the Chino Basin Watermaster, DO HEREBY GERTIFY that the
foregoing Revised Resolution being No. 2013-__, was adoptad at a regular meeting of the Chino Basin
Watermaster Board by ihe following vote:

AYES: 0

NOES: 0

ABSENT: - 0

ABSTAIN: 0
CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Secrstary

Date:
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Exhibit “A”

Exhibit "B”

Exhibit “C”

Exhibit “D*

Exh‘lbit HE”

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Excerpts of Article Vi of the Peace [| Agreement

Order Approving Watermaster's Compliance with Gondition Subsequent Number Eight
and Approving Procedures to be Used to Allocate Surplus Agricultural Pool Water in the
Event of a Decline in Safe Yield, dated Octaber 8, 2010

Chine Basin Watermaster's Recharge Master Plan Status Report to the Count, dated
May 31, 2012

Staff Report from Chiro Basin Watermaster dated December 20, 2012, including
Wildermuth Environmental, [nc., Annual Finding of Replenishment Capagity-
Fiscal 2012-13, dated November 18, 2012, and siaff

2013 Amendmaeni to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Updatz
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October 25, 2007

PEACE It AGREEMENT:
PARTY SUPPORT FOR WATERMASTER’S OBMP
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, — :
SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE OF CLATMS
REGARDING FUTURE DESALTERS

WHEREAS, paragraph 41 of the Fudgment entered in Ching Basin Municipal Wit
District v. City af Chino (San Bemardino Superior Court Case No. 51010) grants Watermsster,
with the advice of the Advisory and Pool Committees, “discretionary powers fn order o
mplement an Optinm Basin Management Program (“OBMP™) for the Chino Basin™

_ WBEREAS, the Patties to the Judgment execufed an agreement resolving their
differences and pledging their support for Watermaster actions in accordance with specific terms
in Juné of 2000 {*Peace Agreement™);

WEERE&S, Watermaster approvs;d Resaluﬁ'on 00-05, and thereby-adopted the goals and
ohjeotives of the OBMP, the OBMP Implementation Plar aud committed 6 act in sccordance
with the terins of the Peace Agreemenit;

WHEREAS, bursuant {6 Adicle IV, paragraph 4.2, each of the pérties to the Peace
Apreament agreed ot to oppose Watermaster’s adoption and implementation of the ORMP
Implemeéitation Plan aftached as Bxhibit “B” to flis Peace Agrecment,

WHEREAS, the Peace Agreement, the OBMP Implementation Plan and the Clhino Basin
Watermaster Rules and Regulations contemplate further actions by Watermaster in furfherance
of its responsibiiities undér paragraph 41 of the Judgment and in 4ceordance with the Peace
Agreement and the OBMP Implementation Plang

WHERFEAS, the Périies to the Peace Agrecment made eerfain commitments regardiog
ihe fimding; design, construction and operation of Futnia Degalters;

WHEREAS, after receiving input from its stakeholders in the form of the Stakeholder’s
Non-Binding Term Sheet, Watermaster has proposed to adopt Resolution 07-05 attached as
Bxhibit “1” hereto to firther fmplement the OBMP through a suite of mieagnres contnonly
referred to and herein defined as “Peace 1T Measures”, including but not Hmited fo the 2007
Supplement fo the OBMP, the Second Amendment fo the Peace Agreement, amendments to
Watermater’s Rules and Regulations, the purchase and sale of water within the Overlying {Non-
Agricalttral) Pool and certain Judgment amendments; and

NOW, THEREFORE, in considérafion 6f the muteal promises epecifisd herein and by
conditioning their performance under this Agresment upon the conditions precedent set forth in
Aticle 111 herein, the Watermaster Approvel, and Court Order, and for other good and valagble
consideration, the Parties agres as follows:

1
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7.5

8.1

12

Allocation of Losses, Any losses from storage dssessed as 4 Leave Behind in excess of
aitual losses (“dedication guentity”™y will be dedicated by Watermaster towards
groundwater Prodnition by the Desalters t6 thereby avoid a Desalter replenishment
abligation that may then exist in the year of recovery, Amy dsdmatmn quantity which is
not required to offset Desalter Production fn the year in which the loss is assessed, will be
made available to the members of ihe Appropriative Pool. The dedication quantity will
be pro-rated among the members of the Appropriativé Pool in accordance with each
Priducer’s ¢ombined total share of Operating Safe Yield and the previous year'’s actual
production. However, hefore my member of the Appropnahve Pool may receive a
distribution of any dedication ¢quantity, they must be in fult compliance with the 2607
Supplement to the OBMP Implementation Plan and current in all applicable Watermaster
asgesyments,

ARTICLE Vili
RECHARGE,

Undate to the Recharze Master Plan. Watermaster will npdate and obtain Court approval
of s updats 16 the Rechwrge Master Plan fo address liow the Basin will be
contemporaneously managed to secore and maintain Hydraulic Confrol and subsequently
operated at a new equilibrinm at the conclusion of the period of Re-Operation. The
Recharge Master Plan will be jointly appmved by IEUA and Watermaster and shail
contain recharge estimations and summaries of the projected water supply availability as
well as the physical means to accomplish the recharge projections. Specifically, the Plan
will reflect an appropriate schedule for planning, design, and physical improverments a5
‘may be required to provide reagonsble assurance that following fhe fill heneficial use of
the groundwater withdrawn in adeordance with the Basin Re-ﬂperaﬁm and anfhorized
controlléd overdraft; that sofficient Replenishment capability exists to fiest the
ressonable projections of Desalter Replenishment obligations. With the concuirerics of
IBUA and Watermaster, the Recharge Magter Plan will be updated and amended as
frequentl’y as necessary with Court approval and net less than every five {5) years. Costs
incnrred in the design, permitiing, operation and maintenance of recharge fmprovements
will be apportioned in accordance with the following principles.

Qperatwns aﬂd Mamtenance Al ﬁiturs oporations and mainfenanee cests
whole or In part unﬁmded from ﬁm—d party sﬁurces, will e paid by the Frland
Empire Utilities Ageney (“TEUA”) and Watermaster. The contribution by THUFA
will be determined #nmually on the basis of the relative propertzeu of recyeled
water recharged bears to the total recharge from all sourdes in the prior year. For
example, if' 35 percent of total yechargs in a single year ig from recycled water,
then JEUA will bear 35 percent of the operations and maintenance costs, Al
temaiting unfinded costs atirdbutsble to the facilities used by Watermaster will
be paid by Watermaster,

i TEUA reserves discretion as to how i assesses jis share of
vosts:
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83

13

ii.  Watermaster will dpportion its cdsts among fhie membiers of
the stakeholders in aecordance with Production, excluding Desalier
Productini.

iii,  The operations and maintenance cogis of water recharged
by adquifer storage snd recovery will not be considered in the
caleulation other than by express airesment.

b. Capital. Mutually approved capital Improvements for recharge basing that
do or cen recelve recyeled waier constructed pursuant to fhe Court approved
Recharge Master Plan, if any, will be financed through the use of third party
grants end contributions if available, Witk any unfinded balance being
apporiioned 50 percent éach to TBUA and Watermaster. The Watermaster
contribution shall be allocated aceording to shares of Operating Safe Yield, All
rematning upfimded costs atfribuiable to the facilities used by Watermaster will
be paid by Watermaster.

Coordingtion, The members of the Appropriative Pool will coordinate the development
of their raspective Urhen Watcr Management Plans and Water Supply Master Plans with
Watermaster as follows,

(®)

®

{0)

(@

Bach Appropriator that prepares an Urban Water Management Plan and Water
Supply ¥lans will pravide Watermaster with copfes of their éxisting and proposed
plans.

Watermaster will use the Plang in evaluating the adéquacy of the Recharge Master
Plan and othet OBMP Implementation Plen program elements, -

Each Appropriator will provide Watermaster with a dra® in advance of adopling
any proposed changes to their Urban Water Management Plans and in advancs of
adopting any material changes to their Water Supply Master Plans respectively in
accordance with the customary notification routinely provided fo other third
parties to offer Watermaster a reasonable opporimity to provide infotmal input
and informal comment on the proposed changges.

Any party that experiences the loss or the fmminent threatened losg of a material
waier supply source will provide ressonsble notice t¢ Watermaster of the
candition and the expected impact, if any, on the projected groundwater use.

Confinning Covenant. Td ameliorate any long-teitit risks atiributable to selisnce npon
un-replenished groundwater production by the Desalters, the annial svailability of any
portion of the 406,000 acre-feet set aside as contralled overdraft s 4 component of the
Physical Sofution, is expressly subject to Watermaster maldng an annual fnding about
whether it is in substential complisnce with fhe revised Watermpster Rechsrze Master
Plan pursvant to Paragraphs 7.3 id 8.1 above.
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84  Ackoowledament re 6,500 Acre-Foot Supplemenfsl Recharge, The Parties make fhe.
following acknowledgments regérding the 6,500 Acre-Foot Supplemental Rechargs:

(@) A fimdamental premise of the Physical Solution is that all water users dependent
upon Chino Basin will be allowed to pump sufficient watérs from the Basin io
meet their requirements, To promote the goal of equal access to groundwater
within all areas and sub-areas of the Chino Basin, Watermaster has committed fo
usz its best efforis to direct recharge relative to production in sach ares and sub-
area of the Bagin and to achieve long-term balance béiwesn fotal recharpe and
discharge. The Partles acknowledge that to assist Watermastér in providing for
recharge, fhe Peace Agreement sefs forth a requirement for Appropriative Pool
purchase of 6,500 acre-feet per year of Supiplemental Water for recharge in
Mianagement Zone 1 (MZ1). The purchases have been eredited as an addition to
Agppropriative Pool storage accounts, The water recherged under this progrars hias
not been accounted for as Replenishrient water.

()  Watermasier was required to evaluate the continuance of this requirement in 2005
by taking info account provisions of the Tudgment, Peace Agreement aud OBMP,
among all ofher relevant factors. It has been determined that ofher obHgations in
the Judgment and Peace Agreement, including the requirement of hydrolegic
balance aud projected replenishment obligations, will provide for sufficient wet-
water recharpe to malke the separate commitment of Appropriative Pool purchase
of 6,500 acre-feet unnecessiry. Therefore, because the recherge farget as
deseribed in the Peace Agresment has been achieved, fasther purchases under the
prograii will cease and Watermaster will proceed with operations in accordance
with the provisions of paragraphs (¢), (@) and (&) below,

{c} The patiics acloowledge thal, regardless of Replenishment oblgations,
Watermagter will independently determine whether io require wet-water rechargs
within. MZ1 fo maintain hydrologic balance and fo provide equa] access o
groundwater in accordance with the provisions of this Section 8.4 and in a manney
consistent with the Peacs Agreement, OBMP and the Long Tam Plan for Subsidene.”,
Watsrmaster will conduct its recharge in a maoner to provide hydrologic halance
within, and will emphasize rechargs in MZI.  Accordingly, the Parties
acknowledge and agree that each year Watermaster shall contimie to be guided in
the exercise of its diseretion concerning recharge by the principles of hydrologic
balanes,

(d)  Consistenf with s overall ghligations to mensge the {hino Basin to egsore
hydzologic balance within ench menagement zone, for fhe duration of the Peace
Agreement (unfif June of 2030), Watermaster will ensure that a minimum of
6,500 acre-feet of wet water recharge occurs within MZ1 en an annnal hasis,
However, 10 the extent that wafor is unaveilable for recharge or there is no
replenishment obligation in any year, the cbligation to recharge 6, 500 acre-fest
will acerue and be satisfied in stbsequent veass,

{1) Watermaster will implement this measure in a2 coordinated manner so as fo

14

B8 447964 v1B06350.0081

- ~P126




QOctober 25, 2007

{acilitate compliance with other agreements among the parties, including
Tzt not limited fo the Dry-Year Yield Agreements.

(2)  In preparation of the Retharge Master Plan, Watermaster will consfder
whether existing groundwater production facilities owned or conitrolled by
producers within MZ1 may be used i connection with an aquifer storage
and recovery (“ASR™) project so as fo furiher enhancs recharge in specifie
locations aud to otherwise mest the dbjectives of the Recharge Masier
Plan.

(&)  Five years fiom fhe affective date of the Peace 11 Measurés; Watermaster will
caise an evaluation of the minimum recharge guantity for MZ1, Afler
consideration of the information developed in accordance with the studies
coriducted pursnant to paragraph 3 below, the observed expériences in complying
with the Dry Year Yicld Agreements as well as any ofher periinent inforraation,
Watermaster may incresse the minimum requirement for MZ1 fo quamiities
greater than 6,500 acre-feet per year. In no circumstance will the commitment to
recharge 6,500 acre-feet be redueed for the duration of thé Peace Agreement.

ARTICLE IX

6,1  Bdsin Management Assistance, Thres Valleys Municipal Water Disirict (“TVMWD™)
shill assist in fhe management of the Basin thvough a financial coniribution of $300,000 to siudy
the feasibility of developing a water supply program within Menagement Zone 1 of the Basin or
in ¢onnection with the evaluation of Fuiure Desalfers. Ths study will emphasize assisting
Watermaster in meeting its OBMP Implementation Plan objectives of concurrently securing
Hydraulic Confrol through Re-Operation whils atiaining Management Zone 1 subszdence
management goals. Further, TYMWD has expressed an interest in participating in future
projects in the Basin that benefit TVMWD. If TVMWD wishes to ¢onstract or parhmpate in
such future p:ojects TVMWD shall negotiate with Watermaster in good faith concerning a
possible “buy-in” payment.

92  Alloeation of Non-Agriculivgal Pool OBMP 'Sg‘ecial Aseessment

a For a period of ten years from the effective date of the Peace II Measures,
any water (or financial equivalent) that may be contributed from the Overlying
(Non-Agrienlturaly Pool in dccordance with paragraph 8(c) of Exhibit G fe the
Judgment (ps amended) will be apportioned among the miemhers of the
Apprepriative Pool in each year ag follows:

@  City of Ontasto. 80 af
G)  City of Upland 161 af
(it} Monte Vista Water Distsict 213 af
{iv) City of Pomona 220 af
(v}  Marygold Mutuel Water Co 16af
(vi) West Valley Water Disirigt 15 af

15
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BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

21 East Canillo Siraatk
Santa Badborm, CA 93101
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

"CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER Case No. RCV 51610
DISTRICT,
[Assigned for All Purposes to the Honorable
Plaintiff, STANFORD E. REICHERT]
VS, ) % ORDER APPROVING
WATE TER'S COMPLIANCE WITH
CITY OF CHINO, ET AL, ° CONDITION SUBSEQUENT NUMBER '

EIGHT AND APPROVING PROCEDURES
Defendant, - TO BE USED TO ALLOGATE SURFLUS

. AGRICULTURAL POOL WATER IN THE
EVENT OF ADECLINE IN SAFE YIELD

Hearing Date: September 24, 2010
Hearing Time: 10:30 AM
Dept: - Cl

Having read, reviewed and considered al} .plead.ings filed in support and in response, if anj, '
inchuding the testimony presented at the Septentber 24, 2010, hearing, and good cause 4ppearing
‘therefore:‘ |

L Recharge Magster Plan

On December 21, 2007, this Court issued its Order Concerning Motion for Approval of
Peace IT Documents. The Order required Watermaster to comply with nine conditions subsequent.
The ninth condition subsequent is an ongoing requirement that Watermaster comply with all

commitments made in the Peace T Documents. The eighth condition subsequent is thus the final i

-specific condition subsequent under the December 21, 2007 Grder.
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Consistent with section 8.1 of the Peace I Agreement, condition subsequent pumb er eight
requires Watermaster to submit for approval an updated Recharge Master Plan by July 1, 2010, The
specific items required to be covered by the updated Recharge Master Plan were described with
specificity In the Special Referee s Final Repovt and Recommendatians on Motion for Approval of
Peace IT Pocumenis. The updated Recharge Master Plan lists these requived elameﬁts and in Table
7 describes where in the updated Recharge Master i%’lau they can be found, No party has alleged
that the updated Recharge Master Plan does rtot address all of the issuss required by the Court’s
Order, or does not otherwise satisfy the requirements of section 8.1 of the Peace IT Agreement.

At the broadest level, the purposc; of 'ghe Eecharge Master Plan updated is to ensure that at
any thme during the pefiod when the 400,000 aore-feet of Basin Re-Operation water is being
produced, Watermaster and the parties will have fhe ability to cease prodiction of the 400,000 acre-
feet and return to normal Basin opetations. ’ _

According to the conclusions of the updated Recharge Master Plan, the Chine Basin

currently has sufficient recharge capacity that Basin Re-Operation could cease and normal

- operations could resume. However, this conclusion is conditioned on certain assuniptions,

With fegard to local stormwater management, the updated Recharge Master Plan
recommends the formation of a committee to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting
practices that will be required Yo estimate locat project stormwater recharge and new yield,

With regard to regional stormwater vecharge facilities, the updaied Recharge Mastér Plan
recénhnends that Watermaster should conduct further analyses of thé Phase I through I projects
described in the RMP to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an
implementation plan for projects deemed necessary to meet the objectives. The scheduls to
irnplement the necessary Phase I hrough IIT projects should be developed dudng the proposed
planning work.

With regard to supplemental water for replenishment, the updated Rechargé Master Plan
recormuends that the RMP revisit the issue after the completion of the parties’ Urban Water

Management Plaos which are scheduled to'be complete by the end of June 2011. The updated

8B 550225 v1:008350,6001 2
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Recharge Mas'tersl?laﬂ also recommends that Watermaster begin replenishing the Rasin when water
for replenishment is available, rather than waiting for the need for replmﬁ shment to arise. The RMP
calls this “preemyptive replenishment.”

With regard fo sapplemental water recharge facilities, the updated RMP finds that no new
recharge facilities will be required, but conditions this finding of the constyction of the Riverside
Corona Feeder within the text ten vears, )

Finally, the updated Recharge Master Plan recornmends that the plan shoﬁld he further
updated following the completion of the parties’ UWMPs in June 2011, and then every five years
thereafter. |

No party has objected to these conclusions and recommendations. The Inland Empire
Utilities Agency has deferred its vight to approval of the Recharge Master Plan until after the
compietion of the parties’ UWMPs. . IEUA belleves that the ‘water demand and production
assumptions are overly consetvative and should bs re-evaluated with the completion of the parties

UWMPs to avoid unnesessary dxpense to the parties,

1. Procedures Regarding Allocation of Surplus Agricuit'ural Poal Water In The
“Event of a Diecline in Safe Yield '

In 2008, Watermaster entered fnto 2 stipulation with Monte Vista Water District and agreed
to address the procedure to be used by Watermaster to allocate surplus Agricnliural Pool water in
the event of a decline in Safe Yield based on the Judgment, Peace Agreements and Watermaster
Rules and Regulations. In comection with Watermaster Complisnce with Condition Subsequent
Numbar Eight, Watermaster has outlined the proper procedure to reallocate surplus Agricultural
Pool water and submitted a December 2008 staff report anél December 4, 2008 memaorandum from
legal counsel that describe this specific procedure adopied by the Waicrmaster Board, Watermaster
requests that the Court dixect that the adopted procedure be the procedure used by Watermastef in
the event of a decline in Safe Yield, No party has objected to the Court so ordering.

BB 550223 v1:00R350.0G3 3
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1. Findings and Order
‘On the basis of the above, the Court finds and Qrders as follows:
) ' The Court finds that the 2010 updated Recharge Master Plan is responsive to the
Court’s December 21, 2007, condition subsequent number eight, and satisfies this condition.
(2} “Watermaster has satisfied all of the conditions subsequent under the Cowrt’s
December 21, 2007 Order. The ninth condition is a catchall copdition requiring Watermaster to
fulfill all of its commitments wnder the Peace I Agreement, and does not require a specific
compliance action as have the other eight eonditions.
(3)  Watermaster is hereby ordered o convene the comnittes described in item 3 of

section 7.1 of the updated RMP to dsvelop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that

_will be required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and new yield, -

{4)  Watermaster is hereby ordered to conduct further analyses as described in section 7.2
of the updated RMP of the Phase I through IIT projects to refine the projects, tc; develop a financing
plan, and to develop an mplementatmn plan.

(S) By December 17, 2011, six months fo]lowmg campietion of the parties UWMPs,
Watermaster will report to the Court on any changes fo the 2010 RMP necessitated by mfmmatxon ‘
received through the UWMPs. In this report Watermaster will also tepost on progress made under
iterns (3) and {4) above, and will report on the status of IEUAs approval of the RMVP. ‘

(6)  Watermastey is ordered to utilize the prosedures regarding re-allocation of surplus
Agricultural Pool water i the event of a decline in Safe Yield as dascribed in the December 2008
staff report and December 4, 2008 memorandum from legal counsel. Specifically, in the event that
the Operating Safe Vield is reduced becanse of a reduction in Safe Yield, Watermaster will follow
the hierarchy provided for in the Judgment, Exhibit “H,” by first applying the unallocated
Agricultural Pool water to compensate the Appropriative Pool members for the reduction in Safe

Yield. (7 udgment, Exhibit “H.” paragraph 10(a).) If there is unallocated water laft, Watermaster

-will then follow the remainder of the hierarchy and reallocate unallocated Agricultural Pool water

next to conversion elaims then to supplement the Operating Safe Yield without regard to reductions

8B 550225 v1:408350,0001 - 4
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in Safe Yield according to the guidance provided by Peace Agreeiment 1 & IT and Watermaster’s
Rules and Regulations, as amended. If, after app]j,;ing the mnatiocated Agrictttural Pool water to
compensate the Appropriative Puol members for the reduction in Safe Yield, the actual combined
production from the Safe Yield made available to the Agricultural Pool, which includes overlying
Agricultiral Pool uses combined with land nse conversions and the Barly Transfer, exceeds 82,800
in any year, the amount of water available to members of the Appropriative Pool shall be reduced
pro tata in proportion to the beneﬁts reeeived according to the procedures outlined in the
Watermaster Rufes and Regulations.

Watermaster will revise its Rules and Regulations to reflect this Ozder.

September-24-26T0
aeT @ 8 2010
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CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Case No. RCV 51010
Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. The City of Chino

PROOYF OF SERVICE

[ daclare that;

i am emplayad in the County of San Bemnardino, California. | am over the age of 18 years and not a party
ta the within action. My business addrass is Ching Basin Watermaster, 9641 San Bernardino Road,
Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730, telephone (909) 484-35888,

Fx/

fxd

On Oclober 11, 2010 | served the following:

1) ORDER APPROVING WATERMASTER'S COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITION
SUBSEQUENT NUMBER EIGHT AND APPROVING PROCEDURES TO BE USED TO
ALLOGATE SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL POOL WATER IN THE EVENT OF ADECLINE 1N
SAFE YIELD

BY MAIL: in said cause, by placing a true copy thereof enclosed with posiage thereen fully
prepaid, for defivery by Uniled States Postal Service mail af Rancho Cucamongs, California,
addreases as follows:

See attached sarvice list: Mailing List 4

BY PERSONAL SERVICE: | caused such envelope to be dellverad by hand ta the addressee.

BY FACSIMILE: 1ftransmitted said document by fax fransmisaion front {908) 484-3890 to the fax
rumber(s} indicated. The transmission was reported as complete on the fransmisslon report,
which was properly issued by the transmitiing fax machine.

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: | transitfed notice of avaitability of electrenic documents by electranic
fransmission fo he email addrass Indicated. The fransmission was reported as compleie on the
fransmissicn report, which was properly issued by the transmitting electronic mall device.

I declare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the State of Galifornia that the above Is true and

corract,

Executed on Ostober 11, 2010 in Rancho Cucamongs, Galifornla.

N

Chine Basin Watermastar
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BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER. SCHRECK, LLP
21 East Canrillo Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2706

Telephons: 805.963,7000

Facsimile: 805.965.4333

Adtorneys for CHINO BASEN WATERMASTER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR. THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDING

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER. Case No. RCY 51010
DISTRICT, . :
) [Assigned for All Purposes to the
Plaintiff, Honorable STANFORD E. REICHERT]
V. RECHARGE MASTER PLAN STATUS
) REPORT
CIFY OF CHINO, et al,,
Defendant, Hearing Date: NA,
Hearing Time: NA
Dept: C-1

Wateraraster submits this statng report pursuant to the Courts Octobes 8, 2010 and

December 16, 2011 Orders. Watermaster does not believe that any party ebjects to this Status

- Report or the actions described herein and consequently, vespectfitlly requests that the Court’s -

recoipt of the Report not requive a heating, However, if any paity shonld file an objection, _
Watermaster will be pleased to present the Status Report and respond fo any questions the Court
may have. o
1. Background of the Status Report Requirement

In its December 21, 2007 Order approving the Peace 11 Measures, the Courtrequired,
‘Watermasier to satisfy élillll:_t:!.b&l‘ of condifions subsequent. The Iast 0;?‘ thess, condition

subsequent nmmber elght, required Watermaster to update ifs Recharge Master Plan (RMP). In
1
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broad terms, the purpose of the RMP is to articwlate the mamer in which Watermaster will falfill
its responsibilities under the Tndgment fo ensure; that groundwater production-from the Chino
Bagin in excess of the Safe Yield is replenished in accordance with the Physical Solution. This
requires that the RMP malce projections concerning anticipated predﬁeﬁon of gromadwater from
the Basin, the avaﬂabi}ity of imported water supplies, and the facilities necesseny to make use of
those imported supplies. In addition, Watermaster's discretion with regard to the manner in

which recharge activities are conducted is constrained by commititents made in the Peace I and

- Peace T Agreements, and implementation of the RMP recommendations must satisfy theso

commitments.

On.June 30, 2010, Watermaster submitted its updated Recharge Master Plan in
compliance with conditioﬁ subsequent mumber eight. However, due tol mté:verﬁng state
legislation enacted subsequent fo the Coust’s December 2007 Order, a defay was required. The
logislation sxtended the time for completion, of 2010 Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs),
which would provide important information about the projected Basin production by roembexs of
the Appropriative Pool. This information was critical to the RMP and, becanse this information -
was nof yet available in Jane 2010, the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (FEUA) wag notina
position to approve the updated RMP as requived by the Peace T Agreement,

On this basis, in its October 8, 2010 Order approving the updated RMP, the Court made
the following orders:

{3)  Watermaster is hereby ordered to convene the commitiee described in item 3 of
section 7.1 of the updated RMP to develop the monitering, reporting, and accounting practices
that will be required fo estimate local project stormwater recharge and new vield,

(4)  Watermaster is heseby ordored to conduet further analyses as desoribed in section
7.2 of the updated RMP of the Phase I through I projects to refine the projects, to develop a
tinamicing plan, and to develop an implementation plan,

{5y  ByDecember 17, 2011, six months following completion of the parties® TWhiPs,
Watermaster will xepert to the Court on any changes to the 2010 RVP necessitated by

information received through the UWdIPs: Tn ﬂJ‘)is zeport, Watermaster will also report on
038330V0H1612610.8 |
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progress made ider items (3) and (4) above, and will report on the statns of TRUA”s approval of
the RMIP. (October 8, 2G10 Ouder, 4:9-18.) '
. Extension of Decomber 17, 2011 Deadline .

On December 12, 2011 Watermaster filed its Fix Payte Motion fo Request a 180-Day
Eytension of limere Filz‘ﬁg of Recharge Masfer; Plar Status Report. The Cowmt granted this
raquest on December 16, 201 1

Prior to the Court’s consideration of the requested extension, the Watermaster Beard met
and considered the update of tha RMF, On December 15, 2011, the Board approved the
completion of the update fo the RMP and an Implementation and ﬁmding plau within the
following year. ’

11 I Ui) date Status

Using updated estimates of stakehelders’ gronmdwater preduction and projections of
replenishment obligations, Watermaster and the parties have evalvated changed circumstances
(legisiaﬁire, fegulatery, ¢te.) that were nof: addressed in the 2016 RMP Update and how these
changes affect the RMP. Far this prpose, a Recharpe Master Plan Update Steeriig Committee
has been convened. This Committee is currently meetiné every two weeks and inclhides
:stakehaldars, nclusive c;f IEUA as required by the Peace I Agreement. The evaluation by the
Committze has incorporated updated groundwater production estimates and replenishment
obligation projections, calculatibns of water in storage, and information regarding the projected
availability of replenishment water. Based on this evaluation, the Committee has selected agreed
upon bookend projected fiture scenarios for recha;ga plagming.

Using these scenarias, Watermaster’s hydrologists have undertaken modeling in order to
project recharge needs within the Basin, based on the modeled future mroundwater levels,
estimated safe yield, and the balance of recherge and discharge within the Basin. This analysm is
predicated on the updated pumping and replenishment projections, estimates ofthe locations and
amoumts of techarge required for sﬁstainabﬂity, and potential production forbearazce.

As the modeling to this point hias been based on the existing locations and capabilities of

existing recharge facilities, the Commitfes has aljso had conducted an inventory of existing
(38330\000146 126108
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recharge facilities, which inchudes the characterization ofrechﬁrge-basins, recharge capacities and
the factots controlling recharge performance. Other factors that have also been incladed in the

analysis incinds the evaluation of impacts due fo changes in recycled water recharge regulations

- on Watermaster’s abilify io recharge the same, the analysis of actual stomm water recharge at

existing facilities, storm water availahle for recharpe at sach facilidy, and what could be done to
increase recharge at each, as well as the svaluation of availability of aud ébﬂiiy to :echarge: |
supplemental water, and the possibility of fn-lieu recharge within the Basin, The analysis done to
this péint is included To Chapters 1-4 of the present administrative draf of the RMP Update,
These chapters have been approved by the Appropriaﬁve, Overlying (Agriculiveal} and Overlying
(Non-Agrienltural) Pools, the Advisory Committes and the Watermester Board as the
adininisirative draft. -

in order to finalize the RMP ﬁpdate, the parties will next indentify ’rhé possible recharge
mechanisms available to mest ciurent and projected recharge and replenishment needs, This will
include the analysis of potential recharge associated with Mundeipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems (M54s), the identification of areas within the Basin with the potential for prc;dnction
sustainability challenges and other water management challenges that can be addressad by
techarge o production management, the identification of options ensuring production
sustainability through the term of Peace Agresitients, ineleding increased recharge af existing
facilities, new Iecharge facilities, new techa;ge sourees, adjustment i production patterns, ste.
The Committes will also develop the monitoring, repotting, and accounting practices that will be
required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and new yield, ‘

After the identification of the potential recharge options, the parties will agree upon the
methods and eriterla that will be nsed fo evaluwits each of them. Using these agreed upon methods
and ciiteria, Watermaster’s consultants will conduct engineering and economic anatyses of each,
Baged on these analyses, the parties will review and recommend implementation of the selected
options, and develop recommended financing and implementation plans for these options.

Becanse IEUA is an active participant in the process of developing the RMP Update;

Watermaster reasonably anticipates that TRUA \F{EII be more readily disposed to approve the
038350\0001\612610.8
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updatedplan ouse It is complated. . .

Consequently; Watcrmaster s of the opinion that, with the procaess described above, the
Committee is on schednls to complets the RMP Hpdate within the imeframe presented in the
2010 Recharge Master Plan Undaie and believes progress will continus fo he made consistent
with the Watermaster Board's December 15, 2011 seifon.

Dated: May 31,2012 ' - BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, TLLP

By #ﬁz;”égﬁi??ééﬁ~*—“—;~—~

SCOTT 8. SLATER

BRADYEY J. HERREMA,
ATTORNEYS FOR CHINO BASTV
WATERMASTER.

5
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SCOTT 8. SLATER (State Bar No. 117317) E t
BRADLEY J. HERREMA (State Bax No. 228976) '
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

21 Bast Carrilo Street

Santa Barbara, CA 931012706

Telephone: 805.963.7000

Facsimile: 805.965.4333

Attorneys for CHINO BASTN WATERMASTER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
TFOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAT, WATER Case No. RCV 51010
DISTRICT,
[Assigned for All Puposes to'the

Plaintiff, Honorable STANFORD E. REICHERT]

v. - MOTION FOR ORDER AFTER HEARING
ON MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF
CITY OF CHINO, et al., WATERMASTER RESOELUTION 2010-04

Defendant. Hearing Dafe: NA
Hearing Time: NA
Dept: C-1

L INTRODUCTION

Attached to this pleading as Exhibit “A” is a proposed Supplemental Order After Hoaring
On Motion For Approval Of Watermaster Resolutjon 2010-04 (“Supplemental (}rder”). The
purpose of this Supplemental Order is to clarify that Resolution 2010-04 does not impair the
rights of private well owners to seek judicial review of eﬂleged harm caused to those well owners
from desalter pumping inthe Chino Creek Wellfield.

Watermaster knows of no objection to the Court signing the proposed Supplemental
Order. The proposed Supplemental Order was approved unanimously by all three Pools, the
Advisory Committee and the Board at their regnlaly scheduled March meetings. Watermaster
therefore recommends that tha Court sfgn the proposed Supplemental Order without xequiting 2

hearing,
03RISON001NG12610.7 1
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.- BACKGROUND

On Octqber 28, 2011, a hearing was held regarding Court approval of Waterrnaster:
Resolution 2010-04, Among other thhgs, Resolution 2010-04 confirms a process wheteby
private well owners may object to the Chino Basin Desalter Anthority ("CDA™), ifthose awners
believe that CDA pumping in the Chino Creek Well Field (“CCWE) is causing harm fo their
wells. This process is arficulated in detail in the Monitoring and Mifigation Plan for the COCWE
and forms are provided for private well owners fo file a complaint with CDA.

Pursuant io this process, €DA is the ultimate arbiter of whether the private well owner’s
gomplaint has merit. During the October 28, 2811 heating, the Court Iaiseci adue process
concern about whether the Cowt’s approval of Resolution 20 10-04 would eliminate auy judiclal
review rights that the private well owner might possess. (See October 28, 2011 Hearing
Transcript, 112:16-115:15.) The Court stated that its intent in approving Resclution 2010-04 was
not to eliminate any such rights to judicial review. The Court asked Watermaster to provide a
supplemental order in order to ensurs that this intent is clear.

T ordet fo clarify the Contt’s intent on this issue in approving Resohstion 2010-04,
Watermaster has prepared the proposed Snpplemental Order attached hereto. 'The operative
portion of the propesed Supplemental Order confirms that Watermaster Resolution 2010-04, and
the Comrt’s October 28, 2011 Order approving the Reselution, shall niot be construed to limit the
legal rights of any private well owner fo claim that the operation of the CDA wells have caused
haﬁn to that party.

"
/
i
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1. REQUEST FOR THE COURT TO SIGN THE PROPOSED SOFPLEMENTAL
ORDER WITHOUT HOLDING A HEARING

‘Whaiermaster counsel hes cizcuiatﬂd thé proposed Supplemental Order to covnisel for the
Agricultual Pool and connsel for CI3A, and if appears that the proposed Supplemental Order is
consistent with the wndersianding of thess patties. Tn March the floes Poolé, the Advisory
Committes and the Board manmmusly approved "ubmlth:ng the proposed Supplemental Oxder to

the Cowt, end approved Watermaater s reconmmendation that the Conrt sign the Oxder wﬁhout
holding a hearing.

Dated: Maﬁrff{!, 012 BROWNSTEIN EYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

\ A
OFT S SLATER 7 -
BRADLEY 1. HERREMA.
ATTORNEYS FOR CHING BASTN
WATERMASTER

03E3SILBLIGLEGL0T 3
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASTN MUNICIPAL WATER. Case No. RCV 51010
DISTRICT,
: [PROPOSED] SUPPLEMENTAT, ORDER
Plainiift, AFTER HEARING ON MOTION FOR
APPROVAY, OF WATERMASTER
v. RESOLUTION 201(-04
CITY OF CHINO, ET AL, '
Drefendant.

On October 28, 2011 the Court issued its Order-dfter Hearing on Motion for Approval of
Watermaster Resolution 2010-04. During the Qctober 28, 2011 hearing, the Comi raised a
concern. regarding the scope of its Order concerning the procedures to address claims by private
well owners. Specifically, the Court was concerned that {ts approval of the procedures described
in the mitigation measnres and the emexgency response plan (See Exhibits “F and “H” to
Resolution 2010-04) would not be construed to Hmit the fegal rights of any such privato well
owners to pursue claims independeﬁt of these procedures.

Watermaster has submjf::ted this Supplemnental Order a3 a means to provide confirmation
of the Cowt’s understanding of the effect of its October 28, 2011 Order. Tt does nat appear that
any party obj ects to the éouﬂ adopting this Order.

1
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Accordinigly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:
- WatéunasterlRespluﬁon 2010-04, and the Court’s October 28, 2011 Order approving the
Resalution, shall not be constiued to limit the legal Tighis of any private well owner to claim that

the operation of fhe Chino Basin Desalier Authority wells has caused hamm to that pacty.

Dated: , 2012

HON, STANFORD L. BEICHERT
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

033350400611602822,1
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CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Case No. RCV 51010
Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. The City of Chino

PROOF OF SERVIGE

I declare that:

t am employed in the County of San Bernardino, Callfornia. | am over the age of 16 years and nota party
fo the within action. My business address is Chino Basin Watarmaster, 9641 San Bernardine Road,
Rancho Cucamonga, Galifornia 91730; telephone (809) 484-3888.

G

On May 31, 2012 [ served the following:

1. RECHARGE MASTER PLAN STATUS REPORT

2. MOTION FOR ORDER AFTER HEARING CN MOTION FOR APPROVAL. OF
WATERMASTER RESOLUTION 2010-4

BY MAIL: in said cause, by placing a true copy thereof enclosed with postage therson fully
prepaid, for delivery by United States Rostal Servsce mail at Rancho Cucamonga, California,
addresses as follows:

Sge attached servige Jist: Malling Llst 1
BY PERSONAL SERVICE: | caused sush snvelope to be delivered by hand to the addressee.

BY FACSIMILE: 1transmitted said dosument by fax transmission from (908} 484-3860 to the fax
number(s) indicated. The transmission was reported as complete on the transmission report,
which was properly issued by the fransmitiing fex machine.

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: { transmiifed notice of avallability of electronic documents by electronic
transmission to the email address indicated. The transmission was reporied as complets on the
transmission repart, which was properly issued by the transiitting electronic mail davice,

| declare under penalty of pefjury under the laws of the State of California that the abave is frus and

correct.

Executed on May 31, 2012 in Rancho Cucamonga, California.

i,

Janihe Wilson
Chi sn Watermaster
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CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

9841 San Bemarding Road, Rancho Cucamongs, Ca 81730
Tel: 509.484.3888 Fax: 9094843300 wWIVW.COWIm.orng

PETER KAVOUNAS, P.E.
Genaral Manager

STAFF REPORT

DATE: December 26, 2012
TO: ' Commitice Members
Board Members

SUBJECT:  Annual Finding of Substantial Complidnée with the Recharge Master Plan

SUMMARY

Recommendation — Staff recommends that the Pools recommend that the Watermaster Board
adapt the finding in the Wildermuth Report that Watermaster is In substantial campliance with the
Recharge Master Plan.

BACKGROUND

During the perfod of 2008-2010, Watermaster, in collzboration with the Inland Empire Utilities Agency
{IEUA} and Chino Basin Water Conservation Disfrict (CBWCD), cotnpléted the 2010 Recharge Master
Plan Update (RMPU). The RMPU was submitted to the Court in Juna 2010, and the Court subseguently
approved the 2010 RMPU in October 2010. Watermaster is presently in thé process of amending the
2010 RMPY, pursuant & the Court's order, which is scheduled to be presented for adoption in September
2013. The 2013 RMPU Amendment will Include the development of a funding and implementation plan
for the further fecharde projects selected for construction.

Pursuarnt to section 8.3 of the Peace Il Agreement, Watsrmaster is obligated to make an annual finding
that it is In substantial compliance with the Recharge Master Plan, as it is revised. This requirement
exists to ametiorate any long-term risk atfributable to reliance upon un-replenished groundwater
production by the Desalters, and Is a conditon on the annual availability of any portion of the 400,000
acre-feel set aside as controlled overdraft. Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. (WEI) has prepared ihe
attached opirion regarding the adequacy of replenishment capacily, which includes the information that
Watermaster needs to make this finding for Flscal Year 2012-2013.

DISCUSSION

WELl's analysis finds thai current projections indjcate that Watermaster has sufficlent recharge capaciiy to
meet the fuitre replenishment obligations identified in the 2010 RMPU. Curfent analysis indicates that if
re-operation were terminated at any time through 2030, Watermaster would be able to immediately
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Annual Finding of Substaniial Compllance wib the Recharge Master Plan December 20, 2012

increase Its replenishment activity and maintain the hydrologic balance iy the Basin as required by the
Judgment. Whils there Is not a replenishment capacily Issus, there is a balance of rechatge and
discharge issue, particularly in the JGSD area, Mechanisms to address this issue are being svaluated for
Incotporation into the 2013 RMPU Amendment.

Actions:

December 13, 2012 Appropristlve Pool - Moved to approve that the Watermaster Board adopt the finding
in the Wiidermuth Report that Watermaster [s in substantial compliance with the Recharge Master Plan.
Decermiber 13, 2012 Non-Agricultural Pool — Moved to approve staff recommendsation and fo direct the
Poo! representativas to support at the Advisory Committes and Watermaster Board meetings subject to
changes which they determine to be appropriate )

Detamber 13, 2012 Agricultural Pool — Movad to approve that the Watermaster Board adopt the finding in
the Wildermuth Report that Walermaster Is in substantial compliarics with the Recharge Master Plan.
December 20, 2012 Advisary Committee —

Decamber 20, 2012 Watermaster Board -
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oy WILDERMUTH"

ENVIRONMENTAL INC.

November 19, 2012

Chino Basin Watermaster

Attention: Mr, Peter Kavounas, General Manager
9641 San Bernardino Read

Ranclio Cucamonga, CA91730

Subject: Annual Finding of Adequate Replenishmeni Capaciiy - Fiscal 2012-13
Desr Mr, Kavounas,

At your direction, and pursuant to the Peace 1l Agré"enmn’c, Wildermuth Environmental, hic. (WET) has
prepared this opinion regarding the adequacy of replenishment capacity.

in part, Section 7.3 of the Peace I1 Agreement reads:

“Re-Operation and Watermaster's apportionment of controlled overdraft Wﬂl not he
suspended in the event that Hydraulic Control is achieved in any year before the full
400,000 acre-feet has been produced’ so long as: [.] and (il) Watermaster is in

substantial compliance with a Court app10Ved Recharcre Master Plan as set forth in
Paragraph 8.1 below i .

Review of Section 8.1 of the Peace I1 Agreement clearly iridicates that this compliance relates to the
implementation of plans to ensure that Watermaster has enough supplemental water recharge capacity

to meet its replenishment obhgatmn after the re- operation water is completely exhausted. Section 8.3 of
the Peace 11 Agreemem: is more precise and states:

“To amelmrate any’ long—term risks ai:tlthutable to relimnce upon un-replenished
groundwater production’ by the Desaliers, the annual availability of any portion of the
400,000 gere-ft set aside as controlled overdraft as a component of the Physical Solution,
is expressly subject to Watermaster making an annual finding about whether it Is in

substantial comphance wﬁh the revised Watermaster Recharge Master Plan pursuant to
Paragraphs 7.3 and 8 1 above

Pursuant to the Peace I Agiee;nént, Watermaster jis obligated, after the completion of the 2010
Recharge Master Plan Update (RMPU), to make an annual finding that it has enough supplemental water
recharge capacity to meet its replenisiinent obligations. This letter report includes the information thai
Watermaster needs to make this finding for fiscal 2012-13.

During the period of 2008-2010, Watermaster, in collaboration with the Inland Empire Utilities Agency
(IEUA) and Chino Basin Water Conservation District (CBWCD), completed the 2010 RMPU, which was
submitted to the Court in June 2010, The 2010 RMPU was developed in a transparent and intense

23/92 Birtgher Dilve, Lake Forast, CA 92830 o Tel 949.420.3020 o Fax: 349,490,404 a vavwwrildermulienvironmantal.com
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stalteholder processt The Court subsequenitly approved the 2010 RMPU in October 2010. Section 7.4 of
the 2010 RMPU Final Report concludes:

“No new recharge facilities will be required to meet Waiermaster's replenishment

obligations through the planning period, provided that the Riverside Corona Feeder is
completed within the next ten years.™

The qualification of this fnding as to the Riverside Corona Feeder was an acknowledgment that a new
source of supply may he required for the Jurupa Community Services District {JCSD) such that the JCSD
can reduce its net groundwater pumping to a sustainable levels Groundwater modeling, completed in
2007 and 2009 to evaluate the groundwater basln response to the implémentation of the Peace 1f
project description, suggested future daclines in groundwater levels in the JESD well field. Groundwater
model studies in the winter of 2012 based on revised post-2010 RMPU grenndwater production
projections also predict that the JCSD will have production sustainability chalienges The 2010 RMPU
identified a project to potentially mitigate this excessive drawdown whereby future replenishment
deliveries would be provided to the JCSD for direct use, allowing the JCSD to reduce groundwiter
production. Since the completion of the 2010 RMPU and its subsequent approval by the Court, gther
alternatives to the Riverside Corona Feeder and the use of replenishment water have been identified;
these new alternatives would be less expensive and could be implemented faster. In fact, these new

alternatives are currently being evaluated for incorporation inio the Court Ordered implementation plan
that will be completed in the summer of 2013.

The groundwatér production and replenishment projections used to evaluate the adequiacy of the
existing supplemental water recharge capacity in the 2010 RMPU were developed in 2008 and 2009 and
are sigmﬁcantly gredfer than the projections developed by Watermaster following the completion of the
2010 Urban Water Management Plans. Groundwater production and replenishment projections were
revised by Watermaster pursuant to a recommendation in the 2010 RMPU and the Oc¢tober 2010 Court
Order approving the 2010 RMPU. These updated replenishment projections clearly show that the future
replenishment obligation will be substantially less than that anticipaied by the 2010 RMPU. The reasons
for the decline in future replenishment obligations are state-mandated conservation requirements and
the changing economics of groundwater production. As to the latter, some producers have determined
that it is more economical to use rmore imported water directly than to gverproduce and incur
replenishiment costs. The table below compares the projected replenishinent obligations from the 2010
RMPU and the updated projections that are being incorporated into the 2013 RMPU Amendment?t,

2015 9,700 0

2020 13,000 0

2025 30,900 4,700

2030 44500 18,400

2035 55,500 42600

! gee rmp.wildermuthenvironmental,com

% Sea page 7-4 ofthe 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update.

3To beclear, thisis not a replenishment capacity issue, This is a balance of recharge ahd dischargz issie. The JCSD liss constructed several welis
in a relatively small geographic area. The combination of the close prosinity of these wells and regional changes in groundwater levels méy

cause excessive groundwater level daclines In seme of e JC3D wells. The Riverside Corona Feeder is ane of several potential projects that
could provide water to the JC5D io enable them to reduce their groundwater producton.

* SewTable 2-4 from draft Section 2 oFthe 2013 RMPU Amendment.
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The supplemental water recharge capacity in the Chirio Basin, based on existing spreading basins and
injection wells, was estimated fo be about 88,700 acre-ft/yr in the 2010 RMPU. With existing in-liou
recharge capabilities, the supplemental water recharge capacity ranges hetween about 113,700 o
128,700 acre-ft/yr. Since the completion of the 2010 RMPU, there have been no changes at the exjsting
recharge facilities that would indicate supplemental water recharge capacity has decreased s

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Californla (Matropolitan) provides imported water to the
Chino Basin area through the IEUA. In its 2010 Integrated Regional Plan (IRP) Update, Metropolitan,
indicated that it will have enough water to meet all of the supplerental water requirsments within its
service area through 2035, provided that it implements the programs described in the 2010 IRP Update.
The Watermaster parties can alse iinport non-Siate Water Project water into the Chino Basin avea, if
Metropolitan fails te provide enough Imported water for replenishment:.

Based on our krowledge of the conditions in fiscal year 2012-13, Watermaster's ability to recharge the
Basin with supplemental water to mitigate future overpraduction is sufficient to meet expected future
replenishment obligations. If re-operation were discontinued at any time through 2030, Watermaster
wolld be able to immediately increase its replenishment activity and maintain the hydrologic balarice in
the Basin required by the Judgment, The supplerental water recharge capacity available to the
Watermaster ig morethan double the projected replenishment obligation shown in the table ahave.

Mareover, in November 2011, Watermaster comimitted to engage in a process to develop a pre-emptive
replenishment program that would involve the aénuisition aud fecharge of supplemental water in
advance of incurring replenishment obligations and storing that water untl futwre replenishment
obligations oceur, Pre-emptive replenishment is a complementary maragement tool that Further
enhances Watermaster's ability to meet its future veplenishment requirements.

Please contact e if you have any questions or concerns regardifiz this opinion.

Very truly yours,

Wildermuth Environmental, Inc

muaglwﬂﬂ,szj\

Marlc J. Wildermuth, PE
President

A Personal conversation with Andy Campbell of IEUA, November 2812
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EXHIBIT E

Chino Basin Watermaster lodged a
binder with the Court containing the full
2013 Amendment to the Recharge
Master Plan Update. A full copy 1s
available on Watermaster’s ftp site at:

hitp://www.cbwm.org/FTP/Legal/201311
04%20Filing/




Exhibit C




CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

il BUSINESS ITEMS

A. RECHARGE MASTER PLAN UPDATE
AMENDMENT APPROVAL




CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

8647 San Bemardino Road, Rancho Cucamonga, Ca 91730
Teli 909,484.3888 Fax: 809.484.3890 www.chwin,org

PETER KAVOUNAS, P.E.
General Manager
STAFF REPORT

DATE: September 26, 2013
TO: Watermaster Board

SUBJEGT: Recharge Master Plan Update Amendment Approval

SUMMARY

Issue;  The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Rechliarge Master Plan Update ("RMPU™} is due to be
filad with the Couit in Cctober 2013, after approval by the Advisory Commlttee and the Board, The
RMPU Amendment consists of eight sections.

Sections 1 through 4 ware approved i Fingl Draft form it May 2012, Sections 1 through 4-have
been edited to enhance the consistency of the entire RMPU Amendment. Sections §, 6, and 7
have already been approved in final form. Section & represents the recommended recharge
projects, and the implementation and financing ptans, and has been developed with input from the
Steaiing Commiittee. .

Approval of Sections 1 thraugh 4, and Section 8 cormpletes the 2013 RMPU Amendment.

Recomimendation: [1] Approve Sections 1 through 4 as presanted; [2] apptove Section 8 as
presented, [3] adopt Resolution 2013-06, and [4] authorize General Counsel to make the

appropriate filing requesting the Court’s approval.

Financial Impact,  Thera is no financial impact as a result of this action.

Future Consideration
Watermaster Board: September 26, 2013 Approval [Advisory Committee Approval Required]

ACTIONS! ‘

Sep 12, 2013 - Appropriative Peol — recomynend appraval to the Advisory Committes
Sep 12, 2013 — Non-Agricultural Pool - recoramend approval to the Advisory Committes
Sep 12, 2013 — Agricuftusal Pool — recommend approval fo the Advisory Commiittee
Date ~ Advisory Commitiee — approved unanimousty

Date —~ Watermaster Board —
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Recharge Master Plan Update Amendment Approval September 26, 2013
Page 2 of 4

BACKGROUND

In its October 2010 Court order, the Court accepied the 2010 RMPU as satisfying Condition Subsequeni
Number 8 to The Peace Il Agreement and ordered that cettain recommendations of the 2010 RMPU be
implemented. Speciffcally, the Court ordered:

(3) Watermasier is hereby ordered ta convene the commitize described in itermn 3 of section 7.1 of the
updated RMP o devalop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that will be required to
estimate [ocal project stormwater fecharge and new yiekl.

{4) Watermaster is hereby ordered to conduct further analyses as described in section 7.2 of the
updated RMP of the Phase | through [ll projects to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan,
and to develch an implementation plan.

(3) By December 17, 2011, six months following comipletion of the parties UWMPs, Watsrmaster will
report to the Court on any changss io the 2010 RMP necessiiated by information received through
the UWIMPs. In this report Watermaster will alsa report on progress made unier items (3} and (4)
above, and will repart on the status of IEUA's approval of the RMP,

Item 3 of Section 7.1 of the 2010 RMPU reads as follows:

3. Inimplemeniing the above, Watermaster should form a committee—consisting of itself, the land
use control entities, the County Flood Contro] Districts, the CBWCD, tha IEUA, and others—to
develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting praclices that will be required to estimate local
project siormwater recharge and new yield. This committee should be formed immiediately, and the
monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices should be developed as soon as possible.

The operabls section of Section 7.2 of the 2010 RVIPU reads as follows:

Watermaster should conduct further analyses of the Phage 1 through (11 projects to refine the projects,
to develop a financing plan, and to develop an implerentation plan. This planning work should bagin
as soon as practical and could be accomplished within three years. The schedule to implement the
Phase | through HI projects would he developed during the proposed planning work, and the
consiruction of these projects could be completed within five years of completing the proposed
planaing work.

Accordingly, it was indicated to the Cowrt that the planning for the Phase | through Il projects could be
done hy Cetober 2013 and that construction could be completad by October 2018, This does not mean
that all the projects contained within the 2040 RMPU would be constructed by October 2018. Through
the Amendment pracess, Watermaster was to determine which of the recharge projects identified in the
2010 RMPU, 2nd perhaps other recharge projects, need to be implemented based on current projectad
needs and have the planning for these projects done at an appropriate level that they could be
consfructed by October 2018,

On December 15, 2011, the Watermaster Board:
"Moved to approve that within the next year there will be the completion of Recharge Master Plan
Update, there will bs the development of an Implementation Plan to address balance issues within
the Chino Basin subzones, and the develepmert of a Funding Plan, as presanted.”

On Decamber 18, 2011, the Courl issued an order directing Watermaster to continue with its

implementation of tha 2010 RMPU per its October 2010 order and extending the December 17, 2011
reporting deadline by 180 days.
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Watermaster staff convened a Recharge Master Plan Update Steering Committes {Steering Committes)
during the Fall of 2011. The Steering Committee was reformed in January 2012 to include all
stakeholders and met regularly since February 20142, . The Steering Committee developed and approved
a scope of work and report cutline and cornmenced with the exzcution of the work. On May 31, 2012
Watermasier reported its pragress pursuant to the October 2010 and the Decamber 16, 2011 Orders.

On November 15, 2012, the Watermaster Board aporoved a modified schedule for compietion of the
RMPU with = target date of September 2013 for complétion of the RMPU Amendment, providing for the
flling of the Amendment with the Court in October 2013, The Steerlng Committee has met numerous
times since then to review progress of the plan and offer advice and input fo Watermaster staff and
consultants,

DISCUSSION

The 2013 RMPU Amendment is organized in eight seclions, developed with input from the Steering
Committes. Sections 1 through 4 fresent a summary of changed conditions since the 2005 Recharge
Master Plan, the impact of ravised projections of groundwater production and replenishment shown in the
2010 UWMPs, and an inventory of axisting fauilitiss. [n May 2012, Sections 1 through 4 were approved In
Final Draft form. These sections are responsive to the Court's Order to report on changes identified in
the 2010 UWMPs. The sections are incorporated with the remaining work requested by the Court to form
the complete RMPU Amendinent. Someé modifications to language in Sections 1 through 4 are necessary
to make the entirs document consistent, These modifications were made available for review by the
Steering Committee on September 5, 2013, and are shown in redline form.

Secficn 5 addrasses meniioring, reporting, and acceunting practices that will be required to astimate local
project stormwater recharge end new yield. This section was approved by the Advisory Committeé and
the Board in June 2013. Section 6 presents summarizes pessible recharge options well beyond the
Phase | through Hl projects identified in the 2010 RMPU. The listing of projecis was expanded
intentionally to pravide an opportunity to identify any and all known recharge opportunities at this time.
This section was approved by the Advisory Commiittee and the Board in February 2013, Secilon 7
descripes the sefection criteria used to svaluate and rank the various recharge cptions. This section was
approved by the Advisory Commiitee and the Board in January 2013,

Section 8 presents the reccmmended RMPU Amendment options, and the reqwred financing and
implémentation plans.

Project selection criteria include confidence in recharge estimate; location; expandability to include
supplemental water recharge; cost; water quality chailenges; and instituiional challenges. '

After evaluating various cosi effectiveness thresholds, the Steering Commiiites Indicated a preference for
including &l recharge aptions that combina to $612 per acre-foot or less, and this is the recommended list
of projects. The potential total capital expense for these exceeds $57 milllion, with potential stormwater
caplure hetween 5,340 to 6,781 acre-feet per year, and creating additicnal recycled water recharge
capacity of 4,936 acre-feet per vear.

It should be noted that IEUA, an active participant in the process, considered the proposed options and
has indidated wilingness to jointly fund certain of these projects. 1EUA’s financial participation has been
censidered in the cost of the projects.

The Implementation Pian includes an evaluation of Management Zong 3 sustainability needs as ona of
the first steps, in conjunction with development of various agreements that are necessary for agency
cooperation during project implementation. These agreements potentially include cost allocation
mechanisms that are different than those established in the Peace Il agreement. Yield Enhancement
projects would proceed with preliminary design, permitting, and CEQA compliance, and then final design
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and construction. At the time of the completion of the 2010 RMPU, it was anticipated that the projects
that would be idenfified for implemeantation through the Amendment could be constructed within five years
of the completion of the Amendment. Based on the information on these projects developed through the
Amendment process, it is believed that a six year time frame for full construction of the recommended
projects Is more realisfic.

The Financing Plan contemplates cost-sharing beiween IEUA and Watermaster, and pursuit of grants.
Design and permitting cosis are proposed to be paid on a pay-as—you-go basis, and the anticipated
annual amounts are shown in Section 8 on a fiscal year basis for ease of budget planning. Capital costs
would be paid through longer term fi nancmg mechanisms established by IEUA or certain Appropriators,
and the fiming for that is also described in the Financing Plan In Section 8. The Financing Plan does not
address the rélative timing of capital investment by the parties and assoclated new yield benefits; it is
envisionad that this matter will be addressed prior to the actual investment of any capital funds.

Throughout the process of formulating the 2013 Amendment, the Board received periodic updates as fo
the progress made by the Steering Comimittes in the development of the 2013 Amendmsant. Speciffcally,
at almost every Board meeting from September 2012-present, the Board either took zction to approve the
schedule or individual seclions of the 2013 Amendment, or was updated on the progress of the 2013
Amendment.

Pursuant to section 8.1 of the Peace Il Agreement, IEUA's approval of the RMPU Amendrmentis reguired,

and IEUA representatives have indicated that the IEUA Board will consider approval of the Amendmeant at
its October 16, 2013 meeting.

ATTACHMENTS
1. The sections of the RMPU Amendment prssented for adop’clon are avaﬂabte on the Ch[no Basin
Watermaster FTP site

2. Resolufion 2013-06
3. Draftversion of proposed Court filing will be made availabla o the Beard on the Watermaster

FTP site prior to the Saptember 26, 2013 meeting; slsctronic notice wili be sent when the
docurnent is made avallabls
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Wildermuth Environmental, Inc.



* The 2010 RMPU was required as part of Peace Il
Approval (condition subsequent number 8), due to
the Court by July 1, 2010

* The 2010 RMPU focused on implementation of Peace
Agreement best efforts recharge obligations related
to protection and enhancement of Safe Yield,
recharge in areas of Basin to achieve balance
between recharge and discharge and access to
groundwater




* The 2010 RMPU was timely submitted and approved,
but changed conditions required Watermaster to
conduct additional work:

* Convene a stakeholder committee and develop the
monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that will be
required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and
New Yield.

* Conduct further analyses of 2010 RMPU Phase I through llI
projects to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan,
and to develop an implementation plan.

* Update the Court, by December 2011, on changes to the 2010
RMPU necessitated by 2011 UWMPs, progress made on
amendment and status of IEUA’s approval.

(Cctober 8, 2010 Order Approving Walenmaster's Compliance with Condition Subsequent Humber Eight...)




* Watermaster timely filed its Status Report in May 2012,
pursuant to a Court-approved extension

* 2010 RMPU represented to the Court that Amendment
could be completed within three years

* In December 2011, Watermaster Board directed
completion of Amendment by December 2012; in
November 2012, after reviewing progress on
Amendment, Board approved completion by
September 2013 and filing with Court in October 2013




*

*

A
EA)

Section 1 - Introduction

Section 2 — Changed Conditions

Section 3 — Impacts of Revised Groundwater Production
and Replenishment Projections

Section 4 - Inventory of Existing Recharge Facilities and
Their Capacities




Section 5 — Monitoring, Reporting, and Accounting
Practices to Estimate Long-Term Average Annual Net New
Stormwater Recharge

Section 6 — Recharge Options to Improve Yield and Assure
Sustainability

Section 7 — Evaluation Criteria

Section 8 — Recommended 2013 Recharge Master Plan




* Appendix A - Projected Groundwater Elevation Time
Series for Selected Wells for Scenarios 1 and 3

* Appendix B — Projected Groundwater Elevation Time
Series for JCSD Wells for Scenarios 1, 1A- 1D, 3 and 3A-
3D

* Appendix C - Stakeholder Comments on Sections 1
through 4 and Responses

* Appendix D — Recharge Facilities Descriptions and
Cost Opinions




* What are the regulatory and institutional issues that
have occurred since the 2010 RMPU was prepared?

* How have groundwater production and
replenishment projections changed since the 2010
RMPU was prepared?

* How have groundwater levels changed since the
OBMP was approved in 2000?




* What are the regulatory and institutional issues that
have occurred since the 2010 RMPU was prepared?

* Implementation of SBX7-7, the so-called “20 percent by

2020 law.”
* The groundwater production projections for 2012 are
substantially less than assumed in the 2010 RMPU.




Groundwater Production in the 2010 RMPU and 2013 Amendment
(acre-ft/yr)

250,000

{

200,000

150,000

100,000

50,000

S S TN S
¢ F & P
o o "

B Historical 2010 RMPU ® 2013 Amendment




+* How have groundwater levels changed since the
OBMP was approved in 2000?
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* What areas in the basin are facing sustainability
challenges?

* The Appropriators provided sustainability metrics for
their production wells

* The groundwater levels at several JCSD and CDA wells

are projected to be close to or fall below their respective
sustainability metrics
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* What practices are needed to estimate New Yield created
as aresult of MS4 compliance?
# Three alternatives:

* Estimate for specific projects annually with subsequent true
up at time of Safe Yield recalculation

« Estimate indirectly as part of global Safe Y:eld recalculation
Hybrld approach
* As to each alternative, the Steering Committee considered:
* Timeliness of estimates
* Relative cost
* Expected relative accuracy




* The Steering Committee recommended the hybrid
approach for the following reasons:

* Monitoring and verification of each project’s recharge
would be difficult

* Recharge will be diffuse throughout the Basin and
impact to Basin supplies will be variable — it will difficult
to quantify effect until considerable recharge has
occurred

* Provides accurate estimates in a cost effective manner

17




* MIS4 New Yield allocation:

* (ity of Fontana expressed concern that Section 5, as written,
would not provide incentives for additional stormwater
capture and recharge (June 5, 2013 letter to CBWM)

* Section 5 is responsive to Court’s Order to develop
monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices for MS4
stormwater capture (June 10, 2013 letter to City of Fontana)

# Advisory Committee and Board approved Section 5 in June
2013

# September 24, 2013 filing by the City of Fontana is requesting
Court to order changes to Section 5 language

13




* [n Summer 2012 Watermaster sent a “call for
projects”

* A total of 41 yield enhancement projects and nine
production sustainability projects were approved
through the Watermaster Process for initial screening

19
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* The Steering Committee developed criteria to
evaluate and rank yield enhancement and production

sustainability projects
* Advisory Committee and Board approved Section 7 in
January 2013

21




* Production Sustainability
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* Yield Enhancement
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* The cost effectiveness threshold for a recharge
project is the MWD Tier 1 Untreated rate, currently at
$593 per acre-foot, though it was determined that it
would not be used as a pass/fail mechanism for
individual projects

23




* The yield enhancement projects were evaluated using
three cost thresholds:

* Marginal Unit Cost less than $600 per acre-ft
* Melded Unit Cost less than $600 per acre-ft
* Melded Unit Cost less than $612 per acre-ft

* The Steering Committee indicated a preference for

implementing projects with melded unit cost less
than $612 per acre-ft

24




Ranked Yield Enhancement Projects {Melded Unit Cost Under $612 acre-fi}

Praject

81

Recycled
Water

Storm Water
Recharge Unit

Cost

Capital Cost

Total Annual

Cost

18a CSl Storm Water Basin 0 5 38871 S 440,000 ¢ 5 31,612
2013 RMPU Proposed Wineville PS to Jurupa,
23a | Expanded furupa PS to RP3 Basin, and 2013 3,166 2,905 S 500! S 19,552,000} S 1,582,914
Proposed RP3 Improvements

253 Sierra 54 0 S 537 | & 490,000 | § 34,262
27 Declez Basin 241 0 [ 1,135 | § 4,070,000 | & 273,720
Total MZ3 3,552 2,905 S 5411 S 24,552,000 $ 1,922,509
Recomimendad Mz2 Projects -~ S T R I
11 Victoria Basin 43 120 S 1511 S 75,0001 S 6,484

7 San Sevaine Basins 642 1,811 S 21715 1,775,000} S 139,256

12 Lower Day Basin (2010 RMPU) 789 0 S 242 1§ 2,480,000} & 190,482
14 Turner Basin 66 0 S 9i6 | $ 890,000 | S 60,338
15a Ely Basin 221 0 S 981 [ $ 3,200,000 S 216,362
17a Lower San Sevaine Basin {2010 RMPU) 1,221 0 S 1,239 1 5 22,550,000 S 1,512,065
Total MEZZ 2,981 2,031 S 7131 $ 30,970,000} S 2,124,987
Recommended MZ1 Projects - L S T
2 Montclair Basins 248 0 S 415 | & 1,440,000 1 S 102,876
Total MZ1 248 0 5 41518 1,440,000 § 102,876
Total Recommended Projects 5,781 4,936 5 6121 & 56,962,000} 5 4,150,372

Adapted from Table 8-2¢
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Management
Zone :

Total

Project

Victoria Basin

San Sevaine
Basins

RP3 Basin
Improvements
{2013 RMPU)

' Yield

New

43

642

137

822

Recycled :
. Water |

120

1,911

2,905

4,936

Watermaster

$ 75,000

$ 1,775,000

$ 1,855,000

$ 3,705,000

Capital Costs

IEUA

$ 75,000

$ 1,775,000

$ 1,855,000

$ 3,705,000

Total Capital

Cost

. $150,000

S 3,550,000

$ 3,710,000

$ 7,410,000

28

Adapted from inset table on page 8-10 (2103 RMPU)




+ Potential Total Capital Expense of $57 million

* Potential Stormwater Increase of about 6,780 acre-
ft/yr

* Creates an additional 4,900 acre-ft/yr of recycled
water recharge capacity

29




Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal
2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Watermaster S 100,000 S 668,000 S 668,000 S 3,213,000 S 3,213,000

[EUA S - S 44,000 S 44,000 S 211,000 S 211,000

Total S 100,000 S 712,000 S 712,000 S 3,424,000 S 3,424,000

3o

Adapted from inset table on page 8-14 (2103 RMPU)




Impiementation Step

Determine Need and Refine Production Sustainabllity
Projects

Contact Sand and Gravel Campanies

bevelop Watermaster and the IEUA Yield

Enhancement Project implementation Agreement
Consider Appropriative Poc! New Yield and Cost
Aliocation Agreement

Develop Flood Control and Water Conservation
Agreement

Develop an Implementation Agreement among the

Parties Participating in the Production Sustainability
Project(s)

Cevelop Appropriative Pool Production Sustainzbility

Cost Allocatlon Agreement

Prepare Preliminaty Design of Recommendead Yield
Fnhancement Projects

Prepare Environmental Documentation for Yield
Enhancement Projects
Select Final Set of Yield Enhancerment Projects from
the 2013 RMPU for implementation and Finalize
Capital Requirements

Project
Type [PS
or YE)

YE

YE

PS

PS
YE

YE

YE
3

Impiementation Period

Adapted from Figure 83 (2103 RMPU)




Project
Implementation Step Type {PS

orYE) | 2014 | 2005 | 2016

PS5

implementation Period

Prepare Preliminary Design of Recommended
Production Sustainability Projects

Prepare Environmental Documentation for
Production Sustainability Projects

PS

Select Final Set of Production Sustainability Projects
from the 2013 RMPU for Implemantation and Finalize PS *
Capital Requirements

Prepare Final Designs and Acquire Permits for

Production Sustainability Projects PS

Prepare Final Designs and Acquire Permits for Yield VE

Enhancement Projects

Construct 2013 RMPU Amendment Production P

Sustainability Projects

Construct 2013 RMPU Amendment Yield YE

Enhancement Projects

“* __Decision Paint Milestona l
32 |

Adapted from Figure 8-3 (2103 RMPU)




* The Steering Committee was formed during the Fall
of 2011

* The Steering Committee was reformed in January
2012 to include all stakeholders and has met twice a
month since February 2012

* Updates have been provided to the Pools, Advisory
Committee, and Board throughout the process

33




# Sections 1 through 4 were approved by the Advisory

Committee and the Board in Draft Final form in May 2012
* Section 5 was approved by the Advisory Committee and
Board in June 2013

* Section 6 was approved by the Advisory Committee and
Board in February 2013

* Section 7 was approved by the Advisory Committee and
Board in January 2013

* Revised Sections 1-4, Section 8, and the 2013 Amendment
to the 2010 RMPU were approved by the Advisory
Committee in September 2013

34




E

S
I

Per Peace ll, Recharge Master Plan
approved by Watermaster and IEUA

At time of 2010 RMPU, IEUA believed water demand and
groundwater production were overly conservative and
might result in unnecessary expense - IEUA deferred its
approval of the update to the Recharge Master Plan
pending review of 2011 UWMPs

[EUA has been active in the Steering Committee and has
agreed to cost share on specific projects with recycled
water recharge components

IEUA staff will recommend approval of Amendment at the
October 16, 2013 Board meeting

35




* Finding:
+ Reaffirm December 2012 finding as to sufficient
recharge capacity to meet replenishment obligations
* 2013 Amendment is timely and responsive to the Court’s
October 2010 Order:
* Addresses changed circumstances
# Includes MS4 recharge estimation practices,

* Includes evaluation of sustainability and yield enhancement
projects

* [ncludes implementation and financing plan for
recommended sustainability and yield enhancement
projects

36




* Resolving:

1
-

¥*

2013 Amendment is based on sound technical analysis
and adequately amends the 2010 RMPU in light of
changed conditions

2013 Amendment is responsive to the Court’s October
2010 Order

2013 Amendment is adopted as guidance document for
development of recharge facilities

Consistent with Peace Il requirement to update or
amend at least every five years, IEUA and Watermaster
will update no later than 2018

37
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HSCOTT 8. SLATER (State Bar Nﬁ, 117317)

MICHAEL T, FIFE (State Bar No. 203025}
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
21 East Carrillo Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93181

Telephone No: (805) 963-7600

Facsimile No: (805) 965-4333

Attorneys For
CHING BASIN WATERMASTER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHING BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER Case No. RCV 51018
DISTRICT
LAssigned for All Purposes to the

Plaintiff, Honorable STANFORD E. REICHERT]

VS. ' WATERMASTER COMPLIANCE WITH
CONDITION SUBSEQUENT NUMBER
CITY OF CHING, BT AL. .1 EIGHT; PROPOSED ORDER SUBMITTED
CONCURRENTLY

Defendant.
Hearing Date:  Sepiember 24, 2010
Time: 16:30 a.m,

Dept: C-1 {Chino})

L Background

At & hearing held April 2, 2010, Watermaster and the Court discussed holding informational
workshops similar to these held for the benefit of Judge Wade in 2008 for the purpose of providing
the Court with béokground about management of the Chino Basin uader the 1978 Judgment, The
Court indicated an inferest to hold such a workshop at ot before the hearing on Condition
Subsequent Number Eight in order to provide detailed information to the Court relevant to its
approval of this condition, Accordingly, this pleading provides a brief introduction to the

background of Condition Subsequent Number Eight and the Recharge Master Plan (“RMP™)

1

. CONDITION SUBSEQUENT EIGHT
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generaltly, but is intended to be supplemented with live festimony in the context of a Cout
workshop.

A, December 21, 2007 Oxder and Conditions Subsequent

On December 21, 2007, the Cowt signed its Order approving the Peace 11 Measures. The
Peace Il Measures are a comprehensive package of Basin management measures that provide for an
update of the Basin management approach of the 2000 Optimum Basin Magagement Program
(“OBMP”) and the Peace Agreement.

The measures described in Peace IT were ambitious approaches that have no parallel in any
other managed groundwater basin. They followed upon the OBMP goal of constructing Desalter
facilities in the southern end of the Basin to pump at least 40,000 acre-feet of impaired water, and
from the 2004 Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (“RWQCB”) Basin Plan for the Santa Ana
River Watershed.

Pursuant to the mandate of its continuing oversight of the Watermaster process, the Court’s
December 21, 2007 Order described nine conditions subsequent that Watermaster needed to meet in |
order for the approval of Peace 11 to remain valid. The ninth of these conditions is a catchall
requirement that Watermaster meet all of its commitments as described in the Peace I Measures. So
far, Watermaster has successfully completed the first seven conditions, The final condition,
Condition Subsequent Number Fight, is the requirement that Watermaster submit an updated RMP
by July 1, 2010. This requirement mirrors the requirement in section 8.1 of the Peace I Agreement
to prepare an updated RMP, and differs from the section 8.1 requirement only insofar as Condition
Subsequent Fight places a specific deadline on Watermaster for the compietion of the update.
Attached to this pleading as Exhibit “A” is a copy of the updated RMP. Watermaster respectfully
requests the Court to approve this RMP ag compliant with the requirements of the December 21,

2007 Order.

2 .
CONDITION SUBSEQUENT EIGHT
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B. Recharge Muster Plan Background

Prior conditions subsequent also deall with the update of the RMP. In particular, Condition
Subsequent Number 5 required Watermaster fo submit a detailed outline of the scope and content of
the updated RMP by July 1, 2008. Wa’cérmastar timely complied with this requirement and included
a detailed explanation of the content of the RMP as required by the December 21, 2067 Order. A
hearing to consider the approval of this outline was initially scheduled for August 21, 2608,
However, before that hearing could take place, Judge Gunn left the bench and was eventually
replaced by Judge Wade. On November 13, 2008, Judge Wade held a hearing to consider a variety
of matters and, based on a lack of objection by any party to the intended scope and structure of the
RMP update, approved the outline. (Reporter’s Transcript, November 13, 2008 Hearirl}g 4:10.)

C. Recharge under the Judgment

The Chino Basin Judgment operates on the fundamental premige that overpradﬁctlon can be
replenished through the recharge of supplemental water. Under the Judgment no party is limited 'in
the amount that it can pump from the Basin, provided that sufficient funds are provided by the
parties to purchase replenishment water to replace dny pumping above the Safe Yield of the Basin,

However, as pumping from the Basin increases over time, replenishment needs also increase.
There are two aspects to this increasing need that are relevant to the RMP: (1) recharge facilities
must be adequate to accommodate the recharge noeds, and (2) the water to be used for recharge must
be available for purchase, Both of these elemenis have challenges and addressing these challenges is
a key function of the updated RMP.

b, December 21, 2007 Order

1. Required Content of the Updated Recharge Master Plan
By reference and incorporation to the Special Referae’s Final Report and Recommendations

an Motion for Approval of Peace Il Documents (dated December 20, 2007), the Court articulated the

3
CONDITION SUBSEQUENT EIGHT
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minimum issues that needed to be addressed by the updated RMP. Watermaster listed these
requirements in its pleading for Condition Subsequent Number Five and described where in the
outline of the RMP these issues were addressed. Similarly, the updated RMP contains a table (Table
7-1) describing where the required elements can be found in the RMP, For the Cowrt’s convenience,
a copy of this table is separately attached here ag Exhibit “B.”

| 2. Standard of Review

The December 21, 2007 Order does not articulate the standards to be used by the Court in
determining whether the RMP update is sufficient,

The Watermaster process is grounded in litigation of the Chino Basin adjudication and is
therefore primarily an adversarial process, Watermaster has the milerarc.hing goal‘ to administer the
Judgment and protect the Basin, and the individual parties and Pools remain advocates for the many
and varied individual interests in the Basin. The updated RMP Waé unanimously recommended for
approval by all tﬁ';xree Pools, the Advisory Committee and recommended for approval by the
Watermaster Board with one abstention. Watermaster knows of no objection by any party to the
Couwt’s approval of the updated RMP in satisfaction of Condition Subsequent Number Eight,

Watertnaster has previously articulated the position that the ability to object to a Watermaster
action defines the issues under the Judgment, and when there are no challenges it is 2 means of
identifying a lack of issues. In other words, consent of the parties represents compelling, unrebutted
evidence that the matter before the Court is both consistent with the Judgment and in the public
interest. (Motion for Approval of Peace IT Documents {filed October 25, 2007) 10:18-24; see also
Watermaster Response lo Special Referee Preliminary Comments and Recommendations on Motion
Jor Approval of Peace Il Documents (filed December 14, 2007) 5:8.)

i
i
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it Updated RMP
A. Process of Development of RMP Update
L RMP Update Development Team
The primalry drafier of the RMP update was Watermaster’s consultant team at Wildermuth
Environmental. However, significant contributions were also made by othier agencies and
consultants, The Chino Basin Water Conservation District performed important work regarci.mg
stormwater techarge issues through its consultant firm Wagner and Bonsignore, Consulting Civil
Engineers, Black & Veatch performed important work regarding facilities concept development for
supplementa} water recharge. Sierra Consﬁlting also contributed important input regarding
supplemental water purchase opportunities and issues. Finaliy, the Infand Empire Utilities Ageney
(“IEUA™) acted as a partner in the devaiopmeht of the RMP update providing significant in kind
services and final report review, -
pA Stakeholder workshops
In September 2008, Watermaster convened its second annual strategic planning mesting, the
focus of which was the scoping of the RMP update. Between that time and May of 2910,
Watermaster planned and convened several workshops to present the results of the RMP update
technical analyses and to receive input from the stakeholders on the RMP update. Between March
26, 2009 and March 25, 2010, Watermaster held seven such workshops, each with a specific

technical theme. The schedule of these workshops is attached to the RMP update as Appendix A,

1 and for the convenience of the Court the schedule is separately attached bers as Exhibit “C.”

Following these workshops, Watermaster held two half-day workshops on April 21, 2010 and May
19, 2010 in order to present the draft RMP update and receive comments from the stakeholders.
H
i/
.5
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B. RMP Recommendations

The recommendations of the RMP update are contained in Section 7 of the report. In 2008,
when the outline of the updated RMP was presested to the Court in satisfaction of Condition
Subsequent Number Five, it was anticipated that the final version of the RMP update would include
specific actions requiring immediate implementation. For this reason, the Condition Subsequent Five
pleading indicated that implementation agreements would be developed concurrently with the RMP
update.

However, changed circumstances altered this approach. Four specific factors are relevant in
this regard: (1) The economic recession resulted in a much lower growlh rate than was forecast,
RBecause development did not occur as ﬁredictad, municipal water demand has not grown as
anticipated. (2) IEUA recjrcl&d water development proceeded more aggressively than planned, The
development of recycled ﬁfater use and récharge has sefved'to slow the increase in demand for the
development of other recharge capacity. (3) Senate Bill 7, enacted in 2009, includes aggressive
water conservation requirements. Increased conservation beyond what was predicted in 2008 has
also served to slow the increase in demand for the development of recharge capacity. In addition, the
passage of SB7 led to the legislature delaying the required 2010 update to urban water suppliers’ -
Urban Water Management Plans (“UWMP?) for one year until June 2011. The scﬁedul.ihg of the
development of the RMP update relied upon these UWMPs to be well underway so that the data
used in the UWMPs could be used to inform the conclusions of the RMP update. (4) Finally, in
2010 a new MS4 p;rmit was adopted by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board which
imposes new requirements on land use control entities with regard to stormwater retention by new
development.

While the final RMP update has remamed faithfuﬁ to the outline as presented to the Court in

2008, and while Watermaster belicves that the RMP update accomplishes the substantive cbjectives

il
CONDITION SUBSEQUENT EIGHT
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of the Court in imposing the reqﬁiremam of the RMP update, the factors above have altered the
nature of the RMP update from the way that it was conceived in 2008, Previous projections of water
demand growth in the Chino Basin have changed significantly over the past two years, and it is
unclear at this time whether and how such changes will continue. Much of this information will be
ohtained from the parties through their UWMPs, which will describe expectations concerning
demand, supply and the ways in which the parties will comply with the mandates of SB7. Because of
this, the current RMP is undetstood to be an adaptive management document that will be updated as
conditions change and new information is obtained.

The recommendations of the RMP update are grouped into five categories: (1) local
StOlﬁwater managei.nem: and the mitigation of the loss of Safe Yield; (2) development of regional
stormwater recharge Tacilities; (3) acquisition of supplemental water for replenishment; (4)
devei;:}pment of sup;ﬂemental water recharge facilities; and (5) ongoing RMP updates. In summary,
the reconumendations in each of these categories are as follows:

1. Lecal Stormwater Management and Mitigation of Safe Yield [RMP section 7.1]

The RMP update recommends that Watermaster work with relevant land use entities to
encourage the implementation of local stormwater retention facilities consistent with the 2010 MS4
permit. The RMP update recommends that Watermaster incentivize such implementation by

allocating any additional stormwater recharge to the owners of the projects that create such recharge.

1| The RMP update recommends the immediate formation of a committee whose purpose would be to

develop mo nitoring and accounting practices relative to such allocation.

2. Regional Stormwater Recharge Facilities [RMP seetion 7.2}

The RMP analysis identified five phases of development of improvements to the regional
stormwater recharge facilities. Since phases IV and 'V are significantly mere expensive than phases 1
through T, the report recommends that Watermaster should first conduct anatysis of the Phase I

7
: CONDIFION SURSEQUENT EIGHT
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through IH projects to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an
implementation plan, The RMP recommends that this planning work shouid begin as soon as
practical and concludes that such planning work can be accomplished within tﬁrec‘ years,

3 Supplemental Water for Replenishment [RMP section 7.3]

The RMP recommends that further aﬁa[ysis be conducted following the conclusion of the
appropriators UWMPs in Tune of 2011, After this point, it will be possible to determine to what
extent Watermaster should pursue the acquisition of supplemental water in addition to that made
available through the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. In addition, the RMP
recommends that Watermaster begin the practice of “preemptive repienishment” — that is,
.1'eplenishmcnt in advance of pumping that incurs a repienishment obligation. Such a practice would
énable Watermaster to take advantage of suppie;mentak water when it is available,

4. Supplemental Water Recharge Facilities [RMP section 7.4}

The RME update recommends that no new recharge facilities will be required to meet
Watermaster’s replenishment obligations through the planning period, provided that the Riverside
Corona Feeder is completed within the next ten years, The RMP also recommends that Watermaster
explore the use of parties” ASR facilities, if available, and the use of in-lieu recharge to achieve an
mmproved balance of recharge and discharge in specific areas identified in prior reports.

5. Fature RMP Update Process

The RMP update reconunends that it be updated following the completion of the
appropriator’s UWMDPs in 2011, and then every five years thereafter. The updated Recharge Master
Plan is based on a number of assumptions about water availability conditions in California over
many years snd about development patterns in the Chino Basin. These assumptions have changed
significantly in the last two years, and are certain to continue to change through the coming years,
and for this reason the RMP is not a static document, but is rather something that must be
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continually examined and updated. That is, this “final” updated RMP is really just the beginning of
an adaptive process that will continue for many yeats.

. Adoption Resolution |

Reflecting the adaptive nature of the RMP, the Watermaster Resolution adopting the RMP
acknowledges that it is a planning document that will change and be modified as the assumptions
and planning goals that are its foundation change over time. A copy of Waterraster’s Resolution is
attached here as Exhibit “D.”

Under section 8. of the Peace I Agreement, [EUA also has a right to review and approve
the RMP update. Given that the concern of the Court in requiring approval of the RMP through
Condition Subsequent Namber 8 is to ensure that the updated RMP is sufficiently protective of the
Basin, IEUA does not object to the Court finding that Watermaster has satisfied the obligations of
Condition Subsequent Eight. In fact, it is IEUA's pos1t10n that the RMP as approved by Watermaster
is over-protective of the Basin and may resulf in unnecessary expenditures. IEUA has thus deferred
its approval of the RMP until additional data that may inform this discussion becomes available such
as through the UWMP process that-will be complete by the end of June 2011, TEUA reserves its
right to recommend alternative measures. Attached hereto as Exhibit "E" is a June 22, 2010 letter
from IEUA that more fully articulates its position regarding the updated RM?.

II. Related Issues

The RMP update is necessary in order to properly plan for the replenishment obligation that
will exist when the fully Upelfational desalter system is no longer replenished by the Basin Re-
Operation water. The RMP is thus intimately refated to other OBMP projects such as the Desalters,
Hydraulic Control and Basin Reoperation. At the Apﬁl 2, 2010 hearing, there was discussion about
scheduling workshops similar 10 those held for Judge Wade, so that the Court can be educated about

the different OBMP program elements and their interrelationships. The Court suggested thata
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possible convenient schedule would be to schedule the first such workshop on the hearing dats for
the Condition Subsequent Number Eight. {ssues related to the RMP update that should be addressed
as part of such a hearing are described below. Each of these issues is complex, but since they are not
directly related to the Court approval associated with Condition Subsequent Nurmber Eight, they are
only described below in the broadest detail. Watermaster intends to provide testimony on each of
these issues at any workshop scheduled by the Coust in order to provide sufficient detail to fully
familiarize the Court with the issues.

Al Desalter Kxpansion and Chino Creek Wellfield Progress Report.

One of the central OBMP projects is the construction of Desalters in the Southern portion of
the Basin. This project has proceeded in phases and the project that will result in the construction of
the final increment of Desalter capacity to satisfy the OBMP is underway. This is the same project ‘
through which the Chino Creek Wellfield will be constructed in order to complete the hydraulic ’
barriet that will result in Hydranlic Control, Hydranlic Control will be attained through the one time
@ﬂ’eﬂ: of Basin Re-Operation, and then will be mainfained through operation of the Chine Desalters.
The project is being constructed by the Chino Desalter Authority.

Watermaster and IEUA are required to achisve Hydraulic Control pursuant to the RWQCB's
Basin Plan for the Santa Apa Watershed and for the recycled water permits for the Chino Basin.
While the Chino Creel Wellfield project is progréssing, on Aprit 1, 2010, the RWQCR issued an
Administrative Civil Liability Complaint against Watermaster and IEUA because the RWQCB felt
that progress on this project is not proceeding quickly enough. A copy of this complaint is atté.che:d
here as Exhibit “F.” In May this complaint was settled by the parties. This settlement resulted in
Watermaster and IEUA paying a fine to the RWQCB and a new schedule for Chino Creek Wellfield
construction being approved by the RWQCB. A copy of this settlement agreement is attached here

as Buhibit “G.”
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In response to the complaint, the Watermaster Boatd instructed staff and General Counsel to
initiate a facilifation process in order to accelerate the progress of the Desalter expansion project.
Such facilitation effort was initiated and Principles of Agreement were approved by both
Watermaster and the CDA that describe the understanding of the parties enabling the Desaiter
expansion and Chino Creek Weltfield project to move forward. A copy of these Principles of
Agreement is attached here as Exhibit “H.”

B. Chino Airport Plune

One of the hurdles to moving forward with Desalter expansion has been cost liabilities

associated with two contaminant plumes. Of particular concern has been the Chino Airport phme.

San Bernardino County Departiment of Airports is the responsible party associated with this plﬁmc.
The San Bernardino County Department of Airports is a party to the Judgment. This issue is relevant
becauss the Chino Creek Wellfield will mntercept this plume and {reatment of th;.: contaminants
contained therein will result in increased costs to the CDA.

The CDA bas requested Watermaster fo act as the lead in negotiating with San Bernardino
County on this issue. Watermaster has been actively pursuing such a resolution and has been
working closely with the County. In order to provide structure for these discussions, on January 22,
2010, Watermaster issued a Notice of Tntent to Sue pursuant to the requirements of Resources
Conservation and Recovery Act. A copy of this Notice of Intent is attached here as Exhibit “1.” Prior
{o initiating a lawsuit, Watermaster would séek Court approval Tor such an action,

IV. Procedure Regarding Potential Reduction in Safe Yield

On March 3, 2008, Watermaster filed a technical report prepared by Wildermuth
Environmental in response to Condition Subsequent Number Three. A hearing was sct for May 1,
2008, in order for the Court to approve this submittal, On April 1, 2008, Watermaster submitted its

response to Condition Subsequent Number Four. In response to Watermaster’s filing in compliance
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with Conditions Subsequent Three and Four, Monte Vista Water District submitted comments
expressing concern over the procedures that would be used to caleulate reallocation of surplus
Agric.ultumi Pool water in the event of a decline in Safe Yield. These comments were filed on or
about April 10, 2008. On April 17, 2008, the Special Referee filed comments on Watertnaster's
compliancé with Conditions Subsequent Three and Four.

By stipulation dated April 25, 2008, Watermaster committed to develop procedutes that
would be responsive to Monte Vista’s concerns and to subimit them to the Court for approval as part
of the updated Recherge Master Plan and the submission in compliance with Condition Subsequent
Number Eight, On that same date, Watermaster filed a response to the Special Referee’s comments,
and notified the Court of the stipulation with Monte Vista, IA copy of the étipulation is aftached here
as Exhibit *J.”

The stipulation required Watermaster to produce cef’cain information regarding an gxpected
future range of Agriculivral Pool production prior to July 1, 2008. Watermaster produced this
information and at the June 26, 2008 Appropriative Pool meeting, the Appropriative Pool convened
a subcommitiee to discuss the development of a procedure to respond to this information.

At the August 6, 2008 meeting of this subcommittes, staff and legal coumsel were asked to
memorialize a proposed resolution of the method of sllocation of water in the event of a reduction in
Safe Yield and to create spreadsheets that documented the results of a range of other methods, On
September 8, 2008, Watermaster distributed these materials to the subcommittee and requested
comments. Comments were received and a revised memorandum was distributed that memorialized
the procedure as proposed by the subcommittee.

At the December Watermaster meetings, the procedure as proposed by the subcominiitee was
considered and approved by the three Pools, the Advisory Commitiee and the Board. Attached

hereto as Exhibit “K” is the December 2008 staff i.re-port and memorandum from legal counsel that

.12 _
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describes the procedures agreed upon by the parties including the spreadsheet that demonstrates the
operation of the adopted procedure.

The procedure as detailed in the memorandum specifies that in the event that Operating Safe
Yield is reduced becanse of a reduction in Safe Yield, Watermaster will follow the hierarchy
provided for in the Judgment, Exhibit “H,” by first applying the unallocated Agricultural Pool water
to compensate the Appropriative Pool members for the reduction in Saft Yield. (Judgrment, Exhibit
“H,” paragraph 10¢a).) If there is unallocated water left, Watermaster will then follow the remainder
of the hierarchy and reallocate unallocated Agricultural Pool water next to conversion claims then to
supplement the Operating Safe Yield without regard to reductions in Safe Yield according to the
guidance provided by Peace Agreeme::ﬁ 1 & T and Watermaster’s Rules and Regutations, as
amended. '

Given the adaptive natare of th;, RMP, and in order to ensure clear direction for Watermaster

in the predicted decline in Safe Yield over time, Watermaster requests that the Court separately

! Paragraph 5.3(g) of the Peace Agreement requires that Watermaster approve an “Early Transfer” of
Agricultural Pool water if the Agricultural Pool production is less than 50,000 acre-feet.  An Early
Transfer is the reallocation of the greater of 32,800 or 32,800 acre-ft/yr phus the actual amount of
water not produced by the Agr icultural Pool for each fiseal year to be allocated among the members
of the Appropriative Pool in ‘accordance with their pro-rata share of the safe vield. (Peaze L, p. 33,
5.3 (g).) Paragraph 5.3(g) is ambiguous about how the Early Transfer relates to the hzerarchy
described in Exhibit “H”. Section 6.3 of the Watermaster Rules and Regulations was created to
specify the hierarchy as between land use conversions and the Barly Transfer. Watermaster Rules
and Regulations 6.3, as amended, specifies that when the actual combined production from the Safe
Yield made available to the Agricultural Pool, which includes overlying Agricultural Pool uses
combined with land use conversions and the Early Transfer, exceeds 82,800 in any year, the amount
of water available to members of the Appropriative Pool shall be reduced pro rata in proportion to
the-benefits received according to the following procedure:

{1y All the land use conversions and the Early Transfer will be added together and shall be the
“Potential Acre-Feet Available for Reallocation.”

(2) Bach Appropriative Pool member’s share of the Potential Acre-Feet Avatiable for
Reallocation shall be determined and expressed as a percentage share of the Potentjal Acre-
Feet Available for Reallocation (1.e. a member’s land use conversion plus its share of the
Early Transfer, divided by the total Potential Acre-Feet Available for Reallocation.)

(3) Each Appropriative Pool member’s share of the Potential Acre-Feet Available for
Reallocation shal} then be reduced pro rata according to the percentage determmed in#2
above,

13
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approve this interpretation of the Judgment and direct that these procedures will be the procedures

that Watermaster will use to calculate reallocation of Agricultural Pool water in the event of 2

reduction in Safe Yield. Upon approval of these procedures by this Court, Watermaster shall amend

its Rules and Regulations to reflect the Court’s Urder. Watermaster knows of no opposition to Cowrt

approval of these procedures.

Dated: June 30, 201{1

5B 348555 » IOGRIS0.000]

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
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SCOTT 8. SLATER

MICHAEL T, FIFE

Attorneys for

CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER.

By
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SCOTT SLATER (State Bar No. 117317)
BRADLEY J. HERREMA (State Bar No. 228976)
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
21 East Carrillo Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2706

Telephone: 805.963.7000

Facsimile: 805.965.4333

Attorneys for
CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER Case No. RCV 51010
DISTRICT,
[Assigned for All Purposes to the Honorable
Plaintiff, STANFORD E. REICHERT]
v. DECLARATION OF JEAN
CIHIGOYENETCHE IN SUPPORT OF
CITY OF CHINO, et al., MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL OF
2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RECHARGE
Detendant. MASTER PLLAN UPDATE

I, Jean Cihigoyenetche, declare as follows:

1. I'am an attorney duly admitted to practice before all of the courts of this State, and
am a parfner in the law firm of Cihigoyenetche Grossberg & Clouse, counsel of record for the
Inland Empire Utilities Agency (“IEUA™). T have personal knowledge of thf; facts stated in this
declaration, except where stated on information and belief, and if called as a witness, I could and
would competently testify to them under oath. I make this declaration in support of the above-
referenced motion.

2. As legal counsel for [EUA, I am familiar with [EUA’s practices and procedures, as
well as actions taken by the JEUA Board of Directors (“Board®). l

3. On October 16, 2013, during its regularly scheduled meeting, the Board
considered approval and adoption of the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan

DECLARATION QOF JEAN CIHIGOYENETCHE
1
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Update.
4, At its October 16, 2013 meeting, the Board adopted Resolution No. 2013-10-1,

“ approving the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update. A frue and correct

copy of IEUA’s Resolution No. 2013-10-1 is attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”
1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. Dated this 4th day of November, 2013, at Rancho Cucamonga, CA.,

MM

Jean le‘gﬁgf%%tche

DECLARATION OF JEAN CIHIGOYENETCHE
2
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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-10-1

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY* (IEUA), SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING THE 2013
AMENDMENT TO THE 2010 UPDATE TO THE CHINO BASIN
RECHARGE MASTER PLAN

WHEREAS, in 2000, the Chino Basin Watermaster adopted a Recharge Master
Plan which established the technical foundation for the development of the recharge
facilities and practices in the Chino Basin; and

WHEREAS, in 2001, Watermaster, in cooperation with the Infand Empire
Utilities Agency (“IEUA”), initiated the Chino Basin Facilities Improvement Project
(“CBFIP”) which implemented facilities recommendations in the Recharge Master Plan;
and :

WHEREAS, in 2006, Watermaster, in cooperation with IEUA, initiated Phase II
of the CBFIP in order to implement additional facilities recommendations in the
Recharge Master Plan; and

WHEREAS, on December 21, 2007, the Court approved the Peace 1T Measures
which set forth a modified approach to management of the Chino Basin known as Basin
" Re-Operation, the ultimate goal of which is the achievement of FHlydraulic Control; and

WHEREFEAS, Section 8.1 of the Peace II Agreement, the relevant portions for
purposes of this Resolution are attached as Exhibit A hereto, approved by the Court,
included the requirement that Watermaster and [EUA must each approve the Recharge
Master Plan; and '

WHEREAS, during 2009 through 2010, Watermaster staff and technical
consultants, in cooperation with IEUA -and the Chino Basin Water Conservation District,
developed an updated Recharge Master Plan (“2010 RMPU™); and

WHEREAS, during the spring of 2010, Watermaster staff and technical
consultants held numerous technical workshops and recognized that changing conditions
within the Chino Basin including the impacts of the economic recession, drought,
mandatory regional conservation, increased recycled water recharge capability and the
adoption of new regulatory requirements for stormwater capture significantly modified
planning assumptions in the 2010 RMPU; and

WHEREAS, due to intervening state legislation enacted subsequent to the
Court’s December 2007 Order, a delay in finalizing the Update was required. The
legislation extended the time for completion of 2010 Urban Water Management Plans

E———————

(“UWMPs”) until July of 2011; and

copy as on file
of the Agency. This starmp muist

Inland Empire Utilities Agaency™
* A Municipal Water District

The undersigred certifles that this is a trua
in the permanant records
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WHEREAS, TEUA deferred its right to approval of the 2010 RMPU untii after
the completion of the appropriators’ UWMPs, because IEUA believed that the water
demand and production assumptions were overly conservative and should be re-evaluated
with the completion of the parties UWMPs to avoid unnecessary expense to the parties;
and '

WHEREAS, on June 30, 2010, Watermaster submitted its 2010 RMPU fo the
Court; and

WHEREAS, on October 8, 2010, the Court issued an Order Approving
Watermaster’s Compliance with Condition Subsequent Number Fight and Approving
Procedures to be Used to Allocate Surplus Agricultural Pool Water in the Event of a
Decline in Safe Yield, aitached hereto as Exhibit B, finding the 2010 RMPU was
responsive to its prior Orders. The October 8, 2010 Order ordered Watermaster to
convene the committee described in Item 3 of Section 7.1 of the 2010 RMPU to develop
the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices that will be required-to estimate local
project stormwater recharge and new yield (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:9-11); and

WHEREAS, the Court also ordered Watermaster to conduct further analyses, as
described in section 7.2 of the 2010 RMPU, of the Phase I through III recharge projects
to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an implementation plan.
The Court further ordered Watermaster to report to the Court on any changes to the 2010
RMPU Update necessitated by information received through the UWMPs by December
17, 2011, and to report on the status of IEUA’s approval of the updated Recharge Master
Plan (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:12-18); and

WHEREAS, at its November 15, 2012 regular. meeting, after reviewing progress
made toward completion of the amendment of the 2010 RMPU, the Board unanimously
approved a schedule providing for the completion of compliance with Court’s October
2010 Order, and its filing with the Court by October 2013; and

WHEREAS, since mid-2011, the Steering Committee has generally met twice
each month, and includes stakeholders, inclusive of IEUA as required by the Peace II
Agreement. The evaluation by the Steering Committee has incorporated updated
groundwater production estimates and replenishment obligation projections, calculations
of water in storage, and information regarding the projected avaﬂablhty of replenishment
water; and

WHEREAS, the Steering Committee developed criteria by which the
Sustainability Projects and Yield Enhancement Projects were analyzed and ranked for
potential implementation, and, pursuant to such ranking, certain projects were
recommended for implementation. The Yield Enhancement Projects selected by the
Steering Committee for recommended implementation through the 2013 Amendment are
estimated to increase stormwater recharge to the Basin by up to 6,781 acre-feet per year
and recycled water recharge to the Basin by up to 4,936 acre-feet per year; and,
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WHEREAS, the Steering Commitiee has developed an implementation and
financing plan for the implementation of the recommended projects as part of the 2013
Amendment, which the Court will be asked to approve and with which it will be asked to
direct Watermaster to proceed in accordance; and

WHEREAS, in its May 2012 Recharge Master Plan Status Report, Watermaster
reported that because IEUA had been an active participant in the Amendment process,
Watermaster reasonably anticipated that IEUA would be more readily disposed to
approve the Amendment. Since that time, IEUA has continued to participate in the
development of the Amendment and it is reasonably expected that the TEUA Board of
Directors will approve the 2013 Amendment at its October 16, 2013 regular meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of the Inland Empire Utilities
Agency* does hereby RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: :

1. There exists sufficient recharge capacity to meet future replenishment
obligations identified in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update. If Basin Re-
Operation were terminated prior to 2030, Watermaster would be able to
increase its replenishment activity in order to maintain hydrologic balance
within the Basin, in compliance with the Recharge Master Plan.

2. Watermaster and interested parties, through the Steering Committee,
thoroughly evaluated changed circumstances (legislative, regulatory, etc.) that
were not addressed in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update and how these
changes affect the Recharge Master Plan, and this evaluation is included in
section 2 of the 2013 Amendment. ‘

3. The Steering Committee’s recommended Yield Enhancement Projects are
estimated to increase stormwater recharge to the Basin by up to 6,781 acre-
feet per year and recycled water recharge to the Basin by up to 4,936 acre-feet
per year.

4, The Steering Committee developed an implementation and financing plan for
the 2013 Amendment’s recommended projects, as described in section 8 of
the 2013 Amendment, that will further the goals and requirements of the
Recharge Master Plan.

5. The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is based on
sound technical analysis and adequately amends the 2010 Recharge Master
Plan Update in light of changed economic, legislative, and hydrologic
conditions within the State of California.

6. The 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update is responsive
to the Court’s order to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting:
practices that will be required to estimate local project stormwater recharge
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and new yield, and contains sufficient analysis responsive to the Court’s
direction to develop a financing plan and an implementation plaz.

7. IBUA adopts the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update
as the guidance document for the further development of the recharge
facilities within the Chino Basin.

8. Pursuant to the Peace II Agreement Section 8.1, Watermaster and IEUA will
update the Recharge Master Plan not less frequently than once every five
years. As the development of the 2013 Amendment was, in effect, an update
to the Plan, the Plan will be updated no later than 2018.

ADOPTED this 16" day of October 2013.

President of the Inland Empire Utilities
Agency* and of the Board of Directors
thereof

ATTEST. 7%

Steven J. Elie 1/
Secretary/Treasurer of the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency* and of the
Board of Directors thereof

(SEAL)

*A Municipal Water District
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

: ) SS
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO )

I, STEVEN I. ELIE, Secretary/Treasurer of the Inland Empire Utilities Agency®,
DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution being No. 2013-10-1, was

adopted at a regular meeting on October 16, 2013, of said Agency by the following vote:

AYES: Elie, Catlin, Camacho, Koopman
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT:  None

S

Steven J. Blie”,
Secretary/Treasurer

(SEAL)

*A -Mun'icipal Water District
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASIN MUNICTPAL WATER Case No. RCV 51010
DISTRICT,
[Assigned for All Purposes to the Honorable
Plaintiff, STANFORD E. REICHERT]

VS. [PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING
WATERMASTER’S 2013 AMENDMENT
CITY OF CHINO, ET AL, TO 2010 UPDATE TO RECHARGE
MASTER PLAN AND INTERVENTION OF
Defendant. TAMCO

Date: December 13, 2013
Time: 1:30 p.m.
Dept.: R-6

Having read, reviewed and considered all pleadings filed in support and in response, if any,
including the testimony presented at the December 13, 2013 hearing, and good cause appearing
therefore:

L Background of Recharge Master Plan Update

On December 21, 2007, the Court issued its Order Concerning Motion for Approval of
Peqce I Documents. The Order required Watermaster to comply with nine conditions subsequent.
Consistent with section 8.1 of the Peace II Agreement, condition subsequent number eight required
Watermaster to submit for approval an updated Recharge Master Plan by July 1, 2010.

On June 30, 2010, Watermaster submitted its updated Recharge Master Plan, the 2010

RMPU, to the Court in compliance with conditioln subsequent number eight. However, due to

[PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RMPU, TAMCO INTERVENTION
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intervening state legislation enacted subsequent to the Court’s December 2007 Order, a delay was
required. The legislation, SB 7, extended the time for completion of 2010 Urban Water
Management Plans (“UWMPs™) until July 1, 2011. The UWMPs would provide important
information about the projected Basin production by members of the Appropriative Pool. This
information was critical to the 2010 RMPU and, because this information was not yet available in
June 2010, the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (“IEUA”) was not in a position to approve the
updated RMP as required by the Peace II Agreement. [EUA deferred its right to approval of the
2010 RMPU until after the completion of the parties’ UWMPs, because IEUA believed that the
water demand and production assumptions were overly conservative and should be re-evaluated
with the completion of the parties UWMPs to avoid unnecessary expense to the parties.

After Watermaster’s submittal of the 2010 RMPU, the Court issued its October 8, 2010
Order finding that the 2010 RMPU was responsive to the Court’s December 21, 2007, condition
subsequent number eight, whereby Watermaster was ordered to convene a comumittee described in
item 3 of section 7.1 of the 2010 RMPU “...to develop the monitoring, reporting, and accounting
practices that will be required to estimate local project stormwater recharge and new yield.”
{October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:9-11.) The Court also ordered Watermaster “...to conduct further
analyses as described in section 7.2 of the updated Recharge Master Plan of the Phase I through 11T
projects to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an implementation plan.”
(October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:12-14.) The Court further ordered Watermaster to report to the Court
on any changes to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update necessitated by information received
through the UWMPs by December 17, 2011, and to report on the status of IEUA’s approval of the
RMPU. (October 8, 2010 Order, at 4:15-18.)

On December 12, 2011 Watermaster filed an Ex Parte Motion to Request a 180-Day
Extension of Time re Filing of Recharge Master Plan Status Report. The Court granted this request
on December 16,2011, On May 31, 2012, Watermaster filed a Recharge Master Plan Status
Report, informing the Court of the progress made towards revising the 2010 Recharge Master Plan

Update.

{[PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RMPU, TAMCO INTERVENTION
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Using updated estimates of stakeholders’ groundwater production and projections of
replenishment obligations, Watermaster and the parties have evaluated changed circumstances
(legislative, regulatory, etc.) that were not addressed in the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update and
how these changes affect the Recharge Master Plan. For this purpose, a Recharge Master Plan
Update Steering Committee was convened. Throughout 2012 and 2013, Watermaster staff and the
parties have collaborated to finalize the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 RMPU,

Using these scenarios, Watermaster’s hydrology consultant undertook modeling in order to
project recharge needs within the Basin, based on modeled future groundwater levels, estimated
Safe Yield, and the balance of recharge and discharge within the Basin. This analysis was
predicated on updated pumping and replenishment projections, estimates of the locations and
amounts of recharge required for groundwater production sustainability, and potential production
forbearance.

As the modeling prior to the Amendment process had been based on the existing locations
and capabilities of existing recharge facilities, the Steering Committee also had an inventory
conducted of existing recharge facilities, which includes the characterization of recharge basins,
recharge capacities and the factors controlling recharge performance. Other factors that have also
been included in the analysis include the evaluation of impacts due to changes in recycled water
recharge regulations on Watermaster’s ability to recharge the same, the analysis of actual storm
water recharge at existing facilities, storm water available for recharge at each facility, and what
could be done to increase recharge at each, as well as the evaluation of availability of and ability to
recharge supplemental water, and the possibility of in-licu recharge within the Basin,

In order to finalize the Amendment, the Steering Committee identified the possible recharge
options available to meet émrent and projected recharge and replenishment needs. This included
the identification of areas within the Basin with the potential for production sustainability
challenges and other water management challenges that can be addressed by recharge or production
management, the identification of options ensuring production sustainability through the term of

Peace Agreements, including increased recharge at existing facilitics, new recharge facilities, new
3
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recharge sources, adjustments in production patterns, etc. Based on the Steering Committee’s
desire to evaluate as many recharge project options as could be identified, the Amendment analyzed
suggested projects well beyond those for which the 2010 RMPU’s prior analysis was required to be
refined pursuant to the Court’s October 2010 Order. The listing of projects was expanded
intentionally to provide an oppertunity to identify any and all known recharge opportunities at this
time. As required by the Court’s October 2010 Order, the Steering Committee also developed the
monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices required to estimate stormwater recharge and any
resultant New Yield associated with compliance with the requirements of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s permit for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s).

After the identification of the potential recharge projects, the Steering Committee developed
the methods and criteria that would be used to evaluate and rank each of them. Project evaluation
criteria include confidence in recharge estimate; location; expandability to include supplemental
water recharge; cost; water quality challenges;' and institutional challenges. Using these agreed
upon methods and criteria, Watermaster’s consultants conducted engineering and economic
analyses of each. Based on these analyses, the Steering Committee reviewed and recommended
implementation of the selected options, and developed recommended financing and implementation
plans for these options.

IEUA, an active participant in the process, considered the proposed options and has
indicated willingness to jointly fund certain of these projects that will facilitate the recharge of
additional quantities of recycled water. IEUA’s financial participation has been considered in the
cost of the projects.

At its September 26, 2013 regular Board meeting, the Watermaster Board adopted
Resolution 2013-06, approving the 2013 Amendment and finding that it fulfills the requirements of
the Court’s October 8, 2010 Order. At its October 16, 2013 regular Board meeting, the IEUA
Board of Directors adopted Resolution 2013-10-1, approving the Amendment. No party has
objected to 2013 Amendment’s recommended projects or its implementation and financing plan.

. Intervention of TAMCO
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Watermaster recetved a Petition to Intervene into the Judgment with placement under the
Overlying (Non-Agricultfural) Pool from TAMCO on July 17, 2013, based on TAMCO’s agreement
with Ameron, Inc. for a transfer of a portion of Ameron’s production rights within the Overlying
(Non-Agricultural) Pool. The requested intervention of TAMCO was approved unanimously by the
Appropriative, Overlying (Agricultural) and Overlying (Non-Agricultural) Pools at their August 8,
2013 meetings, was approved unanimously by the Advisory Committee at its August 15, 2013
meeting, and was approved unanimously by the Board at its August 22, 2013 meeting. Watermaster
and the Court know of no opposition to the intervention.

II1.  FKindings and Order

On the basis of the above, the Court finds and Orders as follows:

(1)  The Court finds that the 2013 Amendment to the 2010 Recharge Master Plan Update
is responsive to the Court’s Order of October 8, 2010, specifically:

(a)  The Court finds that Watermaster has satisfied the Court’s order to repoit to
the Court on any changes ‘-co the 2010 RMPU necessitated by information received through the
UWMPs.

(b)  The Court finds that Watermaster has satisfied the Court’s order to convene
the committee described in item 3 of section 7.1 of the updated Recharge Master Plan to develop
the monitoring, reporting, and accounting practices required to estimate local project stormwater
recharge and new yield.

(©) The Court finds that Watermaster has satisfied the Court’s order to conduct
further analyses as described in section 7.2 of the updated Recharge Master Plan of the Phase |
through III projects to refine the projects, to develop a financing plan, and to develop an
implementation plan.

On this basis, the Court approves Watermaster proceeding with the 2013 Amendment as the
effective Recharge Master Plan, as updated.

(2) The Court hereby orders Watermaster to describe the progress made and activities

undertaken pursuant to the 2013 Amendment’s Implementation and Financing Plans as part of
5

[PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RMPU, TAMCO INTERVENTION




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
21 East Carsillo Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Watermaster’s semi-annual Optimum Basin Management Program reports and orders Watermaster
to file such reports with the Court for its information and review.
(3)  The Court hereby approves the request of TAMCO for intervention as a party to the

Judgment with placement within the Overlying (Non-Agricultural) Pool.

December 2013

The Honorable Stanford E. Reichert

[PROPOSED]| ORDER APPROVING 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RMPU, TAMCO INTERVENTION




CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Case No. RCV 51010
Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. The City of Chino

PROOF OF SERVICE

| declare that:

I am employed in the County of San Bernardino, California. | am over the age of 18 years and not a party
to the within action. My business address is Chino Basin Watermaster, 8641 San Bernardino Road,
Rancho Cucamonga, California 1730; telephone (909) 484-3888.

On November 4, 2013 | served the following:

1. MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL OF 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RECHARGE
MASTER PLAN UPDATE; REQUEST FOR INTERVENTION BY TAMCO

2. DECLARATION OF BRADLEY J. HERREMA IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR COURT
APPROVAL OF 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010 RECHARGE MASTER PLAN UPDATE;
INTERVENTION BY TAMCO

3. DECLARATION OF JEAN CIHIGOYENETCHE IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR COURT
APPROVAL OF 2013 AMENDMENT TC 2010 RECHARGE MASTER PLAN UPDATE

4, [PROPOSED] ORDER APPROVING WATERMASTER’S 2013 AMENDMENT TO 2010
UPDATE TO RECHARGE MASTER PLAN AND INTERVENTION OF TAMCO

BY MAIL: in said cause, by placing a true copy thereof enclosed with postage thereon fully
prepaid, for delivery by United States Postal Service mail at Rancho Cucamonga, California,
addresses as follows:

See atfached service list: Mailing List 1

BY PERSONAL SERVICE: | caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to the addressee.

BY FACSIMILE:Q | transmitted said document by fax transmission from (909) 484-3850 to the fax
number(s) indicated. The transmission was reported as complete on the transmission report,
which was properly issued by the transmitting fax machine.

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: | transmitied notice of availability of electronic documents by electronic
transmission to the email address indicated. The transmission was reported as complete on the
transmission report, which was properly issued by the fransmitiing electrenic mail device.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the [aws of the State of California that the above is true and

correct.

Executed on November 4, 2013 in Rancho Cucamonga, California.

By&ﬁ@ne Wilson
Chi asin Watermaster




BRIAN GEYE

AUTO CLUB SPEEDWAY
9300 CHERRY AVE
FONTANA, CA 92335

STEVE ELIE

IEUA

16405 DOMANI TERRACE
CHING HILLS, CA 81708

BOB KUHN
669 HUNTERS TRAIL
GLENDORA, CA 91740

JEFF PIERSON
PO BOX 1440
LONG BEACH, CA 90801-1440

ROBERT CRAIG
7820 BOLERO DRIVE
RIVERSIDE, CA 92508

JAMES CURATALO

P.O. BOX 838

RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91729-
0638

GEOFFREY VANDEN HEUVEL
CBWM BOARD MEMBER
8315 MERRILL AVENUE
CHINO, CA 91710

CHARLES FIELD
4415 FIFTH STREET
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501

GLEN DURRINGTON
5512 FRANCIS ST
CHINO, CA 91710

ROBERT BOWCOCK

INTEGRATED RESOURCES MGMNT
405 N. INDIAN HILL BLVD
CLAREMONT, CA 91711-4724

PAUL HOFER
11248 S TURNER AVE
ONTARIO, CA 91761

PETER RCGERS
14000 CITY CENTER DRIVE
CHINO HILLS, CA 91709

BOB FEENSTRA
2720 SPRINGFIELD ST,
ORANGE, CA 92867




Members:

Allen W. Hubsch
Andrew Lazenby
Arthur Kidman
Beth Barry
Carol Davis
Chris Swanberg
Dan McKinney
Eddy Beltran
Fred Fudacz

Jean Cihigoyenetche

jeeinc@aol.com
Jill Willis
Jim Markman

Jim@city-attorney.com
jimmy@city-attorney.com

John Cotti

John Schatz
Joseph S. Aklufi
Karin Vogel

Kimberly Hall Barlow

Kuperherg, Joel

Marguerite P Battersby

Mark Hensley
Michelle Staples
Nick Jacobs
Paeter E. Garcia
Randy Visser
Rodney Baker
Steve Kennedy
Steven R. Orr
Timothy Ryan
Tom Bunn

Tom McPeters
Tracy J. Egoscue
William J Brunick
William P. Curley

allen.hubsch@hoganlovells.com
lazenbyag@bv.com
akidman@kidmanlaw.com
bethb@cvwdwater.com
cdavis@lagerlof.com
chris.swanberg@corr.ca.gov
dmckinney@douglascountylaw.com
ebeltran@kidmanlaw.com
ffudacz@nossaman.com
Jean_CGC@hotmail.com
jeeinc@aol.com
jnwillis@bbklaw.com
jmarkman@rwglaw.com

- Jim@city-attorney.com

jimmy@gcity-attorney.com
jeotti@localgoviaw.com
jschatz13@cox.net
AandWLlLaw@aol.com
KVogel@sheppardmullin.com
khb@jones-mayer.com
jkuperberg@rutan.com
pbattersby@sheppardmullin.com
mhensley@localgovlaw.com
mstaples@jdplaw.com
njacobs@somachlaw.com
paeter.garcia@bbklaw.com
RVisser@sheppardmuliin.com
rodbaker03@yahoo.com
skennedy@bmblawoffice.com
sorr@rwglaw.com
tiryan@sgvwater.com
TomBunn@Lageriof.com
THMcP@aol.com
tracy@egoscuelaw.com
bbrunick@bmblawoffice.com
weurley@rwglaw.com




Members:

Al Lopez

Alice Shiozawa
Andrew Gagen
Andy Carmpbell
Andy Malone
Anna Truong
Annette Gonzales
April Robitaille
April Woodruff
Arnold Rodriguez
Art Bennett
Ashok Dhingra
Ben Lewis

Ben Peralta

Bill Thompson
Bob Bowcock
Bob Feenstra
Bob Kuhn

Bonnie Tazza
Brad Herrema
Brenda Fowler
Brent Yamasaki
Brian Geye

Brian Hess

Carol Bennett
Carol Boyd
Charles Field
Charles Moorrees

Cheyanne Resek - Francis

Chris Berch
Chuck Hays
Cindy Cisneros
Cindy LaCamera
Craig Miller
Craig Parker
Craig Stewart
Curtis Paxton
Curtis Stubbings
Dan Arrighi

Dan Hostetler
Danielle Soto
Darron Poulsen
Daryl Grigsby
Dave Argo
Dave Crosley
David D Dedesus
David Penrice
David Ringel
David Starnes
Debbie Espe
Denise Watkins
Dennis Mejia
Dennis Poulsen
Dennis Williams
Don Cutler

Don Gailleano
Earl Elrod

Ed Diggs

Eric Fordham
Eric Garner
Eunice Ulloa
Evelyn Estrada

lopezsixto@netzero.net
afshioza@gswater.com
agagen@kidmanlaw.com
acampbeli@ieua.org

amalone@wildermuthenvironmental.com

ATruong@cbwm.org
agonzales@ci.ontario.ca.us
arobitaille@bhfs.com
awoodruff@ieua.org
jarodriguez@sarwc.com
citycouncil@chinohills.org
ash@akdconsulting.com
benjamin.lewis@gswater.com
bperalta@tvmwd.com
bthompson@ci.norco.ca.us
bbowcock@irmwater.com
bobfeenstra@gmail.com
bgkuhn@aol.com
bonniet@cvwdwater.com
bherrema@bhfs.com
balee@fontanawater.com
byamasaki@mwdh2o.com®
bgeye@autoclubspeedway.com
bhess@niagarawater.com
chennett@tkeengineering.com
Carol Boyd@doj.ca.gov
cdfield@att.net
cmoorrees@sawaterco.com
cheyanne.resek.francis@ieua.org
CBerch@ieua.org
chays@fontana.org
cindyc@cvwdwater.com
clacamera@mwdh2o.com
CMiller@wmwd.com
cparker@ieua.org
Craig.Stewart@amec.com
cpaxton@chinodesalter.org
Curtis_Stubbings@praxair.com
darrighi@sgvwater.com .
dghostetier@csupomona.edu
danielle_soto@CI.POMCONA.CA.US
darron_poulsen@ci.pomona.ca.us
daryl_gribsby@ci.pomena.ca.us
argodg@hv.com
DCrosley@cityofchino.org
tvmwddivZrep@gmail.com
dpenrice@acmwater.com
david.j.ringei@us. mwhglobal.com
david.starnes@mcmcnet.net
despe@sdcwa.org
dwatkins@ieua.org
dmejia@ci.ontario.ca.us
dpoulsen@californiastesl.com
dwilliams@geoscience-water.com
deutler@jesd.us
donald@galleanowinery.com
earl.elrod@verizon.net
edd@cvwdwater.com
eric_fordham@geopentech.com
efic.garner@bbklaw.com
eulloa@chwed.org
evelyn_estrada@ci.pomona.ca.us




Frank Brommenschenkel
Frank LoGuidice

Gene Koopman
Geoffrey Kamansky
Geoffrey Vanden Heuvel
Gerald Yahr

Gloria Rivera

Grace Cabrera

Greg Woodside

Helen Arens

Ida Martinez

Ines Contreras

Jack Safely

James Curatalo

James Jenkins

James McKenzie

Jane Anderson

Jean Perry

Jeff Pierson

Jeffrey L. Pierson

Jill Willis

Jim Taylor

Jo Lynne Russo-Pereyra
Joe Graziano

Joe P LeClaire (leclairejp@cdmsmith.com)

John Bosler

John Dickson
John Huitsing
John Kennedy
John V. Rossi
Jon Lambeck
Jorge Rosa Jr.
Julie Cavender
Julie Saba

Justin Brokaw
Justin Scott Coe
Karen Johnson
Kathy Kunysz
Kathy Tiegs

Ken Jeske

Ken Waring

Kevin Austin
Kevin Blakeslee
Kevin Sage

Kim Morris

Kurt Berchtold
Kyle Snay
Lawrence Dimock
Linda Jadeski
Linda Minky
Linda Sturges
Lindsay Gomez
Lisa Hamilton
Marguerite P Battersby
Maribel Sosa
Marsha Westropp
Martin Zvirbulis
'"MASTERCALENDAR@CBWM.LOCAL'
Mathew C. Ballantyne
Michelle Lauffer
Mindy Sanchez
Neil Miller

frank.brommen@verizon.net
faloguidice@sgvwater.com
GTKoopman@aol.com
gkamansky@niagarawater.com
GeoffreyVH@juno.com
yahrj@koll.com
gloriar@cvwdwater.com
grace_cabrera@ci.pomona.ca.us
gwoodside@ocwd.com
Helen.Arens@doj.ca.gov
idam@cvwdwater.com
IContreras@wmwd.com
jsafely@wmwd.com
lamesc@cvwdwater.com
cnomgr@airports.sbcounty.gov
imckenzie@dpw.shcounty.gov
janderson@jcsd.us
JPerry@wmwd.com
ipierson@unitexcorp.com
ipierson@intexcorp.com
jnwillis@bbklaw.com
jim_taylor@ci.pomona.ca.us
jolynner@cvwdwater.com
jgraz4077@aol.com

leclairejp@cdmsmith.com
JohnBo@cvwdwater.com
john.dickson@cdcr.ca.gov
johnhuitsing@gmail.com
jkennedy@ocwd.com
jrossi@wmwd.com
jlambeck@mwdh2o.com
Jorge.Rosa@sce.com
julie.cavender@cdcr.ca.gov
isaba@jcsd.us
jbrokaw@hughes.net
jscottcoe@mvwd.org
kejwater@aol.com
kkunysz@mwdh2o.com
Kathyt@cvwdwater.com
kicwater@hotmail.com
kwaring@jcsd.us
kaustin@californiasteel.com
kblakeslee@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Ksage@IRMwater.com
kmarris@fontana.org
kberchtold@waterboards.ca.gov
kylesnay@gswater.com
lawrence.dimock@cdcr.ca.gov
ljadeski@wvwd.org
LMinky@BHFS.com
Isturges@ci.norco.ca.us
lgomez@wildermuthenvironmental.com
Lisa.Hamilton@corporate.ge.com
phattersby@sheppardmullin.com
Maribel_Sosa@ci.pomona.ca.us
MWestropp@ocwd.com
martinz@cvwdwater.com
MASTERCALENDAR@CBWM.LOCAL
mballantyne@cityofchino.org
mlauffer@jesd.us
msanchez@ieua.org
neil_miller@ci.pomona.ca.us




Members:

Ben Peralta
Gailyn Watson
James Jenkins
Maria Mendoza
Maribel Sosa
Marilyn Levin
Maric Garcia
Mark Kinsey
Mark Ward

Mark Wildermuth
Marla Doyle
Martha Davis
Martin Rauch
Melanie Otero
Melissa L. Walker
Michael Camacho
Michael Cruikshank
Michael P. Thornton
Michael T Fife
Mike Sigshee
Mindy Sanchez
Moore, Toby
Nadeem Majaj
Nathan deBoom
Nicoie Escalante
Pam Sharp

Pam Wilson

Patty Jett

Paul Deutsch
Paul Hofer

Paula Lantz
Peggy Asche

Penny Alexander-Kelley

Pete Hall
Peter Hettinga
Peter Kavounas

Peter Rogers (progers@chinochills.org)

Phil Krause
Rachel Avila
Rachel Pitchford
Randy Lee

Raul Garibay
reraig@josd.us
Rene Salas

Rick Hansen

Rick Rees

Rita Pro

Rob Vanden Heuvel
Robert "Bob" Craig
Robert C. Hawkins
Robert Cayce
Robert DeLoach
Robert F. Messinger
Robert Neufeld
Robert Nobles
Robert Tock
Robert Wagner
Robert Young
Rogelic Matta
Roger Han

Ron Craig

bperalta@tvmwd.com
gwatson@airports.sbcounty.gov
jienkins@airports.sbcounty.gov
mmendoza@uwildermuthenvironmental.com
Maribel_Sosa@ci.pomona.ca.us
marilyn.levin@doj.ca.gov
mgarcia@tvmwd.com
mkinsey@mvwd.org
mark.ward@nov.com
mwildermuth@wildermuthenvironmental.com
marla_doyle@eci.pomena.ca.us
mdavis@ieua.org
martin@rauchcc.com
melanie_otero@ci.pomona.ca.us
mwalker@dpw.sbcounty.gov
MCamacho@pacificaservices.com
mcruikshank@VVildermuthEnvironmental.com
mthornton@tkeengineering.com
MFife@bhfs.com
msigsbee@ci.ontaric.ca.us
msanchez@ieua.org
TobyMoore@gswater.com
nmajaj@chinohills.org
n8deboom@gmail.com
NEscalante@ci.ontario.ca.us
PSharp@chinohills.org
pwilson@bhfs.com
piett@spacecenterinc.com
paul.deutsch@amec.com
farmwatchtoo@aol.com
paula_lantz@ci.pomona.ca.us
peggy@wvwd.org
Palexander-kelley@cc.sbcounty.gov
rpetehali@gmail.com
peterhettinga@yahoo.com
pkavounas@cbwm.org

progers@chinohills.org
pkrause@parks.sbcounty.gov
R Avila@MPGLAW.com
rpitchford@autociubspeedway.com
rlee@ieua.org
raul_garibay@ci.pomona.ca.us
roraig@jesd.us
Rene_Salas@ci.pomona.ca.us
rhansen@tvmwd.com

Richard. Rees@amec.com
rpro@cityofchino.org
rob@milkproducers.org
rcraig@jcsd.us
RHawkins@earthlink.net
reayce@airports.sbcounty.gov
robertadeloach1@amail.com
rmessinger@cc.sbcounty.gov
robneu1@yahoo.com
Robert.Nobles@cdcr.ca.gov
rtock@jesd.us
rwagner@wbecorp.com
rkyoung@fontanawater.com
rmatta@fontana.org
roger_han@praxair.com
RonC@rbf.com




Rosemary Hoerning

Ryan Shaw
Sam Fuller
Sandra S. Rose
Sandy Lopez
Sarah Kerr
Sarah Schneider
Scott Burton
Scott Runyan
Scott Slater
Seth Zielke
Shaun Stone
Sheri Rojo
Sherrie Schnelle
Sondra Elrod
Sonya Barber
Sonya Bloodwaorth
Steve Nix

Steve Riboli
Steven J. Elie
Steven J. Elie
Susie Keen
Tara Rolfe, PG
Teri Layton
Terry Catlin

Tim Mim Mack
Todd Corbin
Tom Crowley
Tom Cruikshank
Tom Harder
Tom Haughey
Tom O'Neill
Toni Medel
Tracy Tracy

Van Jew

Vicki Hahn

W. C. "Bill" Kruger

Watermaster Admin Staff

William P. Curley

rhoerning@ci.upland.ca.us
rshaw@ieua.org
samf@sbvmwd.com
directorrose@mvwd.org
slopez@ci.ontario.ca.us
skerr@ci.ontario.ca.us
sarah.schneider@amec.com
shurton@ci.ontario.ca.us
srunyan@cc.sbcounty.gov
sslater@bhfs.com
sjzielke@fontanawater.com
sstone@jcsd.us

smrojo@aol.com
Sschnelle@chinohills.org
selrod@ieua.org
sharber@ci.upland.ca.us
sbloodworth@wmwd.com
shix@chinohills.org
steve.riboli@sanantonicwinery.com
selie@ieua.org
s.elie@mpgiaw.com
SKeen@chinohills.org
trolfe@WildermuthEnvironmental.com
tlayton@sawaterco.com
ticatlin@wfajpa.org
tmimmack@ci.ontario.ca.us
tcorbin@jcsd.us
tcrowley@wvwd.org
teruikshank@spacecenterinc.com
tharder@thomashardercompany.com
tom@haugheyinsurance.com
toneill@ci.ontario.ca.us
mmedel@rbf.com
ttracy@mvwd.org
view@mvwd.org
vhahn@tvmwd.com
citycouncil@chinohills.org

weurley@rwglaw.com




