BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

Attorneys at Law
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

FEE EXEMPT

SCOTT S. SLATER (State Bar No. 117317)
sslater@bhfs.com

BRADLEY J. HERREMA (State Bar No. 228976)
bherrema@bhfs.com '
LAURA K. YRACEBURU (State Bar No. 333085)
lyraceburu@bhfs.com

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Telephone: 805.963.7000

Facsimile: 805.965.4333

Attorneys for
CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER Case No. RCV RS 51010

DISTRICT,
[Assigned for All Purposes to the
Plaintiff, Hon. Stanford E. Reichert]
V. WATERMASTER OPPOSITION TO

CITY OF ONTARIO’S APPLICATION
FOR AN ORDER TO EXTEND TIME
UNDER JUDGMENT, PARAGRAPH
Defendants. 31(c) TO CHALLENGE

' WATERMASTER ACTION/DECISION
ON NOVEMBER 18,2021 TO
APPROVE THE FY 2021/2022
ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH
REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING

CITY OF CHINO, et al.,

IS THE CHALLENGE.
Date: ~ April 8, 2022
Time: 1:30 p.m.
Dept.: S35

[Declaration of Peter Kavounas in Support
of Opposition to City of Ontario’s
Application for an Order to Extend Time
Under Judgment Paragraph 31(c) to
Challenge Watermaster Action/Decision on
November 18, 2021 to Approve the FY
2021/22022 Assessment Package. If Such
Request is Denied, This Filing is the
Challenge filed concurrently herewith]

CBWM OPPOSITION TO ONTARIO APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER TO EXTEND TIME UNDER
JUDGMENT TO CHALLENGE WATERMASTER ACTION ON NOVEMBER 18, 2021 TO APPROVE THE FY
2021/2022 ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING IS THE CHALLENGE.




Attorneys at Law
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

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

IL.

I11.

IV.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

INTRODUCTION ...oooiiiieiieiiiiiiiniciiiiicin et s sab s s ae s sbe s ssaa s 3
BACKGROUND ..ottt re s sbe e sens 4
A. WATERMASTER ASSESSMENT PACKAGES.......cccccoiiiiniiiiiiciene. 4
B. THE DRY YEAR YIELD PROGRAM......cccccevviimiiniiniiiiinniiietic e 4
C. WATERMASTER APPROVAL OF THE 2021/22 ASSESSMENT ;

PACKAGE AND ADDRESSING RELATED DYYP CONCERNS ..........c..c...... 7
ONTARIO HAD SUFFICIENT TIME TO PREPARE A CHALLENGE..........ccccoeveee. 10
A. ONTARIO HAS HAD ADEQUATE TIME TO PREPARE A

CHALLENGE ...ttt vttt 11
B. ANY CHALLENGE TO AN ACTION TAKEN IN 2019 IS NEARLY

THREE YEARS LATE ...oooiiiiiiiiiiiciiiiini e 12
C. CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE DYYP COULD BE

THREATENED BY AN EXTENSION.....c.ccoccevviiniiniiniiiiii s 14
WATERMASTER PROPERLY ASSESSED DYYP TAKES IN THE 2021/22
ASSESSMENT PACKAGE .....oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinintii s 14
A. THE SCOPE OF ONTARIO’S CHALLENGE IS LIMITED TO THE

FACE OF ITS APPLICATION ...cccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin ittt 14
B. THE 2021/22 ASSESSMENT PROPERLY TREATED THE

VOLUNTARY TAKES ..o 15
C. ONTARIO’S APPLICATION CHALLENGES THE 2019 LETTER

AGREEMENT ...ttt st aae e 16
CONCLUSION ...ttt ettt s sa e st ba e s an e san e s basstnesaraens 16

-1-

CBWM OPPOSITION TO ONTARIO APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER TO EXTEND TIME UNDER

JUDGMENT TO CHALLENGE WATERMASTER ACTION ON NOVEMBER 18, 2021 TO APPROVE THE FY
2021/2022 ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING IS THE CHALLENGE.




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
Attorneys at Law

1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

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

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Page(s)

Cases
Committee for Responsible Planning v. City of Indian Wells

(1990) 225 Cal.APP.3d 19T ettt 9
Embarcadero Mun. Improvement Dist. v. Cty. of Santa Barbara

(2001) 88 Cal.APP.Ath 781 ..cueieuiieiiieiieiiieeeeiee b 9
Statutes |
Code of Civ. Proc. § 98 ............................................................................... 14-15
Code Of CIV. ProcC. § 1878 ...ttt 14-15
Code 0 Civ. Proc. § 2015.5 ettt s b 14-15
Court Rules |
California Rules of Court, Rule 3.1T12(D) ..ccveriininiiiiiiniiiiiiniiii s 14
California Rules of Court, Rule 3.1112(d)(3) coveereveriieeiieeeeiie it senineens 14
California Rules of Court, RULE 3.1115 ceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et eerirre e erirneesesvneessssrsnessmseeessmsessessnnmnees 14

.

CBWM OPPOSITION TO ONTARIO APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER TO EXTEND TIME UNDER
JUDGMENT TO CHALLENGE WATERMASTER ACTION ON NOVEMBER 18, 2021 TO APPROVE THE FY
2021/2022 ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING IS THE CHALLENGE.




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
Attorneys at Law

1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

L 3 N

\O

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Chino Basin Watermaster ("Watermaster") hereby files this Opposition to the City of
Ontario’s Application for an Order to Extend Time Under Judgment, Paragraph 31(c) to
Challenge Watermaster Action/Decision on November 18, 2021 to Approve the FY 2021/2022
Assessment Package. If Such Request is Denied, This Filing is the Challenge ("Application").
While Watermaster is aware the Court strongly supports consensual resolution of disputes among
the parties, in this instance Watermaster does not believe the matter will be timely resolved by
negotiation among stakeholders because no other stakeholder expressed an interest in continued
negotiations and the uncertainty created by extending the time to challenge — let alone resolve —
may chill further storage and recovery of high-quality imported water. Consequentiy,
Watermaster opposes the request for an extension and the substance of Ontario’s challenge to the
Fiscal Year 2021/2022 Assessment Package (“2021/22 Assessment Package™).

L INTRODUCTION
The Application arises out of the City of Ontario’s (“Ontario”) challenge to the 2021/22

Assessment Package’s treatment of the Dry Year Yield Program (“DYYP”), composed of a Dry
Year Yield Agreement (“DYYA”) executed and Court-approved in 2003, made contingent upon
this Court’s approval of a Storage and Recovery Agreement in 2004. The DY YP was designed to
prdmote the storage and recovery of imported water that established broad benefits across the
Basin furthered through the Court’s recent approval of the Local Storage Limitation Solution
(“Skinny Storage™) in September of 2021.

Ontario contends that, in 2019, Watermaster impermissibly agreed to an operational

change in the DY YP that broadened participation and increased the potential for the storage and

- recovery of imported water. Ontario does so though it participated in the development of these

changes and did not object to or challenge them when Watermaster agreed to them. Nearly three
years later, after imported water had been stored and recovered pursuant to this 201§ change,
Ontario indirectly challenges the DYYP by contesting the 2021/22 Assessrhent Package. After
promoting discussions among stakeholders to address Ontario’s request, Watermaster finds there

is no stakeholder interest in modifying the program as requested by Ontario and no irregularity in
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its administration of the DYYP. Accordingly, Ontario’s Application should be denied.

IL. BACKGROUND

A. Watermaster Assessment Packages

The Restated Judgmént grants Watermaster the “power to levy assessments against the
parties (other than minimal pumpers) based upon production during the preceding period of
assessable production....” (Restated Judgment, § 53.) Watermaster annually prepares an
assessment package, detailing the accounting for production and use of Basin water and water
from storage accounts in the prior production year, and spreading that year’s administrative and
OBMP assessments among the parties based on the prior year’s activities, as directed by the
Pooling Plans and the agreements among the parties. (Declaration of Peter Kavounas [“Kavounas
Decl.”], 99 3-5.)

B. The Dry Year Yield Program

The DYYP is a Storage and Recovery program, which includes the DYYA, a funding
agreement whereby MWD agreed to provide specific financial and physical benefits to the
Appropriative Pool parties and to the Chino Basin (“Basin”) in exchange for the right to store
high quality imported water in the Basin. (Kavounas Decl., § 15, Ex. A.) MWD and two of its
member agencies, the Three Valleys Municipal Water District (“TVMWD?”) and the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency (“IEUA”), and Watermaster are the parties to the DYYA. (Kavounas
Decl., 15, Ex. A.) A Storage and Recovery Agreement, establishing the permissible quantity of
imported water that might be stored in the Basin, was approved by the Court in 2004. (Kavounas
Decl., § 16, Ex. B.) In furtherance of the program, MWD has invested $27.5 million in local
infrastructure (which is owned by the Chino Basin entities at the conclusion of the Program), and
makes an annual payment to Watermaster ($177,430 for Fiscal Year 2021/22) for administration
of the Program, which in turn lowers the Parties’ administrative assessments. (Kavounas Decl., §
15.)

IEUA and TVMWD store water on MWD?’s behalf both through direct recharge of surface

deliveries and under separate agreements with members of the Appropriative Pool for in-lieu
-4-
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storage. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. A, DYYA § VII.A.3.) Watermaster is not party to the IEUA and

TVMWD local agency agreements and Ontario does not challenge any action under them.

(Kavounas Decl., § 17.) In the most recent put cycle (2016-2020), MWD has stored water only

through direct recharge. (Kavounas Decl., § 18.) When MWD delivers water to IEUA or
TVMWD (or their local agencies), the recipient must certify the quantity of delivery. (Kavounas
Decl., Ex. A, DYYA § VIL.B.)

The imported water stored in MWD’s account may be withdrawn later by the
Appropriative Pool parties under terms agreed to by MWD. (Kavounas Decl., 19, Ex. A.) When
parties produce the water, they pay MWD for the in-lieu delivery of this stored water — paying
MWD’s cost as if the water were physically delivered to the party — and receive an operational
credit for the costs of pumping the stored water. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. A, DYYA § VILD.)

Watermaster exerts oversight through the Court-approved Storage and Recovery
Agreement and its seat on the DYYP Operating Committee (“Operating Committee™). (Kavounas
Decl., § 20.) The Operating Committee is delegated certain authorities to administer the DYYP,
including preparation of the Annual Operating Plan. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. A, DYYA § VI.A))

Although the fundamentals of the Court-approved Storage and Recovery Agreement haveb
remained unchanged, the parties to the DY YA have made adaptive adjhstments to the DYYP
since its inception. (Kavounas Decl., § 21.) Between 2004 and 2015, there were eight
amendments to the DY YA, which extended construction deadlines and permitted reimbursements
for water withdrawn pursuant to the DYYP: (Kavounas Decl., §21.) In 2015, the DYYP was
amended to revise the Performance Criteria applicable during an MWD call to recover water from
MWD’s DYY account. (Kavounas Decl., §21.) In 2019, the DYYP signatories agreed to a further
change by letter agreement (“2019 Letter Agreement”), which allowed for the voluntary
extraction water from the account and the receipt of operational credit, in addition to producing
water during an MWD call. (Kavounas Decl., 4 19, 20, Ex. C.)

Other than the 2015 amendment, all prior operational changes to the DY YP were

administratively approved, without formal action by the Watermaster Board (“Board”).
-5-
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(Kavounas Decl., § 21.) Consistent with most of the changes made to the DYYP, the 2019 Letter
Agreément was signed by the Watermaster General Manager without formal action by the Board.
(Kavounas Decl., § 25.) The process, howevef, was open and transparent. The Watermaster
General Manager reported on the proposed contents of the 2019 Letter Agreement to all Pool
Committees at their respective September 13, 2018 regular meetings. (Kavounas Decl., § 22.) No
discussion ensued and no action was requested or taken by any of the Pool Committees.
(Kavounas Decl., §22.)

At the Advisory Committee’s September 20, 2018 meeting, Watermaster staff presented
an update. (Kavounas Decl., § 22.) The Advisory Committee did not engage in discussion and no
action was sought or taken‘on the agenda item. (Kavounas Decl., § 22.) The Watermaster General
Manager provided a report at the Board’s September 27, 2018 meeting. (Kavounas Decl., §23.)
The Board did not discuss the item and no action was requested or taken by the Board. (Kavounas
Decl., § 23.) Watermaster staff informed each committee and the Board that the General Manager
intended to sign the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Kavounas Decl., ] 21, 22.) No party — including
Ontario — objected to the General Manager proceeding in this manner, nor did any party request
that the 2019 Letter Agreement be presented for formal action by the Committees or Board.
(Kavounas Decl., § 24.)

MWD’S Assistant General Manager/Chief Operations Officer signed the 2019 Letter
Agreement on February 5, 2019. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. C.) The Watermaster General Manager
signed the 2019 Letter Agreement on February 19, 2019. (Kavounas Decl., § 25, Ex. C.) The
General managers of TVMWD and IEUA signed the 2019 Letter Agreement on February 25 and
26, 2019, respectively. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. C.)

Each spring since 2019, IEUA has sent an email to its member agencies inquiring whether
they are interested in making voluntary takes from the MWD DYY account. (Kavounas Decl., q
40.) Interested Parties respond with the quantity of water they would like to extract. (Kavounas
Decl., § 40.)

Specifically, in production year 2020/21, the Cucamonga Valley Water District
-6-
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(“CVWD”) and Fontana Water Company (“FWC?”), an entity regulated by the California Public
Utilities Commission, elected to participate and made investments in acquiring, storing and
recovering imported water supplied by MWD through IEUA. (Kavounas Decl., § 26.) In
production year 2020/21, CVWD took 20,500 AF. (Kavounas Decl., § 26.) In production year
2020/21, FWC voluntarily took 2,500 AF. (Kavounas Decl., §26.) IEUA issued monthly
certifications for withdrawals from MWD’s DYY account reflecting these quantities and
submitted the certifications with a water activity verification to MWD. (Kavounas Decl., § 26.)
The water has been delivered to customers for beneficial use in their respective service territories.

(Kavounas Decl., § 26.)

C. Watermaster Approval of the 2021/22 Assessment Package and Addressing
Related DYYP Concerns

Following the close of the 2020/21 production year, Watermaster staff distributed water
activity reports to all Parties for their review of their water activity — groundwater production,
withdrawals of water from storage, placement of water into storage — during 2020/21. (Kavounas
Decl., § 5.) Watermaster staff compiled all of this information into its accounting for all such
activity during the year. (Kavounas Decl., § 5.) Watermaster staff then prepared the draft
Assessment Package, spreading the FY 2021/22 budgeted expenses among the Parties based on
the directions in the Pooling Plans, Court orders, and agreements among the Parties. (Kavounas
Decl., §3.)

Ontario formally raised legal concerns with regard to the assessment of voluntary “takes” .
under the DYYP in correspondence with IEUA in late Summer 2021 and at the Pool Committee
meetings in September 2021. (Kavounas Decl., § 27.) Throughout the remainder of 2021,
Watermaster and IEUA communicated extensively with Ontario and requested the involvement
by the Appropriative Pool. (Kavounas Decl., § 28.) Additionally, Watermaster staff separately
met in person with Ontario at least once and communicated with Ontario via phone or email at
least weekly. (Kavounas Decl., § 28.) Additionally, Watermaster hosted meetings with FWC,

CVWD, the Appropriative Pool Chair and Legal Counsel, MWD, IEUA, and TVMWD.
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(Kavounas Decl., § 28.)

Watermaster held Assessment Package Workshops on October 19, 2021 and on
November 2, 2021 to present the draft 2021/22 Assessment Package to the Parties and provide the
opportunity to raise questions, concerns, and provide feedback. (Kavounas Decl., § 6.)

Ontario sent a letter to Watermaster on November 1, 2021 outlining its legal concerns
regarding the DY YP-based assessments and requesting “Watermaster explaiﬁ the basis for
exempting water produced from MWD’s CUP, as identified in the draft Fiscal Year 2021-2022
Assessment Package, from the Watermaster assessment and the Desalter Replenishment
Obligation (DRO) assessment.” (Declaration of Christopher Quach [“Quach Decl.”], Ex. A.).
Ontario’s letter also requested responses to six questions regarding the 2019 Letter Agreement
and the associated change. (Quach Decl., Ex. A.) In response, a discussion of the DYYP was
included as a separate discussion only agenda item for the November 10, 2021 Pool Committee
meetings. (Kavounas Decl., § 29.) |

Following a discussion of the DYYP, Watermaster presented the 2021/22 Assessment
Package to the Pool Committees for their advice and assistance during their respective November
10, 2021 regular meetings. (Kavounas Decl., § 7.) During its November 10, 2021 meeting, the
Appropriative Pool Committee recommended approval of the 2020/21 Assessment Package and
recommended Watermaster staff address Ontario’s concerns about the DY YP at a later date.
(Kavounas Decl., § 8.) The motion passed by majority vote, with Ontario casting a “no” vote.
(Kavounas Decl., § 8.) During its November 10, 2021 meeting, the Non-Agricultural (“Non-Ag”)
Pool Committee unanimously recommended approval of the 2021/22 Assessment Package and
directed Pool répresentatives to support approval at the Advisory Committee and Board meetings
conditioned on Ontario (Non-Ag) being in agreement to move the item forward based on
discussions to take place prior to the Advisory meeting. (Kavounas Decl., § 11.) If Ontario were
not in favor of supporting the item, the Pool requested the item be returned to the Pool for further
consideration. (Kavounas Decl., § 11.) During its November 10, 2021 meeting, the Overlying

(Agricultural) Pool (“Ag Pool”) Committee took no action with respect to the 2012/22
-8-
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Assessment Package. (Kavounas Decl., § 12.) Watermaster presented the 2021/22 Assessmgnt
Package at the Advisory Committee’s November 18, 2021 meeting for the Committee’s advice
and assistance, following a separate discussion-only agenda item regarding the DY YP. (Kavounas
Decl., 9 13, 29.) The Advisory Committee recommended approval of the 2021/22 Assessment
Package as presented by a vote of 72.934 votes (out of 100) in favor. (Kavounas Decl., { 13.)
Ontario was among the Parties casting dissenting votes. (Kavounas Decl., § 13.)

On November 18, 2021, Watermaster staff publicly presented a report at the regularly
scheduled Board meeting responding to Ontario’s legal concerns regarding the DY YP, with legal
counsel available for questions. (Kavounas Decl., § 30.) The Board directed staff to obtain input
from interested Parties and prepare a comprehensive report for presentation at the January 2022
Board meeting. (Kavounas Decl. § 30.) Subsequently, the Board approved the 2021/22
Assessment Package unanimously. (Kavounas Decl. § 14.) Invoices were then emailed to the
Parties. (Kavounas Decl. ] 14.)

On January 5, 2022 and at the direction of the Board, Watermaster staff facilitated a
meeting between the representatives of the Ontario, CVWD, and FWC' to discuss the
implementation of the DYYP that might address Ontario’s concerns moving forward. (Kavounas
Decl., § 31.)

The matter was again agendized for the Pool Committees’ consideration and input at the
next regular Pool Committees meetings on January 13, 2022. (Kavounas Decl., § 33.) The City of
Chino Hills expressed that the voluntary withdrawals helps ease the pressure of exceeding the
Safe Storage Capacity. (Kavounas Decl., § 33.)

The Non-Ag Pool Committee requested that the matter of the DY'YP’s validity be brought
back through the Pool process for further advice and recommendation to the Advisory Committee
and Board absent a resolution of the matter. (Kavounas Decl., §33.)

Neither the Ag Pool Committee at its January 13, 2022 meeting, nor the Advisory

' CVWD and FWC both voluntarily produced water from MWD’s DYYP account during
production year 2020/21 pursuant to the DY YP. (Kavounas Decl., § 26.)
-9-
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Committee at its January 20, 2022 meeting offered further advice or assistance. (Kavounas Decl.,
933.)

Ontario reiterated its concerns in an additional written letter dated January 24, 2022.
(Quach Decl., Ex. B.) Monte Vista Water District also expressed its concerns related to
unrestricted voluntary takes and their impacts on assessments to Watermaster in a letter dated
January 25, 2022. (Kavounas Decl. § 34.) No basis was cited other than Watermaster’s alleged
failure to comply with legal requirements arising under the Judgments and prior Court orders.

In response to the Board’s November direction, Watermaster staff presented a report
providing context to the DY YP operations at the Board’s January 27, 2022 meeting summarizing
Ontario’s comments, and detailing efforts to communicate with stakeholders and to resolve
Ontario’s concerns. (Kavounas Decl., § 35, Ex. D.) After many attempts to resolve Ontario’s
concerns regarding the DYYP, Watermaster staff identified two paths forward: (1) Parties might
reach agreement on forward implementation of the DY'YP under existing terms and conditions
that addresses the financial consequence arising from Ontario’s legal concerns; or, (2) Parties
might recommend one or more DY'Y modifications to [IEUA, its Member Agencies, and
Watermaster to consider and propose to the Operating Committee, leading to a modification to
the DY YP. (Kavounas Decl. § 36.) Because neither of the recommendations require Board action,
Watermaster staff did not recommended the Board take action. (Kavounas Decl. § 36.) The Board

did not take action on this item. (Kavounas Decl. § 36.)

III. ONTARIO HAD SUFFICIENT TIME TO PREPARE A CHALLENGE

Paragraph 31(c) of the Restated Judgment provides that, “[n]otice of motion to review any
Waterrﬁaster action, decision or rule shall be served and filed within ninety (90) days after such
Watermaster action, decision or rule . . .” (Restated Judgment, § 31(c).) Short challenge periods
serve “the important policy of speedy determination of the public agency’s action” (Embarcadero
Mun. Improvement Dist. v. Cty. of Santa Barbara (2001) 88 Cal.App.4th 781, 790) and support
“the need for a single dispositive final judgment” (Committee for Responsible Planning v. City of

Indian Wells (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 191, 197-198). Ontario has shown no reason to extend the
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deadline to challenge Watermaster’s approval of the 2021/22 Assessment Package to allow it to
“further develop” its challenge. Permitting Ontario to belatedly challenge Watermaster’s actions
would cause delay and potentially jeopardize the success of the DY YP and similar storage and

récovery programs.

A. Ontario Has Had Adequate Time to Prepare a Challenge.

Ontario first raised concerns regarding the 2021/22 Assessment Package in late Summer
2021 and its position has not changed since that time. (Kavounas Decl., § 27.) Therefore, Ontario
has been able to develop legal arguments in preparation for a potential challenge since September
2021. Moreover, identical treatment of DYY account takes? to those about which Ontario
complains was approved without challenge in the 2020/21 Assessment Package. (Kavounas
Decl., §38.)

Ontario argues that “attempting to negotiate a settlement™ has precluded it from
developing legal arguments in support of its challenge to the 2021/22 Assessment Package.
(Application, 4:15-16.) While negotiation and consensual resolution is always the preferred path,
Ontario’s position is that they were harmed by Watermaster’s alleged failure to act in accordance
with certain legal requirements.

First, this is not a case that requires discovery. The arguments have not changed. Ontario
contends that the Watermaster General Manager and Watermaster were legally required to
discharge specific obligations before implementing the 2019 Letter Agreement. It made all of its
arguments to the Pool and Advisory Committees and to the Board. They were exhaustively
addressed by Watermaster.

Second, Ontario openly discussed its concerns with other stakeholders and, according to
its own Application, only began negotiations on January 5, 2022, four months after Ontario first
expressed its legal‘ concerns and just six weeks prior to the deadline to file a challenge.

(Application, 3:19-21.) Assuming Ontario was preoccupied with settlement, it in fact was relying

2 CVWD participated in voluntary takes under the DY YP in production year 2019/20. (Kavounas
Decl., §38.) CVWD and FWC participated in voluntary takes in production year 2020/21.
(Kavounas Decl., § 38.)
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on legal arguments to support its settlement position. If there were other grounds, not disclosed to
Watermaster, there was ample time to develop and present those arguments between September
2021 and February 2022.

Prior to Watermaster taking a position on a potential tolling of the time to challenge the
2021/22 Assessment Package, Watermaster staff and counsel consulted with those parties with
whom Ontario might need to reach consensus as to changes to the DY YP. (Kavounas Decl.,
32.) They reported there were no ongoing discussions and no interest in pursuing them further.

(Kavounas Decl., § 32.) One party does not make a negotiation.

B. Any Challenge to an Action Taken in 2019 is Nearly Three Years Late.

Ontario’s challenge of the 2021/22 Assessment Package is, in actuality, a collateral
challenge the 2019 Letter Agreement, which implements an operational change to permit
voluntary withdrawals from MWD’s account under the DY YP. In its November 1, 2021 letter,
Ontario articulates the crux of its challenge: “The 2019 Letter fundamentally changed the
recovery side of [the DYY] without obtaining an approved written agreement through the
Watermaster process. Additionally, the implications of these changes were not represented and/or
evaluated to determine the impacts on individual parties.” (Quach Decl., Ex. A, emphasis added.)
In its January 24, 2022 letter, Ontario even more clearly shows its challenge is to the 2019 Letter
Agreement: “. . . Ontario remains concerned that Watermaster is administering an unauthorized
change to the DYYP . ..” (Quach Decl., Ex. B, emphasis added.)

Ninety (90) days from the date Watermaster General Manager signed the 2019 Letter
Agreement was May 20, 2019. Any challenge to the 2019 Letter Agreement is untimely as the
challenge period has long expired. No concerns were raised or protests made at or near the time
of the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Kavounas Decl., § 24.) Because “Ontario’s concerns remain
Sfoundationally in the execution of the 2019 Letter” (Quach Decl., Ex. B, emphasis added),
Ontario’s time to bring such an action lapsed nearly three years ago. Although the time to
challenge the 2019 Letter Agreement has passed, Watermaster briefly addresses Ontario’s

arguments here.
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The Watermaster General Manager validly signed the 2019 Letter Agreement without
protest from any Party. All but a single change to the DY YP have been done administratively,
without formal Board action. (Kavounas Decl., § 21.) Watermaster reported on the 2019 Letter
Agreement to all Pool Committees, the Advisory Committee, and the Board. (Kavounas Decl.,
22, 23..) Watermaster staff informed each committee and the Board that the General Manager
intended to sign the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Kavounas Decl., 9 22, 23.) No Party, committee, or
the Board opposed Watermaster staff’s proposed course of action, nor did anyone request that the
2019 Letter Agreement be presented to the Committees or Board. (Kavounas Decl., § 24.)

A formal amendment to the DY YA was unnecessary. The 2019 Letter Agreement was
agreed to and signed by all four signatories to the DYYA (MWD, Watermaster, IEUA,
TVMWD). (Kavounas Decl., Ex. C.) None of the Appropriative Pool parties, including Ontario,
are parties to the DYYA. (Kavounas Decl., Ex. A.) Watermaster is not a party to — and therefore
could not amend — any local agency agreements, including the local agency agreement between
IEUA and Ontario. (Kavounas Decl., §17.)
| Watermaster performed Material Physical Impact (“MPI”) analysis for the OBMP’s entire
program at its inception. (Kavounas Decl. § 41.) In addition, Watermaster has evaluated storage
with the Storage Framework Investigation and the Storage Management program, both of which
included consideration of the DY'YP assuming it were being fully utilized. (Kavounas Decl. 41.)

As a practical matter, it is well understood that cumulative storage and water levels are not

materially impacted by seasonal recovery of stored water. (Kavounas Decl. § 41.) This was

recently evidenced by the Local Storage Limitation Solution, which was analyzed for MPI,
adopted by Watermaster, had CEQA evaluation performed by IEUA, and approved by the Court
in 2021. (KaQounas Decl., 41.) The 2019 changes did not and do not suggest the need for any
further analyses. The changes that were agreed to in 2019 were suggested by IEUA member

agencies and went through a year-and-a-half long open and transparent review. (Kavounas Decl.,

121
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C. Continued Operation of the DYYP Could be Threatened by an Extension.

Ontario has urged that either the CVWD and FWC takes from the DYY account during
production year 2020/21 should be assessed in the same manner as production of Basin
groundwater or that the groundwater pumped to effect those takes should instead be considered
assessable production from the parties’ own storage accounts. (Quach Decl., Exs. A & B.) The
specter that what were at the time understood to be voluntary takes under the DYYP could
constitute production from a party’s storage account creates confusion in a program that has been
in effect for nearly 20 years. Permitting late challenges to assessment packages or retroactive
adjustments to the DYYP increases ambiguity in terms of DY YP operations and therefore risk té
MWD, potentially jeopardizing MWD’s participation. The DY YP has been a success and
provides significant benefit to Chino Basin. (Kavounas Decl., § 42.) Reasonable efforts should be
taken to preserve that benefit. MWD is presently contemplating the initiation of two additional
local groundwater storage programs and it is understood that Parties to the Judgment are
interested in implementing these programs in the Chino Basin. (Kavounas Decl., § 43.) Certainty

about the DYY will make it easier for all to know and commit to the two programs.

IV. WATERMASTER PROPERLY ASSESSED DYYP TAKES IN THE 2021/22
ASSESSMENT PACKAGE

A. The Scope of Ontario’s Challenge is Limited to the Face of its Application

Watermaster notes that Ontario’s Application raises arguments only as to the applicability
of assessments to voluntary takes and does not raise arguments as to the validity of the DYYP or
the program’s administration in the Application. To the extent Ontario is attempting to include
legal arguments by attaching them to a supporting declaration, those arguments should be
disregarded. (Application at 5:5-9 [“[I]n the event an extension of time is denied, Ontario’s
arguments in favor of its challenge are stated in the correspondence attached as exhibits to the
Declaration of Christopher Quach filed concurrently herewith, and thus this Application shall act
as Ontario’s challenge to the Watermaster Board’s action/decision.”].) For clarity of the scope of

a challenge, any legal arguments should be raised within a motion itself. Declarations are forms
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of evidence. (See Code of Civ. Proc. §§ 98, 2015.5, 1878.) Evidence supports, but does not
constitute, legal arguments. (See California Rules of Court, Rules 3.1112(b) & 3.1115.) The
Application itself must state the basis for the motion. (California Rules of Court, Rule
3.1112(d)(3).)

Ontario should not be allowed to make limited arguments on the face of its Application
only to later expand the scope through the attached exhibits. Any arguments Ontario raises in its
reply or at a hearing should be limited to those on the face of the Application. The only basis
Ontario’s Application states for “challeng[ing] the propriety of the action/decision of the
Watermaster Board’s approval of the Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Assessment Package” is “the failure
of Watermaster staff to administer assessments consistent with the Judgment and Court Orders.”

(Application at 4:19-22.)

B. The 2021/22 Assessment Properly Treated the Voluntary Takes

Watermaster did not waive any assessments for production. Consistent with its standing
practice, production assessments were not applied to water taken from MWD’s DYYP account.
(Kavounas Decl., 9 10, 37.) Each time, and without objection from any party, the Board has
approved an Assessment Package in which these takes are not assessed. (Kavounas Decl., §{ 10,
37.)

In production year 2019/20 (production accounted for in the 2020/21 Assessment
Package), CVWD voluntarily purchased water from MWD’s DYYP account. (Kavounas Decl.,
38.) Consistent with prior practice, this voluntary take was not assessed in the 2020/21
Assessment Package.

Ontario’s complaint is based on the fact that if the pumping of the voluntary takes was
instead considered assessable production of Basin water, it would decrease Ontario’s share of
total assessable production and therefore decrease the total assessments paid by Ontario. Because
in March 2019 the Court approved a Peace Il Agreement amendment — supported by Ontario —
that based the Appropriative Pool parties’ Desalter Replenishment Obligations in part on a party’s

share of assessable production (Kavounas Decl., § 39), decreasing Ontario’s share of total
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assessable production would also decrease Ontario’s share of the DRO.

The Advisory Committee approved the 2020/21 Assessment Package on motion made by
Ontario before it was approved by the Board. (Kavounas Decl., § 38.) The treatment of the exact
same type of voluntary withdrawal is at issue in the FY 2021/22 Assessment Package. (Kavounas
Decl., § 38.) In approving the 2021/22 Assessment Package, the Board acted in conformity with
past practice. K

C. Ontario’s Application Challenges the 2019 Letter Agreement

Ontario’s Application is not directed at Watermaster’s arithmetic calculation of
assessments arising from the operations of the DY YP; rather it challenges the inputs — ostensibly
alleging the 2019 Letter Agreement was void on process grounds. Specifically, Parties that chose
not to engage in voluntary takes pursuant to the DY'YP had to pay assessments on their ordinary
groundwater production. (Kavounas Decl., § 39.) The assessments paid by the members of the
Appropriative Pool also affect their DRO assessments. (Kavounas Decl., § 39.) This practice is
consistent with the Restated Judgment and the Court’s orders, including the one tendered by
Ontario as one of the appellate parties key to the development of the 2019 Safe Yield Re-Set
Agreement.

In point of fact; all members‘of the Appropriative Pool were offered equal opportunity to
participate in voluntary takes as permitted by the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Kavounas Decl., § 40.)
Ontario did not elect to particfpate while others did, and now complains about the financial
consequences of that choice. (Kavounas Decl., ] 40.) But the opportunity is evergreen so long as
there is water in the DY'Y account, and Ontario will again have this choice as water is stored in

the DY'Y account. (Kavounas Decl., §40.)

V. CONCLUSION

Watermaster is dedicated to the balanced administration of the decree. It understands and
acknowledges the Court’s continuous observations and admonitions that consensual resolution of
disputes should be diligently pursued wherever practicable. The history of the parties’ actions

under the Judgment prove the Court’s point. Here, however, the allegations attack Watermaster’s
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fundamental procedures and an existing storage program upon which thousands of people rely.

In the instant case, Watermaster is one of four parties to the DYYA, partially responsible
for administering its terms. In 2019, each of these parties agreed that the specific operational
change, beneficial to the Basin, should be accomplished by letter agreement. Each acted
consistently without a formal amendment of the DY YA. This is the best evidence that the method
undertaken was proper. There is no érgument that the accounting was improper. Only that the
2019 measures should be retroactively invalidated.

Watermaster understands that Ontario now has been impacted by the combination of its
operational decisions and the arithmetic consequences in Watermaster’s calculation of
assessments. But it has offered no evidence of harm to the Basin or suggested any way the public
interest has been undermined. To the contrary, the 2019 changes worked. Clean, high-quality
imported water has been successfully stored and recovered from the Basin. And, as the Court well
knows, storage of water in the Basin is one of the Watermaster’s greatest successes. It should not
be undermined by countenancing a challenge to Watermaster’s 3-year old joinder in unanimously
agreed method to change operations within the procedures set forth in the DY'Y Program.

Watermaster respectfully requests that Ontario’s request to extend the challenge time and

set aside the 2021/22 Assessment Package be denied.

Dated: March 25, 2022 BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER

SCHRECK, LLP

By:

Scott S. Slater

Bradley J. Herrema

Laura K. Yraceburu

Attorneys for

CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

23892723

-17-

CBWM OPPOSITION TO ONTARIO APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER TO EXTEND TIME UNDER
JUDGMENT TO CHALLENGE WATERMASTER ACTION ON NOVEMBER 18, 2021 TO APPROVE THE FY
2021/2022 ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING IS THE CHALLENGE.




CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Case No. RCVRS 51010
Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino, et al.

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, 9641 San Bernardino Road,

Rancho

1.

Cucamonga, California 91730; telephone (909) 484-3888.
On March 25, 2022 | served the following:

WATERMASTER OPPOSITION TO CITY OF ONTARIO’S APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER
TO EXTEND TIME UNDER JUDGMENT, PARAGRAPH 31(C) TO CHALLENGE
WATERMASTER ACTION/DECISION ON NOVEMBER 18,2021 TO APPROVE THE

FY 2021/2022 ASSESSMENT PACKAGE. IF SUCH REQUEST IS DENIED, THIS FILING IS
THE CHALLENGE.

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 attached service list: Master Email Distribution List

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

BY FACSIMILE: | transmitted said document by fax transmission from (909) 484-3890 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: | transmitted 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 transmitting electronic mail device.

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

correct.

Executed on March 25, 2022 in Rancho Cucamonga, California.



PAUL HOFER
11248 S TURNER AVE
ONTARIO, CA 91761

JEFF PIERSON
" 2'HEXAM
IRVINE, CA 92603

ALLEN HUBSCH

LOEB & LOEB LLP

10100 SANTA MONICA BLVD.
SUITE 2200

LOS ANGELES, CA 20067



Members:

Agnes Cheng

Al Lopez

" Alan Frost
Alberto Mendoza
Alejandro R. Reyes
Alfonso Ruiz
Allen W. Hubsch
Alma Heustis
Alonso Jurado
Amanda Coker
Amanda Meere
Amer Jakher
Amy Bonczewski
Andrew Gagen
Andy Campbell
Andy Malone
Angelica Todd
Angelo Simoes
Anna Nelson
April Robitaille
Armando Martinez
Art Bennett
Arthur Kidman
Ashok Dhingra
Ben Lewis

Ben Peralta
Benjamin M. Weink
Beth.McHenry
Betty Anderson
Betty Folsom

Bill Schwartz

Bob Bowcock"
Bob DiPrimio
Bob Feenstra
Bob Kuhn

Bob Kuhn

Bob Page

Brad Herrema
Braden Yu
Bradley Jensen
Brandon Howard
Brenda Fowler
Brent Yamasaki
Brian Dickinson -
Brian Geye

Brian Lee
Carmen Sierra
Carol Boyd
Carolina Sanchez
Casey Costa
Cassandra Hooks

agnes.cheng@cc.sbcounty.gov
alopez@wmwd.com
Alan.Frost@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Alberto.Mendoza@cmc.com
arreyes@sgvwater.com
alfonso.ruiz@cmc.com
ahubsch@loeb.com
alma.heustis@californiasteel.com
ajurado@cbwm.org -
amandac@cvwdwater.com
Amanda.Meere@cao.sbcounty.gov
Alakher@cityofchino.org
ABonczewski@ontarioca.gov
agagen@kidmanlaw.com
acampbell@ieua.org
amalone@westyost.com
angelica.todd@ge.com
Angelo.Simoes@linde.com
atruongnelson@cbwm.org
arobitaille@bhfs.com
armartinez@fontana.org
citycouncil@chinohills.org
akidman@kidmanlaw.com
ash@akdconsulting.com
benjamin.lewis@gswater.com
bperalta@tvmwd.com
ben.weink@tetratech.com
Beth.McHenry@hoferranch.com
banderson@jcsd.us
bfolsom@jcsd.us
bschwartz@mvwd.org
bbowcock@irmwater.com
rjidiprimio@sgvwater.com
bobfeenstra@gmail.com
bkuhn@tvmwd.com
bgkuhn@aol.com
Bob.Page@rov.sbcounty.gov
bherrema@bhfs.com
Byu@ci.upland.ca.us
bradley.jensen@cao.sbcounty.gov
brahoward@niagarawater.com
balee@fontanawater.com
byamasaki@mwdh2o.com
bdickinson65@gmail.com
bgeye@autoclubspeedway.com
blee@sawaterco.com
carmens@cvwdwater.com
Carol.Boyd@doj.ca.gov
csanchez@westyost.com
ccosta@chinodesalter.org
chooks@niagarawater.com



Catharine Irvine
Chad Blais

Chander Letulle
Charles Field

Charles Linder
Charles Moorrees
Chino Hills City Council
Chris Berch

Chris Diggs
Christiana Daisy
Christofer Coppinger
Christopher M. Sanders
Christopher Quach
Christopher R. Guillen
Cindy Cisneros
Cindy Li

Courtney Jones
Craig Miller

Craig Stewart

Cris Fealy

Dan Arrighi

Dan McKinney
Daniel Bobadilla
‘Daniel P. Barer
Danny Kim

Dave Argo

Dave Crosley

David Aladjem

David De Jesus
David Huynh

Dawn Martin

Denise Garzaro
Dennis Mejia

Dennis Williams
Diana Frederick

Ed Means

Edgar Tellez Foster
Eduardo Espinoza
Edward Kolodziej
Elizabeth M. Calciano
Elizabeth Skrzat

Eric Fordham

Eric Garner

Eric Grubb

Eric Papathakis

Eric Tarango

Erika Clement

Eunice Ulloa

Evette Ounanian
Frank Brommenschenkel
Frank Yoo

Fred Fudacz

Fred Galante

cirvine@DowneyBrand.com
cblais@ci.norco.ca.us
cletulle@jcsd.us
cdfield@att.net
Charles.Linder@nrgenergy.com
cmoorrees@sawaterco.com
citycouncil@chinohills.org
cberch@jcsd.us
Chris_Diggs@ci.pomona.ca.us
cdaisy@ieua.org
ccoppinger@geoscience-water.com
cms@eslawfirm.com
cquach@ontarioca.gov
cquillen@bhfs.com
cindyc@cvwdwater.com
Cindy.li@waterboards.ca.gov
cjjones@ontarioca.gov
CMiller@wmwd.com
craig.stewart@woodplc.com
cifealy@fontanawater.com
darrighi@sgvwater.com
dmckinney@douglascountylaw.com
dbobadilla@chinohills.org
daniel@pollakvida.com
dkim@linklogistics.com
daveargo46@icloud.com
DCrosley@cityofchino.org
daladjem@downeybrand.com
ddejesus@tvmwd.com
dhuynh@cbwm.org
Dawn.Martin@cc.sbcounty.gov

. dgarzaro@ieua.org

dmejia@ontarioca.gov
dwilliams@geoscience-water.com
diana.frederick@cdcr.ca.gov
edmeans@roadrunner.com
etellezfoster@cbwm.org
EduardoE@cvwdwater.com
edward.kolodziej@ge.com
ecalciano@hensleylawgroup.com
ESkrzat@cbwcd.org
eric_fordham@geopentech.com
eric.garner@bbklaw.com

-ericg@cvwdwater.com

Eric.Papathakis@cdcr.ca.gov
edtarango@fontanawater.com
Erika.clement@sce.com
eulloa@cityofchino.org
EvetteO@cvwdwater.com
frank.brommen@verizon.net

FrankY@cbwm.org

ffudacz@nossaman.com
fgalante@awattorneys.com



Gabriela Garcia
Garrett Rapp

Gene Tanaka
Geoffrey Kamansky
Geoffrey Vanden Heuvel
Gerald Yahr

Gidti Ludesirishoti
Gina Nicholls

Gino L. Filippi
Gracie Torres
Grant Mann

Greg Woodside
Gregor Larabee
Henry DeHaan
Irene Islas

James Curatalo
James Jenkins
James McKenzie
Jane Anderson
Janine Wilson
Jasmin A, Hall
Jason Marseilles
Jason Pivovaroff
Jayne Joy

Jean Cihigoyenetche
Jeff Evers

Jeff Mosher
Jeffrey L. Pierson
Jennifer Hy-Luk
Jeremy N. Jungries
Jessie Ruedas

Jim Markman

Jim W, Bowman

Jimmy Gutierrez - Law Offices of Jimmy Gutierrez

Jimmy L. Gutierrez
Jimmy Medrano
Jiwon Seung
Joanne Chan

Joao Feitoza

Jody Roberto

Joe Graziano

Joe Joswiak

Joel Ignacio

John Abusham
John Bosler

John Harper

John Huitsing
John Lopez

John Lopez and Nathan Cole
John Mendoza
John Partridge
John Schatz

ggarcia@cbwm.org
grapp@westyost.com
Gene.Tanaka@bbklaw.com
gkamansky@niagarawater.com
geoffreyvh60@gmail.com
yahrj@koll.com
GidtiL@cvwdwater.com
gnicholls@nossaman.com
Ginoffvine@aol.com
gtorres@wmwd.com
GMann@dpw.sbcounty.gov
gwoodside@ocwd.com
Gregor.Larabee@cdcr.ca.gov
Hdehaan1950@gmail.com
irene.islas@bbklaw.com
jamesc@cvwdwater.com
cnomgr@airports.sbcounty.gov
jmckenzie@dpw.sbcounty.gov
janderson@jcsd.us
JWilson@cbwm.org
jhall@ieua.org
jmarseilles@ieua.org
JPivovaroff@wmwd.com
Jayne.Joy@waterboards.ca.gov
Jean@thejclawfirm.com
jevers@niagarawater.com
jmosher@sawpa.org
jpierson@intexcorp.com
jhyluk@ieua.org
jjungreis@rutan.com
Jessie@thejclawfirm.com
jmarkman@rwglaw.com
jbowman@ontarioca.gov

jimmylaredo@gmail.com
Jimmy@City-Attorney.com
Jaime.medrano2@cdcr.ca.gov
JiwonS@cvwdwater.com
jchan@wvwd.org
joao.feitoza@cmc.com
jroberto@tvmwd.com
jgraz4077@acl.com
JJoswiak@cbwm.org
jignacio@ieua.org
john.abusham@nrg.com
johnb@cvwdwater.com
jrharper@harperburns.com
johnhuitsing@gmail.com
jlopez@sarwc.com
customerservice@sarwc.com
jmendoza@tvmwd.com
jpartridge@angelica.com
jschatz13@cox.net



John Thornton
Jose A Galindo
Josh Swift
Joshua Aguilar
Justin Brokaw
Justin Nakano

Justin Scott-Coe Ph. D.

Karen Williams
Kathleen Brundage
Keith Kramer

Keith Person

Ken Waring

Kevin O'Toole
Kevin Sage

Kristina Robb

Kurt Berchtold
Kyle Brochard

Kyle Snay

Larry Cain

Laura Mantilla
Laura Yraceburu
Lauren Harold
Linda Jadeski

Lisa Lemoine

Liz Hurst

Marcella Correa
Marco Tule

Maria Ayala

Maria Mendoza
Maribel Sosa

" Marilyn Levin

Mark D. Hensley
Mark Wildermuth
Mark Wiley

Martin Cihigoyenetche
Martin Rauch
Martin Zvirbulis
Mathew C. Ballantyne
Matthew H. Litchfield
May Atencio
Melanie Trevino
Michael A. Blazevic
Michael Adler
Michael P. Thornton
Michelle Licea
Michelle Staples
Mike Gardner

Mike Maestas
Miriam Garcia
Moore, Toby
MWDProgram
Nadia Aguirre
Natalie Costaglio

JThorntonPE@H20Expert.net
Jose.A.Galindo@linde.com
jmswift@fontanawater.com
jaguilar@ieua.org

jbrokaw@marygoldmutualwater.com

JNakano@cbwm.org
jscottcoe@mvwd.org
kwilliams@sawpa.org

kathleen.brundage@californiasteel.com

kkramer@fontana.org
keith.person@waterboards.ca.gov
kwaring@jcsd.us
kotoole@ocwd.com

.Ksage@IRMwater.com

KRobb@cc.sbcounty.gov
kberchtold@gmail.com
KBrochard@rwglaw.com
kylesnay@gswater.com
larry.cain@cdcr.ca.gov
Imantilla@ieua.org
lyraceburu@bhfs.com
Iharold@linklogistics.com
ljadeski@wvwd.org
LLemoine@wmwd.com
ehurst@ieua.crg
MCorrea@rwglaw.com
mtule@ieua.org
mayala@jcsd.us
mmendoza@westyost.com
msosa@ci.pomona.ca.us
marilyn.levin@doj.ca.gov
mhensley@hensleylawgroup.com
mwildermuth@westyost.com
mwiley@chinohilis.org
marty@thejclawfirm.com
martin@rauchcc.com
mezvirbulis@sgvwater.com
mballantyne@cityofchino.org
mlitchfield@tvmwd.com
matencio@fontana.org
Mtrevino@jcsd.us
mblazevic@westyost.com
michael.adler@mcmcnet.net
mthornton@tkeengineering.com
mlicea@mvwd.org
mstaples@jacksontidus.law
mgardner@wmwd.com
mikem@cvwdwater.com
mgarcia@ieua.org
TobyMoore@gswater.com
MWDProgram@sdcwa.org
naguirre@tvmwd.com

natalie.costaglio@mcmcnet.net



Nathan deBoom
Neetu Gupta
Nichole Horton
Nick Jacobs
Nicole deMoet
Nicole Escalante
Noah Golden-Krasner
Parker Simon
Paul Deutsch

Paul Hofer

Paul Hofer

Paul S. Leon

Pete Hall

Pete Hall

Pete Vicario

Peter Hettinga
Peter Kavounas
Peter Rogers
Rachel Avila
Randy Visser
Richard Anderson
Rick Darnell

Rick Rees

Rickey S. Manbahal
Rita Pro

Robert C. Hawkins
Robert DelLoach
Robert E. Donlan
Robert Neufeld
Robert Wagner
Ron Craig

Ron LaBrucherie, Jr.
Ronald C. Pietersma
Ruben Llamas
Ruby Favela

Ryan Shaw'

Sally H. Lee

Sam Nelson

Sam Rubenstein
Sandra S. Rose
Sarah Foley

Scott Burton
Scott Slater

Seth J. Zielke
Shawnda M. Grady
Shivaji Deshmukh
Skylar Stephens
slee@tvmwd.com
Sonya Barber
Sonya Zite
Stephanie Reimer
Stephen Deitsch
Steve Kennedy

n8deboom@gmail.com
ngupta@ieua.org
Nichole.Horton@pomonaca.gov
njacobs@somachlaw.com
ndemoet@ci.upland.ca.us
NEscalante@ontarioca.gov
Noah.goldenkrasner@doj.ca.gov
psimon@bhfs.com
paul.deutsch@woodplic.com
farmerhofer@aol.com
farmwatchtoo@aol.com
pleon@ontarioca.gov
rpetehall@gmail.com
pete.hall@cdcr.ca.gov
PVicario@cityofchino.org
peterhettinga@yahoo.com
PKavounas@cbwm.org
progers@chinohills.org
R.Avila@MPGLAW.com
RVisser@sheppardmullin.com
horsfly1@yahoo.com
Richard.Darnell@nrgenergy.com
richard.rees@woodplc.com
smanbahal@wvwd.org
rpro@cityofchino.org
RHawkins@earthlink.net
robertadeloachT@gmail.com
red@eslawfirm.com
robneu1@yahoo.com
rwagner@wbecorp.com
Reraig21@icloud.com
ronLaBrucherie@gmail.com
rcpietersma@aol.com
rllamas71@yahoo.com
rfavela@cbwm.org
RShaw@wmwd.com
shlee@ieua.org
snelson@ci.norco.ca.us
srubenstein@wpcarey.com
directorrose@mvwd.org
Sarah.Foley@bbklaw.com
sburton@ontarioca.gov
sslater@bhfs.com
sjzielke@fontanawater.com
sgrady @eslawfirm.com
sdeshmukh@ieua.org
SStephens@sdcwa.org
slee@tvmwd.com
sbarber@ci.upland.ca.us
szite@wmwd.com
SReimer@mvwd.org
stephen.deitsch@bbklaw.com
skennedy@bmklawplc.com



Steve M. Anderson
Steve Nix

Steve Riboli

Steve Smith

Steve W. Ledbetter, PE
Steven Andrews Engineering
Steven Flower '
Steven J. Elie
Steven J. Elie
Steven Popelar
Steven Raughley
Susan Palmer
Tammi Ford

Tariq Awan

Taya Victorino

Teri Layton

Terry Catlin

Tim Barr

Tim Kellett
Timothy Ryan
Toby Moore

Todd Minten

Tom Barnes

Tom Bunn

Tom Cruikshank
Tom Harder

Tom McPeters
Tom O'Neill

Toni Medell

Tony Long
Toyasha Sebbag
Tracy J. Egoscue
Van Jew

Vanny Khu
Veronica Tristan
Veva Weamer
Victor Preciado
Vivian Castro
Wade Fultz
WestWater Research, LLC
William J Brunick
William Urena

steve.anderson@bbklaw.com
shix@ci.upland.ca.us
steve.riboli@sanantoniowinery.com
ssmith@ieua.org
sledbetter@tkeengineering.com
sandrews@sandrewsengineering.com
sflower@rwglaw.com
selie@ieua.org
s.elie@mpglaw.com
spopelar@jcsd.us
Steven.Raughley@cao.sbcounty.gov
spalmer@kidmanlaw.com
tford@wmwd.com
Tarig.Awan@cdcr.ca.gov
tayav@cvwdwater.com
tlayton@sawaterco.com
tlcatlin@wfajpa.org
tbarr@wmwd.com
thellett@tvmwd.com
tiryan@sgvwater.com
TobyMoore@gswater.com
tminten@sbcglobal.net
tbarnes@esassoc.com
TomBunn@Lagerlof.com
teruikshank@linklogistics.com
tharder@thomashardercompany.com
THMcP@aol.com
toneill@chinodesalter.org
mmedel@mbakerintl.com
tlong@angelica.com
tsebbag@cbwcd.org
tracy@egoscuelaw.com
vjew@wvwd.org
VKhu@ontarioca.gov
vtristan@jcsd.us
vweamer@westyost.com
Victor_Preciado@ci.pomona.ca.us
vcastro@cityofchino.org
Wade.Fultz@cmc.com
research@waterexchange.com
bbrunick@bmblawoffice.com
wurena@emeraldus.com



