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STOEL RIVES LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SACRAMENTO

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on January 30, 2026, at 10:00 a.m., in Department R-17 of
the above-entitled Court, the City of Ontario’s Motion for Award of Attorney’s Fees and Costs
(“Motion”) came on for hearing in the above-captioned matter. Having considered the pleadings,
evidence and arguments submitted by the parties, the Honorable Gilbert G. Ochoa entered a final
order on the Motion on January 30, 2026. A copy of the Court’s minutes and final order are attached
as Exhibit A.

Dated: February 5, 2026 STOEL RIVES rrp

By: C_\ " ,{D g‘k—-—*’”
ELIZABETH P. EWENS
MICHAEL B. BROWN

Attorneys for
City of Ontario
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
Rancho Cucamonga District
8303 Haven Avenue
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
sanbernardino.courts.ca.gov

PORTAL MINUTE ORDER

Case Number: RCVRS51010 Date: 1/30/2026

Case Title: CHINO BASIN MUNI WATER DIST -V- CITY OF CHINO

Department R17 - Rancho Cucamonga Date: 1/30/2026 Time: 10:00 AM Predisposition Motion re:

Judicial Officer: Gilbert Ochoa

Judicial Assistant: Stephanie Hernandez
Court Reporter: Elsa Hurtado CSR# 14206
Court Attendant: Enrique Hernandez

Appearances

Attorney Elizabeth Ewens present for CITY OF ONTARIO

Attorney Scott Slater appears by Zoom for CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER

Attorney Meredith E. Nikkel appears by Zoom for FONTANA WATER COMPANY

Attorney Jeremy Jungreis appears by Zoom for CUCAMONGA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
Attorney Jean Cihgoyentche appears by Zoom for INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY
Party appeared by audio and/or video

Proceedings
Stip and appointment of pro tem reporter filed CSR Elsa Hurtado #14206

CITY OF ONTARIO's Motion for Award of Attorney's Fees and Costs is heard.
The Court has read and considered all moving pleadings

The Court's tentative ruling was distributed to all parties in advance of the hearing.
Argued by counsel and submitted.

Court Finds

The court adopts its tentative ruling as follows:

CITY OF ONTARIO's Motion for Award of Attorney's Fees and Costs is denied, but awards the costs of appeal in the
amount of $357.25

Order Filed Re: Final Ruling

City of Ontario to give notice and prepare order.
== Minute Order Complete ==



_TESFSPRE, RULING FOR Jan. 30, 2026
Department R17 - Judge Gilbert G. Ochoa

This court follows California Rules of Court, rule 3.1308(a) (1) for tentative rulings. (See San Bernardino
Superior Court Local Emergency Rule 8.) Tentative rulings for each law & motion will be posted on the
internet (https://www.sb-court.org) by 3:00 p.m. on the court day immediately before the hearing.

If you do not have internet access or if you experience difficulty with the posted tentative ruling, you may
obtain the tentative ruling by calling the Administrative Assistant. You may appear in person at the
hearing but personal appearance is not required and remote appearance by CourtCall is preferred during
the Pandemic. (See www.sbcourt.org/general-information/remote-access)

If you wish to submit on the ruling, call the Court, check-in and state that you will be submitting on
the Tentative, and your appearance is not necessary. But you must check in.

If both sides do not appear, the tentative will simply become the ruling.

If any party submits on the tentative, the Court will not alter the tentative and it will become the
ruling.

If one party wants to argue, Court will hear argument but will not change the tentative.
If the Court does decide to modify tentative after argument, then a further hearing for oral

argument will be reset for both parties to be heard at the same time by the Court.
FlLE B

B

SUBEe

IFERNIA

Watermaster Case

CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
v JAN 30

CITY OF CHINO, et al.

RCVRSS51010

Motion(s): Motion for Attorney Fees and Costs
Movant(s): City of Ontario

Respondent(s): Inland Empire Utilities Agency; Fontana Water Company and Cucamonga
Valley Water District

Discussion
Statement of the Law.

“Although California follows the American rule that requires parties to bear their own
attorney fees, parties may alter that rule by contract to allow for the award of attorney fees to the
party who prevails in litigation between them. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1021; Miske v. Coxeter (2012)
204 Cal.App.4th 1249, 1259 [139 Cal. Rptr. 3d 626] [§ 1021 “allows the parties to agree that the
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prevailing party in litigation may recover attorney fees’]; Civ. Code, § 1717, subd. (a)
[authorizing an award of attorney fees ‘to the prevailing party” ‘[i]n any action on a contract’ if
‘the contract specifically provides’ for attorney fees].)” (Drink Tank Ventures LLC v. Real Soda
in Real Bottles, Ltd. (2021) 71 Cal.App.5th 528, 546-547.)

Such agreement may authorize attorney fees to the prevailing party in any litigation
between the parties to enforce the contract. (Civ. Code § 1717, subd. (a); see also Westwood
Homes, Inc. v. AGCPII Villa Salerno Member, LLC (2021) 65 Cal.App.5th 922, 927.) Where the
litigation sounds in contract, section 1717, subdivision (a), provides: “In any action on a contract,
where the contract specifically provides that attorney’s fees and costs, which are incurred to
enforce that contract, shall be awarded either to one of the parties or to the prevailing party, then
the party who is determined to be the party prevailing on the contract, whether he or she is the
party specified in the contract or not, shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees in addition to
other costs.” The “prevailing party” is the party who recovered greater relief in the action on the
contract. (Civ. Code, § 1717, subd. (b)(1).)

Civil Code section 1717 does not require an action for breach of contract, only an “action
on a contract.” (Andrade v. Western Riverside Council of Governments (2024) 99 Cal.App.5th
1020, 1026.) An action may be deemed “on a contract” for purposes of section 1717 “if (1) the
action (or cause of action) ‘involves’ an agreement, in the sense that the action (or cause of
action) arises out of, is based upon, or relates to an agreement by seeking to define or interpret its
terms or to determine or enforce a party’s rights or duties under the agreement; and (2) the
agreement contains an attorney fees clause.” (Douglas E. Barnhart, Inc. v. CMC Fabricators,

Inc. (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 230, 241-242.)
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The trial court has broad authority to determine the amount of a reasonable fee. (PLCM
Group, Inc. v. Drexler (2000) 22 Cal. 4th 1084, 1095.) Competent evidence as to the nature and
value of the services rendered must be presented on a motion for attorney fees. Detailed time
records are not required, and an attorney’s testimony alone may suffice. (Martino v. Denevi
(1986) 182 Cal. App. 3d 553, 559.) Nonetheless, where time records are submitted, such are a
starting point for the court’s lodestar determination. (Horsford v. Board of Trustees of Calif.
State Univ. (2005) 132 Cal. App. 4th 359, 397.)

Analysis.

Ontario seeks its costs, in the amount of $357.25, as well as its attorney fees, in the
lodestar amount of $677,623.87, from IEUA, CVWD, and FWC (collectively, Opposing Parties).
Ontario argues it is entitled to these fees as a result of its successful challenge to Watermaster’s
implementation of unauthorized changes to the DYY Program and its corresponding assessments
that were contrary to the 1978 Judgment, the Peace Agreement, and other agreements and orders
governing the management of the Basin.

Ontario argues that, foundationally, this case involves the operation and administration of
a storage and recovery program governed not just by the Judgment and DYY Program orders,
but by the Peace Agreement, which the parties entered into on June 29, 2000. Specifically,
Ontario maintains the Peace Agreement governs storage and recovery projects like the DYY
Program. Ontario cites the Court of Appeal as follows: “At the superior court’s direction,
Watermaster prepared the Basin’s management program—the Optimum Basin Management
Program (OBMP)—to address groundwater quantity and quality issues and regulate withdrawals.
The OBMP was divided into two phases: Phase I (the report) was adopted in 1999, and Phase 11

(implementation plan) was approved by the court in 2000. The OBMP was subject to intensive
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settlement negotiations that led to various parties to the Judgment executing the Peace
Agreement in June 2000 to resolve their disputes regarding “a number of matters pertaining to
the power and authority of the Court and Watermaster under the Judgment, . . .” It addresses
implementation of the OBMP and allows Watermaster to administer transfers, recharge, and
storage/recovery of water. The Peace Agreement, amended in 2004 and 2007, prohibits the
approval of a water storage and recovery project “if it . . . will cause any Material Physical Injury
to any party to the Judgment or the Basin.” (Chino Basin Municipal Water Dist. v. City of
Ontario (Apr. 18,2025, Nos. E080457, E082127) _ Cal.App.5th___ [2025 Cal. App. Unpub.
LEXIS 2362, at *7].)

Consequently, the Peace Agreement contracts for the recovery of attorney fees in certain
circumstances. Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1717, “In any action on a contract,
where the contract specifically provides that attorney’s fees and costs, which are incurred to
enforce that contract, shall be awarded either to one of the parties or to the prevailing party, then
the party who is determined to be the party prevailing on the contract, whether he or she is the
party specified in the contract or not, shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees in addition
to other costs.”

In regard to the Peace Agreement, Article 1X, entitled “Conflicts,” provides in relevant

part:

9.1 Events Constituting a Default by a Party. Each of the following constitutes a
“default” by a Party under this Agreement.

(a) A Party fails to perform or observe any term, covenant, or undertaking in this
Agreement that it is to perform or observe and such failure continues for ninety
(90) days from a Notice of Default being sent in the manner prescribed in Section
10.13.

9.2 Remedies Upon Default. In the event of a default, each Party shall have the
following rights and remedies:
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(d) Attorneys’ Fees. In any adversarial proceedings between the Parties other than the
dispute resolution procedure set forth below and under the Judgment, the prevailing Party
shall be entitled to recover their costs, including reasonable attorneys’ fees. If there is no
clear prevailing Party, the Court shall determine the prevailing Party and provide for the
award of costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees. In considering the reasonableness of either
Party’s request for attorneys” fees as a prevailing Party, the Court shall consider the
quality, efficiency, and value of the legal services and similar/prevailing rate for
comparable legal services in the local community.

(See Ontario RIN, Exh. C, §§ 9.1, 9.2.) In light of this, Ontario argues that as a party to the Peace
Agreement—noting all the Opposing Parties are also parties to the Peace Agreement—and as the
prevailing party, it is entitled to an award of attorney fees and costs.

Does the appeal fall under the Peace Agreement?

IEUA opposes the motion and argues that the underlying motions fall under the Judgment as
they were simply challenging Watermaster budget actions and that when they were filed, Ontario
did not rely on the Peace Agreement. Therefore, as there is no attorney fee provision in the
Judgment, Ontario cannot collect such fees now. FWC and CVWD also filed an Opposition
arguing the same.

For example, when Ontario filed the underlying motions, Ontario moved pursuant to the
Judgment. (See IEUA’s RIN, Exhs. 1, 2.) Ontario argued in the underlying motions that the basis
for its motion was that “Under the 1978 Chino Basin Judgement (“Judgement™), this production
should have been assessed.” (Id. at Exh. 1, p. 3:4-5.) And: “Specifically, Ontario’s challenge is
based on the grounds of the failure of Watermaster staff to administer assessments consistent
with the Judgement and Court Orders.” (/d. at p. 4: 20-22.) The Opposing Parties also correctly
note that at no point in the underlying motions did Ontario present an argument that it was
moving pursuant to the Peace Agreement nor did Ontario cite a default in the Peace Agreement

for which it sought a remedy.
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The Opposing Parties also correctly note the Peace Agreement was discussed by the
Court of Appeal in a limited manner as part of the court’s summary of the procedural and factual
background of Watermaster operations. (See e.g., Chino Basin Municipal Water Dist. v. City of
Ontario (Apr. 18, 2025, Nos. E080457, E082127) _ Cal.App.5th_ [2025 Cal. App. Unpub.
LEXIS 2362, at *7].) The Court of Appeal did not, for example, find that there was a default
under the Peace Agreement. Ultimately, the Court of Appeal reversed and ordered the FY
2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages be amended.

A review of the Court of Appeal opinion here is helpful. For example, the Court of
Appeal noted Ontario filed an application to this Court under the Judgment. (/d. at *21.) In its
discussion of the appeal itself, the Court of Appeal noted Ontario contends 1) that Watermaster’s
failure to assess water produced from the DYY Program storage account is inconsistent with the
Judgment and subsequent court orders; 2) the Watermaster violated the Judgment by allowing
FWC to withdraw stored groundwater through the DYY Program without a written agreement;
3) the 2019 Letter Agreement made unauthorized changes the to the DYY Program; 4) Ontario’s
challenge was timely; 5) the superior court erred in holding that all stored and supplemental
water in the Basin is categorically exempt from assessment; and 6) Watermaster erred in failing
to apply the Exhibit G [performance criteria when interpreting the 2019 Letter Agreement]. (/d.
at *23.) Thus, on appeal, the Peace Agreement was not at issue. Ontario even maintained on
appeal that it was challenging Watermaster’s interpretation of the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Id. at
*24.)

Next, the Court of Appeal noted that Ontario was not solely claiming injury from the
approval of the 2019 Letter Agreement but sought relief arising from Watermaster’s exemption

of certain groundwater produced from the DY'Y storage account “in administering assessments
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inconsistent with the governing Judgment, prior agreements, and court orders.” (/d. at *27.) And:
Ontario was noted as having raised an issue as to an ongoing breach of the Judgment and other
agreements governing Basin operations.” (/d. *29.) None of this directly implicates the Peace
Agreement, however.

Further, the gravamen of Ontario’s issue centers around the 2019 Letter Agreement and,
importantly, although multiple issues were raised on appeal, the Court of Appeal explicitly stated
some of those issues were be left in the “hands of the parties.” What the Court of Appeal focused
on, and what the reversal applied to, was the “interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter
Agreement.” (Id. at *31.) Ontario has not shown how this appeal, thus, implicates the Peace
Agreement such that it would trigger its attorney fee provision in section 9.2(d).

The Court of Appeal further found that it agreed with Ontario that Watermaster’s
interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement violated the Judgment and the
agreements that created the DY'Y Program. (/d. at *35.) The Court of Appeal also noted the
DYY program is a conjunctive use program governed by three sets of agreements: 1) the
Funding Agreement, 2) the Storage and Recovery Agreement, and 3) Local Agency Agreements.
(/d. at *31.) It also noted the foundation of the DY'Y Program is the Local Agency Agreements.
(/d. at * 32.) Thus, the Court of Appeal held Watermaster applied the 2019 Letter Agreement
inconsistent with the original DY'Y Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders.
(/d. at *49.) “The Funding Agreement and the Storage and Recovery Agreements were adopted
through the required process as defined in the Judgment/Peace Agreement, after notice and
consideration by the pool committees, the advisory committee, and Watermaster, and approval

by superior court order.” (/d. at *12.) Again, none of this directly implicates a provision of the
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Peace Agreement. Instead, the Agreements that were affected were adopted through processes
delineated in the Peace Agreement.

CVWD and FWC filed a joint Opposition. In addressing the Peace Agreement, they
highlight that Ontario challenged a Watermaster action, but Watermaster is not a party to the
Peace Agreement and section 9.2(d) is strictly limited to adversarial proceedings “between the
Parties” to the Peace Agreement. (See Ontario RIN, Exh. C, § 9.2; Exh. A, Watermaster
Resolution No. 2000- [p. 3 of 4, § 2 “Although not a signatory, the Chino Basin Watermaster
Board supports and approves the Peace Agreement negotiated by the parties thereto.”].)
Moreover, the Opposing Parties note that Ontario has repeatedly represented to this Court and
the Court of Appeal that Ontario’s challenge was strictly limited to Watermaster’s decision to
exempt from assessment water pumped pursuant to the DYY Program. CVWD and FWC also
note the Court of Appeal made no determination regarding CVWD and FWC’s compliance or
noncompliance with the Peace Agreement. Indeed, as noted by the Opposing Parties, it is for the
first time on this motion for attorney fees that Ontario reframes its actions as occurring pursuant
to the Peace Agreement rather than the Judgment.

Here. Ontario has not demonstrated the Peace Agreement was implicated such that
section 9.2(d) would apply. However, even if Ontario were able to show the Peace Agreement
was implicated, Ontario has not demonstrated the parties were in default or that it complied with
the Peace Agreement’s notice provisions.

Did the actions of the Opposing Parties Constitute a Default under the Peace
Agreement, § 9.1?

Ontario argues the Opposing Parties were in default under the Peace Agreement.

According to Ontario, in 2018, IEUA proposed revisions to the DYY Program that ultimately
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resulted in the development and adoption of the 2019 Letter Agreement. (See Ontario RIN, Exh.
D, at pp. 16-17.) Through the application of the 2019 Letter Agreement to the Assessment
Packages, CVWD effectively doubled its annual participation “take” capacity or withdrawals
from the DY'Y Program and FWC produced 2,500 AF of water from the DYY Program without a
local agency agreement, and were permitted to do so even though it was not a dry year and the
voluntary production occurred in the absence of a “call” by Metropolitan. It is this, Ontario
claims, contravenes the terms of the Peace Agreement and related DYY orders governing the
storage and recovery program that constitutes a default. (See Id. at pp. 19-20; see also Ontario
RIN, Exhs. K-L.) While it did not produce water from the DYY Program, IEUA, Ontario argues,
was the architect of the 2019 Letter Agreement and the subsequent unauthorized changes to the
DYY Program.

As noted by IEUA as well as CVWD and FWC, nowhere does Ontario identify what
provision of the Peace Agreement was allegedly violated. Throughout, Ontario has instead
challenged Watermaster’s interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement. Nowhere
does Ontario show that being an architect of the 2019 Letter Agreement constitutes a default
under the Peace Agreement. Simply put, Ontario has not identified what provision of the Peace
Agreement was breached by any party.

Did Ontario provide sufficient notice of the default under the Peace Agreement?

Further, Ontario claims it complied with the default provision and provided notice of the
default to the Opposing Parties. For example, on June 26, 2018, Ontario claims it put the parties
on notice that it believed any changes to the methodologies used to calculate assessments based
on the 2019 Letter Agreement must be addressed through formal amendments to the DY'Y

Program. (See Ontario RIN, Exh. F at p. 10 (Y 34). Exh. 7.) Then, on November 1, 2021, Ontario
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sent a letter to the Watermaster (including CVWD and IEUA) and all the Appropriative Pool
parties (including CVWD and FWC) raising its concerns with the FY 2021/2022 Assessment
Package. This letter, Ontario claims, specifically identified the issues raised in this litigation.
Ontario maintains it objected to the assessment methodology without formal approval through
the Watermaster process. (See Ontario RIN, Exh. H at Exh. A.) Ontario then met with
Watermaster, CVWD, and FWC to address its concerns.

On January 24, 2022, Ontario sent another letter to Watermaster and the Board (including
IEUA and CVWD) stating that “Watermaster is allowing the recovery of water from the DYYP
storage account that is not consistent with the storage agreement approved via the Watermaster
process and ordered by the Court in 2004™ and described the significant inconsistencies with the
Judgment, agreements, and orders governing water storage and recovery projects. (Id. at Exh. 2.)
These communications, including the November 1, 2021 and January 24, 2022 letters,
supposedly served as Ontario’s notice of default under Peace Agreement Section 9.1(a).

Ontario also urges this Court to excuse strict compliance with the notice requirement of
the Peace Agreement because Watermaster made it impossible for Ontario to comply. Under the
Judgment, any party seeking review of a Watermaster action must file an action within 90 days
from the date of such action. (Judgment, § 31(c).) On November 18, 2021, the Watermaster
Board approved the FY 2021/2022 Assessment Package. (Ontario RIN, Exh. H at p. 3 (] 6).)
Ontario requested an extension of time to file its motion contesting Watermaster’s 2021/2022
Assessment Package in order to allow the parties to negotiate a resolution to address Ontario’s
concerns. (/d. at p. 4 (Y 13).) The extension was denied.

In support of the motion, Scott Burton, the Utilities General Manger for Ontario submits

a declaration. (See Burton Decl.  2.) He attests that on February 11, 2022, Ontario requested the
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Watermaster general counsel approve an extension on the 90-day period under the Judgment to
challenge a Watermaster action. Watermaster initially indicated it might stipulate but then
refused. (Burton Decl. 49 4-6; Exh. 1.) FWC stated it would not a grant a conflict-of-interest
waiver. (1 5.) Because its request for extension was denied, it was impossible for Ontario to both
provide other or additional notice to comply with the 90-day notice of default provisions in
Section 9.1 of the Peace Agreement (and, correspondingly, to give Opposing Parties an
additional 90-day period to cure their default) and also timely file a challenge to Watermaster’s
FY 2021/2022 Assessment Package within the limitations period under the Judgment.

As noted by the Opposing Parties, however, Ontario never provided them with notice of a
default. In fact, Ontario concedes that it did not provide notices of default as required by the
Peace Agreement. Ontario essentially argues that it provided constructive written notice of the
Opposing Parties’ purported defaults under the Peace Agreement by sending two emails and a
letter to Watermaster. (See Ontario RJN Exh. F, Exh. 7 [July 31, 2018 Email to Elizabeth Hurst
at IEUA stating that Ontario cannot support the 2019 Letter Agreement]; Id., Exh. G [Exh. A
thereto, June 26, 2019 Email to Watermaster and Watermaster Board members asking questions
about 2019 Letter Agreement]; /d., Exh. H at Exh. 1 [Nov. 1, 2021 Questions and Comments
letter to Watermaster, cc’ing “Appropriative Pool Parties™ and asking a series of questions
regarding 2021-2022 Assessment Package].)

These documents do not cite the Peace Agreement or mention any provision or a default.
They do not allege a default or a failure to perform or observe any term, covenant, or
undertaking in the Peace Agreement. At times, Ontario claims it “appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments.” (/bid.) Without being put on notice that Ontario was claiming a party to the

Peace Agreement was in default, there is no way for any party to know what its default was so
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that it could correct it. (See Ontario, RIN, Exh, C, Peace Agreement, § 9.1.) Ontario is
essentially asking this Court to allow it to retroactively recharacterize its correspondence
whereby somehow the Opposing Parties were supposed to know Ontario meant to notice a
default that they then failed to cure within 90 days, or in this case, less than 90 days.

As stated above, section 9.1 provides that notice must be given in compliance with
section 10.13, which is contrary to Ontario’s claim that the Peace Agreement does not specify
the form and content of the notice. The correspondence Ontario sent did not inform the Opposing
Parties that Ontario was noticing a default that needed to be corrected within 90 days under the
Peace Agreement. Thus, Ontario did not effectively trigger the provisions of section 9.2.

Finally, the Opposing Parties claim Ontario has taken inconsistent positions, but this is
incorrect. Ontario’s position in the IEUA attorney fee motion does not conflict with its position
here that attorney fees are available pursuant to the provisions in sections 9.1 and 9.2 of the
Peace Agreement. In reply, Ontario addresses these arguments and notes that the Opposing
Parties mischaracterize the Court’s findings in the IEUA attorney fee motion, though these
arguments do not ultimately affect the result here.

Neither Opposition addressed the costs that were awarded on appeal. Ontario filed a
memorandum demonstrating costs in the amount of $357.25, and these are unchallenged.'

Ruling
The Court DENIES Ontario’s request for attorney fees but awards the costs of appeal in

the amount of $357.25.

"If the items appearing on a costs bill appear to be proper charges, the verified memorandum is
prima facie evidence that the costs are proper and the party seeking to tax costs bears the burden
of showing they are not reasonable or necessary. If the items are properly objected to, however,
then the party seeking costs bears the burden. (Nelson v. Anderson (1999) 72 Cal.App.4th 111,
131.)
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Movant to give Notice and prepare Order.

JAN 30 2026

Dated:

Judg
Gilbert G. Ochoa
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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 action within. My business address is Chino Basin Watermaster, 9641 San
Bernardino Road, Rancho Cucamonga, California 91730; telephone (909) 484-3888.

On February 5, 2026, | served the following:

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER RE CITY OF ONTARIO’'S MOTION FOR AWARD OF
ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS

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

See attached service list: Mailing List 1

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.

See attached service list: Master Email Distribution List

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

Executed on February 5, 2026, in Rancho Cucamonga, California.

Lo .

By: Ruby Favela Quintero
Chino Basin Watermaster




' PAUL HOFER
11248 S TURNER AVE
ONTARIO, CA 91761

JEFF PIERSON
2 HEXHAM
IRVINE, CA 92603



Ruby Favela Quintero

Contact Group NamO1 - Master Email List
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BenR@cvwdwater.com
ben.weink@tetratech.com
bmarkham@bhfs.com
Beth.McHenry@hoferranch.com
bschwartz@mvwd.org
bvelto@uplandca.gov
BoardSupportTeam@ieua.org
bbowcock@irmwater.com
rjdiprimio@sgvwater.com
bobfeenstra@gmail.com
bkuhn@tvmwd.com
bgkuhn@aol.com
Bob.Page@rov.sbcounty.gov
bherrema@bhfs.com
bradley.jensen@cao.sbcounty.gov
BBelmontes@ontarioca.gov
bgdecoud@mvwd.org
brahoward@niagarawater.com
balee@fontanawater.com
byamasaki@mwdh2o0.com
bdickinson65@gmail.com
bgeye@autoclubspeedway.com
bhamilton@downeybrand.com
blee@sawaterco.com
bsmith@jcsd.us
carmens@cvwdwater.com
Carol.Boyd@doj.ca.gov



Carolina Sanchez
Casey Costa
Cassandra Hooks
Chad Nishida
Chander Letulle
Charles Field
Charles Moorrees
Chris Berch

Chris Diggs
Christen Miller

Christensen, Rebecca A
Christopher M. Sanders

Christopher R. Guillen
Cindy Cisneros
Cindy Li

csanchez@westyost.com
ccosta@chinodesalter.org
chooks@niagarawater.com
CNishida@ontarioca.gov
cletulle@jcsd.us
cdfield@att.net
cmoorrees@sawaterco.com
cberch@jcsd.us
chris.diggs@pomonaca.gov
Christen.Miller@cao.sbcounty.gov
rebecca_christensen@fws.gov
cms@eslawfirm.com
cguillen@bhfs.com
cindyc@cvwdwater.com
Cindy.li@waterboards.ca.gov

City of Chino, Administration Department

Courtney Jones
Craig Miller

Craig Stewart

Cris Fealy

Curtis Burton

Dan McKinney
Dana Reeder
Daniel Bobadilla
Daniela Uriarte
Danny Kim

Dave Argo

Dave Schroeder
David Barnes
David De Jesus
Dawn Varacchi
Deanna Fillon
Denise Garzaro
Denise Pohl
Dennis Mejia
Dennis Williams
Derek Hoffman
Derek LaCombe
Ed Diggs

Ed Means

Eddie Lin

Eddie Oros

Edgar Tellez Foster
Eduardo Espinoza
Elena Rodrigues
Elizabeth M. Calciano
Elizabeth P. Ewens
Elizabeth Willis
Eric Fordham

Eric Garner

Eric Grubb

Eric Lindberg PG,CHG

administration@cityofchino.org
¢jjones@ontarioca.gov
CMiller@wmwd.com
craig.stewart@wsp.com
cifealy@fontanawater.com
CBurton@cityofchino.org
dmckinney@douglascountylaw.com
dreeder@downeybrand.com
dbobadilla@chinohills.org
dUriarte@cbwm.org
dkim@linklogistics.com
daveargo46@icloud.com
DSchroeder@cbwcd.org
DBarnes@geoscience-water.com
ddejesus@tvmwd.com
dawn.varacchi@geaerospace.com
dfillon@DowneyBrand.com
dgarzaro@ieua.org
dpohl@cityofchino.org
dmejia@ontarioca.gov
dwilliams@geoscience-water.com
dhoffman@fennemorelaw.com
dlacombe@ci.norco.ca.us
ediggs@uplandca.gov
edmeans@icloud.com
elin@ieua.org

eoros@bhfs.com
etellezfoster@cbwm.org
EduardoE@cvwdwater.com
erodrigues@wmwd.com
ecalciano@hensleylawgroup.com
elizabeth.ewens@stoel.com
ewillis@cbwcd.org
eric_fordham@geopentech.com
eric.garner@bbklaw.com
ericg@cvwdwater.com
eric.lindberg@waterboards.ca.gov
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Eric N. Robinson
Eric Papathakis
Eric Tarango

Erick Jimenez

Erik Vides

Erika Clement
Eunice Ulloa
Evette Ounanian
Frank Yoo

Fred Fudacz

Fred Galante

G. Michael Milhiser
G. Michael Milhiser
Garrett Rapp
Geoffrey Kamansky
Geoffrey Vanden Heuvel
Gerald Yahr

Gina Gomez

Gina Nicholls

Gino L. Filippi
Gloria Flores
Gracie Torres
Grant Mann

Greg Zarco

Ha T. Nguyen
Heather Placencia
Henry DeHaan
Hvianca Hakim
Hye Jin Lee

Imelda Cadigal
Irene Islas

Ivy Capili

James Curatalo
Jasmin A. Hall
Jason Marseilles
Jean Cihigoyenetche
Jeff Evers

Jeffrey L. Pierson
Jennifer Hy-Luk
Jeremy N. Jungries
Jess Singletary
Jesse Pompa
Jessie Ruedas

Jill Keehnen

Jim Markman

Jim Van de Water
Jim W. Bowman
Jimmie Moffatt
Jimmy Medrano
Jiwon Seung
Joanne Chan

Joao Feitoza

Jody Roberto

erobinson@kmtg.com
Eric.Papathakis@cdcr.ca.gov
edtarango@fontanawater.com
Erick.Jimenez@nucor.com
evides@cbwm.org
Erika.clement@sce.com
eulloa@cityofchino.org
EvetteO@cvwdwater.com
FrankY@cbwm.org
ffudacz@nossaman.com
fgalante@awattorneys.com
Milhiser@hotmail.com
directormilhiser@mvwd.org
grapp@westyost.com
gkamansky@niagarawater.com
geoffreyvh60@gmail.com
yahrj@koll.com
ggomez@ontarioca.gov
gnicholls@nossaman.com
Ginoffvine@aol.com
gflores@ieua.org
gtorres@wmwd.com
GMann@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Greg.Zarco@airports.sbcounty.gov
ha.nguyen@stoel.com
heather.placencia@parks.sbcounty.gov
Hdehaan1950@gmail.com
HHakim@linklogistics.com
HJLee@cityofchino.org
Imelda.Cadigal@cdcr.ca.gov
irene.islas@bbklaw.com
ICapili@bhfs.com
jamesc@cvwdwater.com
jhall@ieua.org
jmarseilles@ieua.org
Jean@thejclawfirm.com
jevers@niagarawater.com
jpierson@intexcorp.com
jhyluk@ieua.org
jiungreis@rutan.com
jSingletary@cityofchino.org
jpompa@jcsd.us
Jessie@thejclawfirm.com
jilLkeehnen@stoel.com
jmarkman@rwglaw.com
jimvdw@thomashardercompany.com
jbowman@ontarioca.gov
jimmiem@cvwdwater.com
Jaime.medrano2@cdcr.ca.gov
JiwonS@cvwdwater.com
jchan@wvwd.org
joao.feitoza@cmc.com
jroberto@tvmwd.com



Joe Graziano
Joel Ignacio
John Bosler
John Harper
John Hughes
John Huitsing
John Lopez

John Lopez and Nathan Cole

John Mendoza
John Partridge
John Russ
John Schatz
Jonathan Chang
Jordan Garcia
Jose A Galindo
Jose Ventura
Josh Swift
Joshua Aguilar
Justin Brokaw
Justin Castruita
Justin Nakano

Justin Scott-Coe Ph. D.
Kaitlyn Dodson-Hamilton

Karen Williams
Kati Parker

Keith Lemieux
Kelly Alhadeff-Black
Kelly Ridenour
Ken Waring

Kevin Alexander
Kevin O'Toole
Kevin Sage

Kirk Richard Dolar
Kurt Berchtold
Kyle Brochard
Kyle Snay

Laura Roughton
Lee McElhaney
Lewis Callahan
Linda Jadeski

Liz Hurst

Mallory Gandara
Manny Martinez
Marcella Correa
Marco Tule

Maria Ayala

Maria Insixiengmay
Maria Mendoza
Maribel Sosa
Marilyn Levin
Marissa Turner
Mark D. Hensley
Mark Wiley

jgraz4077@aol.com
jignacio@ieua.org
johnb@cvwdwater.com
jrharper@harperburns.com
jhughes@mvwd.org
johnhuitsing@gmail.com
jlopez@sarwc.com
customerservice@sarwc.com
jmendoza@tvmwd.com
jpartridge@angelica.com
jruss@ieua.org
jschatz13@cox.net
jonathanchang@ontarioca.gov
jgarcia@cbwm.org
Jose.A.Galindo@linde.com
jose.ventura@linde.com
jmswift@fontanawater.com
jaguilart@wmwd.com
jbrokaw@marygoldmutualwater.com
jacastruita@fontanawater.com
JNakano@cbwm.org
jscottcoe@mvwd.org
kaitlyn@tdaenv.com
kwilliams@sawpa.org
kparker@katithewaterlady.com
klemieux@awattorneys.com
kelly.black@lewisbrisbois.com
KRIDENOUR@fennemorelaw.com
kwaring@jcsd.us
kalexander@ieua.org
kotoole@ocwd.com
Ksage@IRMwater.com
kdolar@cbwm.org
kberchtold@gmail.com
KBrochard@rwglaw.com
kylesnay@gswater.com
Iroughton@wmwd.com
Imcelhaney@bmklawplc.com
Lewis.Callahan@cdcr.ca.gov
ljadeski@wvwd.org
ehurst@ieua.org
MGandara@wmwd.com
DirectorMartinez@mvwd.org
MCorrea@rwglaw.com
mtule@ieua.org
mayala@jcsd.us
Maria.Insixiengmay@cc.sbcounty.gov
mmendoza@westyost.com
Maribel.Sosa@pomonaca.gov
Marilynhlevin@gmail.com
mturner@tvmwd.com
mhensley@hensleylawgroup.com
mwiley@chinohills.org



Marlene B. Wiman mwiman@nossaman.com

Martin Cihigoyenetche marty@thejclawfirm.com

Martin Cihigoyenetche - JC Law Imcihigoyenetche@ieua.org
Martin Rauch martin@rauchcc.com

Martin Zvirbulis mezvirbulis@sgvwater.com
Matthew H. Litchfield mlitchfield@tvmwd.com
Maureen Snelgrove Maureen.snelgrove@airports.sbcounty.gov
Maureen Tucker mtucker@awattorneys.com
Megan Sims mnsims@sgvwater.com
Meredith Nikkel mnikkel@downeybrand.com
Michael Adler michael.adler@mcmcnet.net
Michael B. Brown, Esq. michael.brown@stoel.com
Michael Blay mblay@uplandca.gov

Michael Cruikshank mcruikshank@wsc-inc.com
Michael Fam mfam@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Michael Hurley mhurley@ieua.org

Michael Maeda michael.maeda@cdcr.ca.gov
Michael Mayer Michael.Mayer@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Michael P. Thornton mthornton@tkeengineering.com
Michele Hinton mhinton@fennemorelaw.com
Michelle Licea mlicea@mvwd.org

Mikayla Coleman mikayla@cvstrat.com

Mike Gardner mgardner@wmwd.com

Mike Maestas mikem@cvwdwater.com

Miriam Garcia mgarcia@ieua.org

Monica Nelson mnelson@ieua.org

Moore, Toby TobyMoore@gswater.com
MWDProgram MWDProgram@sdcwa.org
Nabil B. Saba Nabil.Saba@gswater.com

Nadia Aguirre naguirre@tvmwd.com

Natalie Costaglio natalie.costaglio@mcmcnet.net
Natalie Gonzaga ngonzaga@cityofchino.org
Nathan deBoom n8deboom@gmail.com

Neetu Gupta ngupta@ieua.org

Nicholas Miller Nicholas.Miller@parks.sbcounty.gov
Nichole Horton Nichole.Horton@pomonaca.gov
Nick Jacobs njacobs@somachlaw.com
Nicole deMoet ndemoet@uplandca.gov

Nicole Escalante NEscalante@ontarioca.gov
Noah Golden-Krasner Noah.goldenkrasner@doj.ca.gov
Norberto Ferreira nferreira@uplandca.gov

Paul Hofer farmerhofer@aol.com

Paul Hofer farmwatchtoo@aol.com

Paul S. Leon pleon@ontarioca.gov

Pete Vicario PVicario@cityofchino.org

Peter Dopulos peterdopulos@gmail.com

Peter Dopulos peter@egoscuelaw.com

Peter Hettinga peterhettinga@yahoo.com
Peter Rogers progers@chinohills.org

Rebekah Walker rwalker@jcsd.us

Richard Anderson horsfly1@yahoo.com

Richard Gonzales rgonzales@uplandca.gov
Richard Rees richard.rees@wsp.com



Robert DelLoach
Robert E. Donlan
Robert Neufeld
Robert S.

Robert Wagner
Ron Craig

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

Ryan Shaw

Sam Nelson

Sam Rubenstein
Sandra S. Rose
Scott Burton
Scott Cooper
Scott Slater

Seth J. Zielke
Shawnda M. Grady
Sherry Ramirez
Sonya Barber
Sonya Zite
Stephanie Reimer
Stephen Deitsch
Stephen Parker
Steve Kennedy
Steve M. Anderson
Steve Riboli
Steve Smith
Steven Andrews
Steven J. Elie
Steven J. Elie
Steven Popelar
Steven Raughley
Susan Palmer
Sylvie Lee

Tammi Ford
Tarig Awan

Taya Victorino
Teri Layton

Terri Whitman
Terry Watkins
Thomas S. Bunn
Tim Barr

Timothy Ryan
Todd Corbin
Tom Barnes

Tom Cruikshank
Tom Dodson
Tom Harder

Tom O'Neill
Tommy Hudspeth
Tony Long

robertadeloach1@gmail.com
rdonlan@wjhattorneys.com
robneu1@yahoo.com
RobertS@cbwcd.org
rwagner@wbecorp.com
Rcraig21@icloud.com
ronLaBrucherie@gmail.com
rcpietersma@aol.com
rllamas71@yahoo.com
rfavela@cbwm.org
RShaw@wmwd.com
snelson@ci.norco.ca.us
srubenstein@wpcarey.com
directorrose@mvwd.org
sburton@ontarioca.gov
scooper@rutan.com
sslater@bhfs.com
sjzielke@fontanawater.com
sgrady@wijhattorneys.com
SRamirez@kmtg.com
sbarber@ci.upland.ca.us
szite@wmwd.com
SReimer@mvwd.org
stephen.deitsch@bbklaw.com
sparker@uplandca.gov
skennedy@bmklawplc.com
steve.anderson@bbklaw.com
steve.riboli@riboliwines.com
ssmith@ieua.org
sandrews@sandrewsengineering.com
s.elie@mpglaw.com
selie@ieua.org
spopelar@jcsd.us
Steven.Raughley@isd.sbcounty.gov
spalmer@kidmanlaw.com
slee@tvmwd.com
tford@wmwd.com
Tarig.Awan@cdcr.ca.gov
tayav@cvwdwater.com
tlayton@sawaterco.com
TWhitman@kmtg.com
Twatkins@geoscience-water.com
tombunn®@Ilagerlof.com
tbarr@wmwd.com
tiryan@sgvwater.com
tcorbin@cbwm.org
tbarnes@esassoc.com
tcruikshank@linklogistics.com
tda@tdaenv.com
tharder@thomashardercompany.com
toneill@chinodesalter.org
tommyh@sawaterco.com
tlong@angelica.com



Toyasha Sebbag
Tracy J. Egoscue
Travis Almgren
Trevor Leja

Veva Weamer
Victor Preciado
Vivian Castro
Wade Fultz
WestWater Research, LLC
William Brunick
William McDonnell
William Urena

tsebbag@cbwcd.org
tracy@egoscuelaw.com
talmgren@fontanaca.gov
Trevor.Leja@cao.sbcounty.gov
vweamer@westyost.com
victor.preciado@pomonaca.gov
vcastro@cityofchino.org
Wade.Fultz@cmc.com
research@waterexchange.com
bbrunick@bmklawplc.com
wmcdonnell@ieua.org
wurena@emeraldus.com



	20260205 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER RE POS.pdf
	CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
	Case No. RCVRS 51010
	Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino, et al.
	PROOF OF SERVICE


	Mail list Court Filings.pdf
	By: _____________
	SCOTT S. SLATER
	BRADLEY J. HERREMA
	LAURA K. YRACEBURU
	Attorneys for
	CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
	20250408 NOTICE OF RULING RE MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE WATERMASTER SEMI-ANNUAL OBMP STATUS REPORT 2024-2.pdf
	CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
	Case No. RCVRS 51010
	Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino, et al.
	PROOF OF SERVICE






