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I INTRODUCTION

The City of Ontario (“Ontario”) opposes Chino Basin Watermaster’s (“Watermaster”)
Motion for Court Approval of Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years (“FY”’) 2021/22 and 2022/23
Assessment Packages (“Motion for Approval” or “Motion”), because the Corrected and Amended
FY 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment Packages (“CAA Packages”) are still in conflict with the
original Dry Year Yield (“DYY”) Program agreements, the Judgment, this Court’s prior orders,
and the Court of Appeal’s April 18, 2025 Opinion' (“Opinion” or “Op.”), and hereby challenges
Watermaster’s adoption of the CAA Packages pursuant to the Judgment and other orders entered
in this case, including paragraph 31 of the Judgment.

I1. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A. The Opinion Found That Watermaster’s Interpretation and Application of
the 2019 Letter Agreement Defied the Original DYY Program Agreements,
Court Orders, and Judgment

“Watermaster’s interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement violated the
Judgment and agreements that created the DYY program,” and the effect was to defy the rules in
the original DYY Program agreements® “by allowing FWC (a nonparty) to voluntarily produce
water from the storage account without a Local Agency Agreement [and] by letting CVWD to
voluntarily produce double its allocated shares of stored water regardless of its performance
criteria.” (Op. at 27-28.) The Opinion also found that Watermaster’s exemption of this voluntary
production caused unlawful cost-shifting and a resulting increase in assessments shouldered by
Ontario and other parties to the Judgment. (/d. at 34-36.)

The Court of Appeal held that the 2019 Letter Agreement “fundamentally changed the

! The Opinion is attached as Exhibit A to the Declaration of Bradley J. Herrema in Support of
Watermaster’s Motion.

2 “The program is governed by three sets of agreements (two of which were approved by the
superior court): (1) the Funding Agreement, (2) the Storage and Recovery Agreement, and (3) the
Local Agency Agreements.” (Op. at 25.)

3 As to CVWD, while the Opinion focused on Watermaster improperly allowing CVWD to
voluntarily produce double its allocated shares of stored from the DYY Program storage account
regardless of its performance criteria, the Court of Appeal also recognized that the original DY'Y
agreements and court orders did not allow for DYY production absent a “call” from Metropolitan
Water District. (Op. at 9, 12, 14, 27; Declaration of Elizabeth P. Ewens (“Ewens Decl.”), Ex. 1 at
24:1-8 (transcript of appellate oral arguments).) 4
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recovery aspect of the DYY Program by allowing voluntary production of water from the storage
account regardless of party status or performance criteria” and that “[t]he impact of these voluntary
takes materially affected the rights of the Operating Parties and other local agencies when
Watermaster interpreted and applied the 2019 Letter Agreement inconsistently with the original
DYY Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders when it calculated/approved the
FY 2021/2022 and 2022/2023 Assessment Packages.” (Op. at 38-39.) What the above findings
make clear is the Court of Appeal specifically found that the challenged “voluntary production” of
water by Fontana and CVWD from the DYY Program violated the original DYY Program
agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders. (See, e.g., Op. at 34 [“water can no more be
recovered (produced/withdrawn) without a Local Agency Agreement than it can be stored without
such agreements”].) The Court of Appeal’s Opinion targets two primary issues: improperly

claimed “voluntary production” and the resulting unlawful cost-shifting.

B. The Opinion Directs Watermaster to Correct and Amend the Assessment
Packages Consistent with the Original DYY Agreements and Orders Which
Do Not Include the 2019 Letter Agreement and Do Not Authorize “Voluntary
Production”

The Opinion leaves no ambiguity as to what Watermaster was required to do following

issuance of the remittitur:

Accordingly, we reverse the orders of the superior court and direct
Watermaster to correct and amend the FY 2021/2022 and 2022/2023
Assessment Packages consistent with the original DYY Program
agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders.

(Op. at 38-39, emphasis added.) This mandate unambiguously requires Watermaster to correct and
amend the entirety of the Assessment Packages consistent with the original DYY Program
agreements, and not the 2019 Letter Agreement. (See id. at 39 [“Watermaster interpreted and
applied the 2019 Letter Agreement inconsistently with the original DYY Program agreements”
(emphasis added)].) The Opinion does not narrow Watermaster’s obligation to only redressing
economic harm, nor does it allow Watermaster to cherry-pick what portions of the Assessment
Packages to correct. It also does not authorize Watermaster to find new ways—including through

the creation of brand-new terms and accounting mechanisms—to circumvent the Opinion’s

-5-

ONTARIO’S OPPOSITION TO WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL -- RCVRS 51010



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

STOEL RIVES LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SACRAMENTO

mandates. Rather, Watermaster is required by the plain language of the Opinion to correct the
Assessment Packages to reflect only the amount of DY'Y water that could be produced or claimed
by parties pursuant to the original DY'Y Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders.*
Watermaster failed at this task.

C. Watermaster’s Failure to Comply with the Directive Following Remittitur

Since the Remittitur was issued, Watermaster spent months developing and advocating for
alternative proposals that are fundamentally inconsistent with the Opinion. Among other issues,
Watermaster has continued to allow Fontana to claim (and financially benefit from) voluntary
production from the DY'Y Program despite the explicit findings by the Court of Appeal that Fontana
could not participate in the DYY Program. (See Op. at 34.) Ontario repeatedly objected to
Watermaster’s failure to take action to amend the Assessment Packages to correct the unlawful
voluntary production of DYY Program water and corresponding cost-shifting. Instead of
addressing known issues, Watermaster continued to actively work with Fontana and CVWD to
avoid the adverse financial impacts of complying with the plain language of the Opinion,
culminating in the flawed CAA Packages currently pending before this Court for review.

On October 31, 2025, the Court held a status conference following remittitur and directed
Ontario to prepare a proposed order for presentation to all parties and set the matter for hearing on
February 6,2026. (Ewens Decl., § 4, Ex. 2 [Tr., at 9:22-10:6].) The Court also instructed the parties
to meet and confer to see whether they could stipulate to language in a proposed order, and to have

a third-party neutral mediator assist. The parties jointly agreed to mediator Justice Stephen J. Kane

4 The Opinion held that Fontana was not authorized to claim or produce any water from the DYY
Program because it did not have a Local Agency Agreement. (Op. at 30 [none of the DYY
Program agreements permit the production of water from the program’s storage account absent a
court-approved Local Agency Agreement].) As to CVWD, while the Court of Appeal focused on
CVWD’s improper voluntary production of double its allocated shares of stored water regardless
of performance criteria, the Court of Appeal also recognized the distinction between “call” and
“non-call” years. (Op. at 9, 12, 14, 27; Ewens Decl., Ex. 1 at 24:1-8.) Indeed, the underlying
purpose of the 2019 Letter Agreement was to create a construct whereby parties could voluntarily
take DY'Y water in non-call years. Per the Opinion: “Thus, in 2018, IEUA proposed revising the
DYY Program, ‘to increase flexibility for the parties in the Chino Basin by allowing the region to
choose when to buy-out the DYY account [(voluntary take)] without waiting for [a Metropolitan]
‘call year’ [(mandatory take)].”” (Op. at 12.) In so doing, the parties turned what was a “dry year”
program into a “wet year” program. (Ewens Decl., Ex. 1 at 24:1-8.)

6
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(Ret.), and a mediation was held on December 12, 2025. (Ewens Decl., 4 5.) The parties were
unable to reach a resolution on a proposed order, and a follow-up mediation was scheduled for
January 16, 2025. (Ibid.)

In compliance with the Court’s instruction to Ontario to prepare and submit a proposed
order to the Court for the scheduled hearing on February 6, Ontario filed, by the deadline on
January 12, 2026, a Motion for Order Directing Watermaster to Correct and Amend the FY
2021/2022 and 2022/2023 Assessment Packages. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1005(b).) The motion
submitted a proposed order to the Court that mirrored the language in the Opinion.’> The proposed
order also attached a draft of the proposed corrected and amended Assessment Packages that
showed in redline the accounting exercise that would be necessary to correct the Assessment
Packages to reflect the proper DYY Program production by Fontana and CVWD in a manner that
complied with the original DYY Program agreements and orders. (Request for Judicial Notice
(“RIN™), Exs. 19-23.)

Watermaster, Fontana, CVWD and IEUA subsequently opposed Ontario’s motion on
numerous grounds, including that Ontario’s motion was premature and Watermaster should be
allowed to finish its ongoing process of developing the corrected Assessment Packages consistent
with the Opinion. On February 20, 2026, the Court denied Ontario’s motion and found, in part, that
Ontario’s motion was premature and that Watermaster should be allowed to prepare corrected
Assessment Packages that could be reviewed by all parties before being submitted the Cout for
approval. (See Herrema Decl., Ex. B.) The Court recognized Ontario’s reservation of its objections.
(Ewens Decl., 9 6, Ex. 3 at 14:20-23.)

The Court issued an Order on Remittitur and provided that “Watermaster is directed to

correct and amend the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages consistent with the

5 After filing the Motion, Ontario attended the January 16 mediation and negotiated in good faith,
but the parties were unable to resolve the dispute. Ontario did not unilaterally terminate the
mediation as falsely claimed by the opposing parties but filed a notice to the Court to advise the
Court that mediation had not resolved the dispute between the Watermaster and the parties and to
request that the previously scheduled February 6 hearing proceed. (See RIN, Ex. 24.) Notably,
notwithstanding the conclusion of formal mediation, Ontario has continued its efforts to resolve
all issues. (Declaration of Courtney Jones (“Jones7Decl.”), 94, Ex. 2 at 6:8-13.)

ONTARIO’S OPPOSITION TO WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL -- RCVRS 51010



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

STOEL RIVES LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SACRAMENTO

original DY'Y Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior Court orders.” (Herrema Decl., Ex. B
[citing Op. at 39].) The Order directed Watermaster to draft the revised Assessment Packages in
accordance with historical practice and allow stakeholder review through the presentation of the
draft CAA Packages to the Pool and Advisory Committees and Watermaster Board. Watermaster
was directed to file the CAA Packages with the Court for its review no later than March 31, 2026.
D. The Watermaster Process Leading to the Adoption of the CAA Packages
1. There Were Significant Objections to the CAA Packages

Watermaster emphasizes that the CAA Packages were developed through an extensive
stakeholder process, but that process really reflects Watermaster’s attempts to “workshop” its way
around the Opinion’s mandates. However, no amount of “process” can compensate for the fact that
the CAA Packages now presented to this Court fundamentally conflict with the Opinion, a fact
made even more clear by Watermaster’s inability to provide authority from the original DYY
Program agreements and court orders to justify the changes it is advancing.

For example, during the March 10, 2026 workshop, Watermaster staff presented revised
calculations, emphasizing that the revisions were limited to addressing the “economic harm”
stemming from the exemption of Fontana’s and CVWD’s DYY production. (See RIN, Ex. 1 at
p. 3.) The proposals put forward by Watermaster, however, did not address or correct the fact that
CVWD and Fontana still were improperly permitted to get credit for “voluntary” withdrawals of
DYY water. Indeed, the revised Assessment Packages discussed at the workshops and presented
now to the Court for approval include provisions that still allow the exact same volume of water to
be recovered from the DYY Program as Watermaster previously allowed when it originally
approved the now-overturned FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages. (Id. at pp. 1-
3; see e.g. Declaration of Todd M. Corbin (“Corbin Decl.”), Ex. A at 99.)

The meeting process focused almost entirely on Watermaster’s attempt to defend its chosen
accounting approach, including its use of brand-new terminology to justify the changes. And while
the changes are supposed to give effect to the original DY'Y agreements, the Judgment and orders—
all of which remain in effect—Watermaster takes the position that the proposed amendments

(which are supposed to comply with the original orders and agreements, and therefore should be
_8-
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durable) are only for the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 and should not be construed as
precedent. (Motion for Approval at 3:17-20.) If, indeed, Watermaster is implementing the original
DYY orders and agreements then there should be no question about whether the CAA Packages
are “precedent setting”. In other words, if Watermaster is truly correcting the Assessment Packages
to comply with the original DYY orders, agreements, and Judgment, then there should be uniform
continuity across all years, including future years. Instead, because Watermaster is now applying
new accounting methodologies in the CAA Packages that are untethered to the original DYY
agreements and orders, all parties are left with complete uncertainty about whether the new terms
and accounting tactics employed in the CAA Packages will be applied in future Assessment
Packages to all parties, or whether Fontana and CVWD are the only beneficiaries of the new special
rules for the two years at issue in this case.

Finally, it is notable that there was not unanimous support for the CAA Packages. In fact,
the Non-Agricultural Pool voted down the CAA Packages and the Advisory Committee received

“no” votes from Ontario and other parties. (RJIN, Ex. 2 (p. 3), Ex. 3 (pp. 2, 4).)

2. The CAA Packages Do Not Comply with the Original DYY Program
Agreements or Court Orders.

Ontario fully engaged in the process ordered by this Court, submitted both oral and written
questions and comments to Watermaster, and worked in good faith with all parties to try to resolve
the issues to avoid further contested proceedings. (Jones Decl., 44 4-11, Exs. 1 (7:24 —8:25), 2 (6:8
— 7:14), 3, 5, 6(2:10 — 7:19.)® Among other things, Ontario pointed out the fundamental
inconsistencies between the draft CAA Packages, on the one hand, and the Opinion and the original
DYY Program agreements, on the other, including that the CAA Packages continue to allow
Fontana to produce water from the DY'Y Program account without a Local Agency Agreement and
continue to allow CVWD to get credit for “voluntary” production of DY'Y above what was allowed
under its performance criteria and the original DYY Program agreements and orders. (/bid.)
Ontario also pointed out that Watermaster did not address all of the financial harm to Ontario and

other parties, choosing instead to cherry-pick select categories of assessments to revise.

® Ontario’s comments and objections to the CAA Packages are incorporated herein by reference.
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To comply with the Opinion, Watermaster should have gone page-by-page through the
Assessment Packages to determine whether any of the numbers or calculations were affected by
Watermaster’s wrongful application of the 2019 Letter Agreement and then correct those issues.
The Opinion and this Court’s Order on Remittitur did not authorize Watermaster to reweigh policy
considerations by creating new columns and categories of water to create new exceptions to reduce
the adverse financial impacts to Fontana and CVWD. Indeed, uniform treatment of all parties,
instead of applying special rules to only two parties, is at the heart of the Opinion that stresses that
“uniform assessment of production is mandatory” under the Judgment and Watermaster Rules and
Regulations. (Op. at 8.)

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Under paragraph 31 of the Judgment, the Court’s review of any Watermaster action or
decision is “de novo.” (Judgment, § 31(d).) While Watermaster’s findings, if any, may be received
as evidence at the hearing or trial, such evidence “shall not constitute presumptive or prima facie
proof of any fact in issue.” (/bid.) Under this standard of review, and consistent with the Judgment,
the Court is required to look at evidence anew. (/bid.; see, e.g., Littoral Dev. Co. v. S.F. Bay
Conservation & Dev. Comm’n (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 1050, 1058, as modified on denial of reh’g
(May 26, 1994).) Similarly, the Court should conduct independent oversight of Watermaster’s
implementation of the terms in the Judgment and subsequent court orders through the exercise of
the Court’s continuing jurisdiction. (Judgment, 4 16-17.)

IV.  ARGUMENT

A. Law of the Case Requires the Assessment Packages to be Corrected
Consistent with the Original DYY Program Agreements and Court Orders

Code of Civil Procedure section 43 authorizes the Supreme Court and Courts of Appeal to
“affirm, reverse, or modify any judgment or order appealed from, and may direct the proper
judgment or order to be entered.” This directive is binding on the lower court and upon any
subsequent appeal, which is embodied in the law of the case doctrine. “*“[ This] doctrine holds that
when an appellate opinion states a principle or rule of law necessary to the decision, that principle

or rule becomes the law of the case and must be adhered to through its subsequent progress in the
-10-
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lower court and upon subsequent appeal. [Citations.]”’” (Broad. Music, Inc. v. Structured Asset
Sales, LLC (2022) 75 Cal.App.5th 596, 604, quoting People v. Cooper (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th
500, 524.) The doctrine is applicable to “‘“questions not expressly decided but implicitly decided
because they were essential to the decision on the prior appeal.”’” (Ibid., citation omitted.)

B. The CAA Packages Do Not Comply with the Opinion

Watermaster continues to actively work to circumvent and avoid the Opinion’s mandate to
correct and amend the Assessment Packages consistent with the original DYY Program
agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders. Instead, Watermaster has consistently described
the proposed revisions to the Assessment Packages as targeted responses to address certain (but not
all) “economic impacts” identified by the Court of Appeal.

At the outset of the remand process, and contrary to the findings of the Court of Appeal,
Watermaster impermissibly and narrowly construed its mandate, limiting it to correcting what it
characterized as cost-shifting resulting from the failure to assess certain DY'Y withdrawals, without
revisiting the permissibility of the withdrawals themselves. In Watermaster’s words, the CAA
Packages “do not include any determination as to the removal of water from the DYY Program
Account.” (Jones Decl., 19, Ex. 4 at 1-2, emphasis in original.) As a result, the CAA Packages
indiscriminately track and count some DYY water use by CVWD and Fontana when calculating
certain portions of the assessment package but then discount their use of DYY water in other
portions. As a result, the CAA Packages put forward by Watermaster are an absolute end-run
around the Court of Appeal’s Opinion designed to still give Fontana and CVWD the benefit of their
“voluntary” production of DY'Y water under the 2019 Letter Agreement.

While not exhaustive, the following examples are illustrative of Watermaster’s failure to
follow the Opinion, and this Court’s, directive to “correct and amend the FY 2021/2022 and
2022/2023 Assessment Packages consistent with the original DYY Program agreements, the
Judgment, and prior court orders.” (Op. at 39; Herrema Decl., Ex. C.)’

/1

7 Additional examples are provided in the accompanying Declaration of Courtney Jones, and in
written and oral comments provided by Ontario. ngones Decl., 49 13-18, Exs. 3, 5.)

ONTARIO’S OPPOSITION TO WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL -- RCVRS 51010



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

STOEL RIVES LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SACRAMENTO

1. The CAA Packages Still Improperly Give CVWD and Fontana Credit
for Their Unlawful DYY Production

a. The CAA Packages Continue to Reward Fontana for Its
Improper Production of DYY Program Water

The Court of Appeal could not have been clearer than in its statement that Fontana was not,
and is not, entitled to the benefit of DY'Y Program water because it does not have a local agency
agreement. The Court specifically found that the 2019 Letter Agreement “‘def[ies] the rules set
forth in the documents that establish and govern the operation of the DYY Program, including the
2003 Funding Agreement, the 2003 court order adopting it, and the DYY Storage Agreement and
its associated court order’ by allowing FWC (a nonparty) to voluntarily produce water from the
program storage account without a Local Agency Agreement.” (Op. at 30.) Accordingly, in order
to comply with the Opinion’s directive, Watermaster was required to assess the water in question,
thereby reducing Fontana’s production and use of water from the DYY Storage and Recovery
Program to zero.

The Assessment Packages contain multiple types of assessments. These include production
assessments (see Corbin Decl., Ex. A at 89, 87 [Water Production Summary])], and assessments
relating to the Desalter Replenishment Obligation (“DRO”). (See id., Ex. A at 99, 187 [Remaining
Desalter Replenishment Obligation (RDRO)].) Using the FY 2021/2022 CAA Package as an
example, as to the production assessments, the CAA Package does what is required and zeroes out
the 2,500 AF in Fontana’s previously claimed DYY production and assesses Fontana for the full
13,565.3 AF of its production. (/d., Ex. A at 89, columns 10G and 10K.) However, in calculating
Fontana’s share of the DRO assessments, that CAA Package still gives Fontana full credit for its
2,500 AF of claimed DYY production (see id., Ex. A at 99, column 20G), subtracts that amount
from Fontana’s adjusted physical production (id., at column 20H), and thus reduces the amount of
Fontana’s DRO assessment by the amount of Fontana’s claimed DYY production. There is no
authority in the original DYY Program agreements, the Judgment, prior DY'Y court orders, or the

Opinion that allows Fontana—a party without a Local Agency Agreement—to participate in and

-12-
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claim a benefit from the DYY Program. Indeed, Watermaster has cited to none.® The resulting
impact is the same cost-shifting burden to Ontario and other parties that the Court of Appeal found

to be contrary to the Judgment and original DY'Y orders and agreements.

b. The CAA Packages Give CYVWD Credit for DYY Production in
Non-Call Years and in Excess of Its Performance Criteria

There is no authority in the original DYY agreements and court orders that allows
production from the DYY storage account during a “non-call” year, nor is there any authority to
allow CVWD to produce DYY Program water above its performance criteria set forth in its Local
Agency Agreement. As the Opinion noted, the production of DY'Y Program water is not authorized
unless there is a “call” by Metropolitan Water District for Stored Water Delivery. (Jones Decl.,
912, Ex. 7 [ VL.B.5].) In contrast, during call years, all parties with Local Agency Agreements are
authorized and required to produce DYY Program water. (Id., 4 12.) So-called “voluntary”
production of DYY water in a non-call year was not allowed under the original DYY Program
agreements, the Judgment, or prior court orders but was later improperly authorized under the 2019
Letter Agreement. (See Op. at 9, 12, 14, 27.) The years covered by the FY 2021/22 and 2022/23
Assessment Packages were not “call” years, and therefore no operating parties were authorized to
produce or claim DYY Program water during those years. (Jones Decl., § 12, Ex. 5.)

Even if, arguendo, one buys into the fiction created by Watermaster that the water years at
issue were “call” years even though it is undisputed that they were not (Jones Decl. Ex. 5), the CAA
Packages still violate the Court of Appeal’s Opinion because they give CVWD credit for DYY
water in amounts that are in excess of the 11,353 AF allowed by CVWD’s Local Agency
Agreement. (Op. at 15.) For example, in CAA Package for FY 2021/22, Watermaster gives CVWD
credit for—and thus exempts from production assessments—12,304 AF of claimed DYY Program
water for FY 2021/22 (Corbin Decl., Ex. A at 89, column 10J) and exempts the entirety of this

water from production assessments (id., column 10K). Likewise, in the CAA Package for

§ Watermaster attempts to justify this approach by stating that it considered the “actual harm” to
CVWD and Fontana. (Motion to Approve at 11:23-27.) It is improper to consider the economic
harm to only these parties, and it defies the Opinilo3n’s mandate.
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FY 2022/23, Watermaster exempts from production assessments 17,912.8 AF of DYY Program
water. (Id., Ex. A at 177 (column 10J); Jones Decl., q 16.) These amounts are in excess of the
11,353 AF of water allowed under CVWD’s Local Agency Agreement in a call year. (RIN, Ex. 5
at Ex. B.) In other words, in addition to giving CVWD credit for the production of DYY water in
a non-call year, Watermaster is allowing CVWD to get credit and reap financial benefits from DYY
production above the established limits for CVWD under the DY'Y Program agreements and orders
and CVWD’s own Local Agency Agreement. As the Court of Appeal found, “in calculating the FY
2021/22 assessment package, Watermaster exempted CVWD’s voluntary production of 20,500 AF
of water from the DYY account even though the agreed-to performance criteria authorized it to
produce only 11,353 AF in any given year.” (Op. at15.) Thus, in calculating the revised
assessments, Watermaster is still relying on the voluntary withdrawals that the Court of Appeal
already found to be improper. (/d. at 34-35.) What is reflected in the CAA Packages now before
this Court is an extension of the same “voluntary” production of DYY water that the Court of
Appeal previously ruled is unauthorized by the original DY'Y Program agreements and court orders.
(Id. at 15-16, 20, 30.)°
2. Watermaster Fails to Correct the Whole of the Assessment Packages

As noted above, the CAA Packages fail to correct DRO assessments. A central feature of
the CAA Packages is Watermaster’s decision not to assess Fontana and CVWD’s claimed DYY
water for purposes of DRO assessments. Watermaster has tried to justify this exclusion by
recharacterizing this water as “withdrawn” from the DYY storage account and suggesting that as
“foreign” or imported water, DRO does not apply. (See Jones Decl., Ex. 1 at 9:10-24.) Whatever
new term Watermaster creates to recategorize this water, the result is the same: Fontana and CVWD

still are benefiting from their claimed use of DY'Y water through the exemption of the DYY water

? Watermaster suggests that so long as CVWD can demonstrate that it “rolled off” of its imported
water supplies, it can claim and exempt amounts greater than the limits contained as part of the
Exhibit G performance criteria and CVWD’s Local Agency Agreement. (Motion at 2-3.) Such an
interpretation nullifies the DYY Program Orders and Agreements and the performance criteria
contained therein. Such a result is both contrary to law and nonsensical, particularly with the crux
of the Court of Appeal’s order directed Watermaster to correct and amend the Assessment
Packages “consistent with the original DY'Y Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court

orders.” (Op. at 38-39.) 14
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from DRO assessment calculations to the detriment of the other parties. (See Motion for Approval
at 10:20-11:27.) This dual treatment—assessing DYY withdrawals as production for some
purposes in the CAA Packages but not others—was identified during committee discussions as
violative of the Judgment, the original DYY Program agreements, and the Opinion. (See Jones
Decl., Ex. 1 at 9:10 — 12:3.)!°

Put another way, Watermaster selectively (though imperfectly) attempted to correct some
portions of the Assessment Packages while ignoring others. It purported to “correct” calculations
relating to general production assessments, while still giving Fontana and CVWD credit for claimed
DYY production (“Storage and Recovery Adjustments”) for purposes of the DRO assessments
contained within the Assessment Packages. Using the FY 2021/2022 CAA Package as an example,
Watermaster exempts the full 2,500 AF of Fontana’s claimed DYY water from DRO assessments
notwithstanding the fact that the Court of Appeal unequivocally ruled that Fontana was not entitled
to participate in the DY'Y Program. (See Corbin Decl., Ex. A at 99, columns 20G, 20H.) And, for
its part, CVWD avoids DRO assessments for the same 20,500 AF of DYY production it claimed as
part of the original Assessment Packages that the Court of Appeal overturned. (Id. at columns 20E,
20G, 20H.) There is no authority in the Opinion for such cherry-picking. Watermaster’s insistence
on giving Fontana and CVWD credit for DYY Program water in the calculation of DRO
assessments economically harms Ontario and the other parties. (Jones Decl., 9 13-18.) It is both
improper and inconsistent with the original DYY Program agreements, the Judgment and prior
court orders.

If Watermaster followed the original DY'Y agreements, DY'Y orders, and the Judgment in
the first instance, then Watermaster never would have allowed Fontana to produce DYY water
without a local agency agreement, Watermaster never would have allowed CVWD to claim DYY
production in a non-call year, and (in a call year) Watermaster never would have allowed CVWD

to produce DY'Y water in excess of Exhibit G (imported water criteria) or in excess of CVWD’s

19 The 2019 Appropriative Pool Pooling Plan Amendment does not change this result and does
not apply. The 2019 Letter Agreement was not “approved” and the voluntary production still
claimed by Fontana and CVWD is outside of the original and approved DYY Program orders and

agreements.
-15-
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performance obligation. Further, Watermaster certainly never would have allowed CVWD and
Fontana to reduce their respective DRO assessment obligations based on the above. For the same
reason now, when directed to amend the Assessment Packages consistent with the original DY'Y
agreements, court orders, and the Judgment, Watermaster cannot make up new rules, new terms,
and new accounting methodologies in order to continue to credit CVWD and Fontana for their

claimed DY'Y production and reduce the DRO assessments owed by these parties.

3. Watermaster Created Entirely New Categories of Water to Shield
Fontana and CVWD from the Impacts of the COA’s Opinion

The real “legal fiction” in this case stems from Watermaster’s introduction of new
terminology and accounting constructs for no purpose other than to circumvent the Opinion.
Indeed, Watermaster has admitted as much. For example, in introducing a brand-new “Storage and
Recovery Adjustments” column to the calculation of DRO assessments, Watermaster explains in a
footnote that the column “was added to account for (CVWD’s) withdrawal of water in excess of
the Exhibit ‘G’ Performance Criteria amount, and (Fontana’s) withdrawal of water absent of (sic)
a Local Agency Agreement.” (Corbin Decl., Ex. A at 99, fn. 2.) The use of this column and the
credits in that column given to CVWD and Fontana have no precedent in Watermaster’s “historical
practices” and certainly have no basis in the DY'Y Program agreements, orders, or the Judgment.
(Jones Decl., § 15.)

Additionally, Watermaster fails to explain (or cite to supporting provisions from the original
DYY governing documents or the Opinion) why so-called “transferred” water is exempt from DRO
assessments. As a symptom of its attempt to find ways around the Court of Appeal’s directives,

29 <6

Watermaster goes on to use the terms “withdrawn,” “transferred,” “extracted,” and “produced”
seemingly interchangeably, without a clear distinction between the terms, and on an inconsistent
basis. In doing so, Watermaster appears to have predetermined a few of the four issues the Court
of Appeal ordered the parties to work together to resolve and then applied those determinations to
the CAA Packages to reduce the adverse financial impacts to Fontana and CVWD. (Op. at 39; see

also Section IV.D., below.) Watermaster has provided no specific authority in the original DYY

orders and agreements to make these determinations, nor a justification for circumventing the
-16-
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Opinion’s directive for the parties to work together to resolve the four forward-looking issues.'!

C. Ontario Is Not Asking for a Physical Return of DYY Water to the Basin, Nor
Is It Asking Watermaster to Perform an Impossible Task

Watermaster contends that in correcting the Assessment Packages it cannot “return” water
that was removed from the DYY storage account by Fontana and CVWD. First, this contention is
flatly contradicted by Watermaster’s prior statements that the Assessment Packages “could always
be changed retroactively.” (Op. at 16.) Second, Ontario is not arguing that Watermaster, or Fontana
and CVWD, should physically “put back™ the water. (See Motion for Approval at 10:5-18.)
Ontario’s arguments are not a “legal fiction” but rather reflect that this process involves only a
simple math and accounting exercise to retroactively correct the Assessment Packages and properly
reclassify this water as Watermaster has previously stated it could do. Third, contrary to
Watermaster’s contentions, this has nothing to do with prior approvals through the Operating
Committee process (see Motion at 14). It is Watermaster’s responsibility to ensure that the Court’s
orders are followed, and it is Watermaster’s responsibility to correct and amend the Assessment
Packages consistent with the DYY Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders. In
sum, Watermaster controls storage and the Assessment Packages, not the Operating Committee.
(Jones Decl., Ex. 5 at 5:9 — 6:2.)

Correcting the accounting is not an impossible task. Indeed, Ontario has already prepared
and submitted a template demonstrating how to correct the Assessment Packages in a manner that
complies with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. (See RIN, Exs.11-13, 16-17; see also, RIN, Exs. 19-
23, 34-38.) Watermaster alleges that this Court rejected the substance accounting methodology put
forward by Ontario. (Motion at 5.) Not so. The crux of this Court’s Order was that Ontario’s motion
was premature. (Herrema, Ex. B at Ex. A at 14-15.) Moreover, consistent with the Court of
Appeal’s directive, this Court ordered Watermaster to amend the Assessment Packages consistent
with the original DYY Program agreements, the Judgment, and the prior court orders. As described

above, this is something that Watermaster utterly failed to do.

1 Notably, the Court of Appeal held that resolution of these issues was not necessary because
Watermaster fundamentally erred in its interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter

Agreement. (Op. at 25.) 17
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D. Watermaster Has Done Nothing to Engage with the Parties on the Four
Reserved Issues as Directed by the Court of Appeal

In its Motion, Watermaster claims to recognize that the four reserved issues, including the
“future viability and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement,” do not need to be resolved as part
of the “correction and amendment process” of the Assessment Packages. (Motion at 12-13.)
Despite this, as discussed above, Watermaster effectively and unilaterally answered some of the
four reserved issues for purposes of the CAA Packages, including whether water from the DYY
Program is withdrawn (not produced), whether stored and supplemental water are simply two types
of groundwater, and whether all stored and supplemental water in the Basin is categorically exempt
from assessments, and then applied those determinations to the CAA Packages to reduce the
adverse financial impacts to Fontana and CVWD. This is inconsistent with the statement in
Watermaster’s Motion that the four issues are reserved and fails to comply with the clear directive
in the Opinion to correct and amend the Assessment Packages pursuant to the original DYY
Program agreements—not the 2019 Letter Agreement.

Watermaster also has not put forward either a timeline or process for the resolution of the
four issues. (Jones Decl., § 18.) Perhaps worse, Watermaster has applied its own “answers” to some
of the four reserved questions to the FY 2021/2022 and 2022/2023 Assessment Packages to benefit
CVWD and Fontana and at the same time has not committed to following the same rules and
precedent in the future. This leaves all other parties in absolute limbo.

V. CONCLUSION

Ontario respectfully requests that the Court deny Watermaster’s Motion for Approval and
direct Watermaster to further correct and amend the Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment
Packages to comply with the Court of Appeal Opinion, the original DY'Y Program agreements, the
Judgment, and the prior court orders, and for Watermaster to initiate a separate process to resolve
the four reserved issues identified by the Court of Appeal. Ontario also requests that this Court
provide specific direction to Watermaster to correct and amend the Assessment Packages consistent
with Ontario’s motion and proposed order submitted in advance of this Court’s February 6, 2026

hearing.
-18-
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Dated: June 1, 2026 STOEL RIVES rrp

By: C—\ gm// ’ &_‘/
ELIZABETH P. EWENS
MICHAEL B. BROWN

Attorneys for
City of Ontario
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CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER
Case No. RCVRS 51010
Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino, et al.
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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.
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CITY OF ONTARIO’S OPPOSITION TO WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT
APPROVAL OF CORRECTED AND AMENDED FISCAL YEARS 2021/22 AND 2022/23
ASSESSMENT PACKAGES
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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



Members:

Aimee Zhao

Alan Frost
Alberto Mendoza
Alejandro R. Reyes
Alex Padilla
Alexis Mascarinas
Alfonso Ruiz
Alonso Jurado
Alyssa Coronado
Amanda Coker
Andrew Gagen
Andy Campbell
Andy Malone
Angelica Todd
Anna Mauser
Anna Nelson
Anthony Alberti
April Robitaille
Art Bennett
Arthur Kidman
Ashley Zapp
Ashok Dhingra
Ben Lewis

Ben Orosco
Benjamin M. Weink
Benjamin Markham
Bill Schwartz

Bill Velto

Board Support Team I[EUA
Bob Bowcock
Bob DiPrimio
Bob Feenstra
Bob Kuhn

Bob Kuhn

Brad Herrema
Bradley Jensen
Brandi Belmontes
Brandi Goodman-Decoud
Brandon Howard
Brenda Fowler
Brent Yamasaki
Brian Dickinson
Brian Geye

Brian Hamilton
Brian Lee

Bryan Smith
Carmen Sierra
Carol Boyd
Carolina Sanchez
Casey Costa
Cassandra Hooks

azhao@ieua.org
Alan.Frost@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Alberto.Mendoza@cmc.com
arreyes@sgvwater.com
Alex.Padilla@wsp.com
AMascarinas@ontarioca.gov
alfonso.ruiz@cmc.com
ajurado@cbwm.org
acoronado@sarwc.com
amandac@cvwdwater.com
agagen@kidmanlaw.com
acampbell@ieua.org
amalone@westyost.com
angelica.todd@ge.com
anna.mauser@nucor.com
atruongnelson@cbwm.org
aalberti@sgvwater.com
arobitaille@bhfs.com
citycouncil@chinohills.org
akidman@kidmanlaw.com
ashley.zapp@cmc.com
ash@akdconsulting.com
benjamin.lewis@gswater.com
Borosco@cityofchino.org
ben.weink@tetratech.com
bmarkham@bhfs.com
bschwartz@mvwd.org
bvelto@uplandca.gov
BoardSupportTeam@ieua.org
bbowcock@irmwater.com
rjdiprimio@sgvwater.com
bobfeenstra@gmail.com
bgkuhn@aol.com
bkuhn@tvmwd.com
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
csanchez@westyost.com
ccosta@chinodesalter.org
chooks@niagarawater.com



Chad Nishida
Chander Letulle
Charles Field
Charles Moorrees
Chris Berch

Chris Diggs
Christen Miller

Christensen, Rebecca A

Christopher R. Guillen
Cindy Cisneros
Cindy Li

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
cquillen@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
Demi Hite
Denise Garzaro
Denise Pohl
Dennis Mejia
Dennis Williams
Derek Hoffman
Derek LaCombe

dhernandez@ramscpa.net

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
Eric N. Robinson

Eric Papathakis

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
smanno@ramscpa.net
dgarzaro@ieua.org
dpohl@cityofchino.org
dmejia@ontarioca.gov
dwilliams@geoscience-water.com
dhoffman@fennemorelaw.com
dlacombe@ci.norco.ca.us
dhernandez@ramscpa.net
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
erobinson@kmtg.com
Eric.Papathakis@cdcr.ca.gov

3



Eric Tarango

Erick Jimenez

Erik Vides

Erika Clement
Eunice Ulloa

Evette Ounanian
Frank Yoo

Fred Fudacz

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

Greg Zarco

Ha T. Nguyen
Heather Placencia
Henry DeHaan

Hye Jin Lee
Imelda Cadigal
Irene Islas
Isabella Padilla
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

Joe Graziano

Joe Kingsbury
Joel Ignacio

John Bosler

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
directormilhiser@mvwd.org
Milhiser@hotmail.com
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
Greg.Zarco@airports.sbcounty.gov
ha.nguyen@stoel.com
heather.placencia@parks.sbcounty.gov
Hdehaan1950@gmail.com
HJLee@cityofchino.org
Imelda.Cadigal@cdcr.ca.gov
irene.islas@bbklaw.com
ipadilla@cbwcd.org
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
jgraz4077@aol.com
jkingsbury@wsc-inc.com
jignacio@ieua.org
johnb@cvwdwater.com



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

Kayla Garrett
Keith Lemieux
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
Marlene B. Wiman
Martin Cihigoyenetche

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
kgarrett@linklogistics.com
klemieux@awattorneys.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
I[roughton@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
mwiman@nossaman.com
marty@thejclawfirm.com

Martin Cihigoyenetche - JC Law Imcihigoyenetche@ieua.org



Martin Rauch

Martin Zvirbulis
Matthew H. Litchfield
Maureen Snelgrove
Maureen Tucker
Megan Hernandez
Megan Sims
Meredith Nikkel
Michael Adler

Michael B. Brown, Esq.

Michael Blay
Michael Fam
Michael Hurley
Michael J. Cruikshank
Michael Maeda
Michael Mayer
Michael P. Thornton
Michele Hinton
Michelle Licea
Mikayla Coleman
Mike Gardner
Mike Maestas
Miriam Garcia
Moore, Toby
MWDProgram
Nabil B. Saba
Nadia Aguirre
Natalie Costaglio
Natalie Gonzaga
Nathan deBoom
Neetu Gupta
Nicholas Miller
Nichole Horton
Nick Jacobs
Nicole deMoet
Nicole Escalante
Noah Golden-Krasner
Norberto Ferreira
Paul Hofer

Paul Hofer

Paul S. Leon

Pete Vicario
Peter Dopulos
Peter Dopulos
Peter Hettinga
Peter Rogers
Rebekah Walker
Richard Anderson
Richard Gonzales
Richard Rees
Robert DelLoach
Robert E. Donlan
Robert Neufeld

martin@rauchcc.com
mezvirbulis@sgvwater.com
mlitchfield@tvmwd.com
Maureen.snelgrove@airports.sbcounty.gov
mtucker@awattorneys.com
mhernandez@linklogistics.com
mnsims@sgvwater.com
mnikkel@downeybrand.com
michael.adler@mcmcnet.net
michael.brown@stoel.com
mblay@uplandca.gov
mfam@dpw.sbcounty.gov
mhurley@ieua.org
mcruikshank@SantiagoWS.com
michael.maeda@cdcr.ca.gov
Michael.Mayer@dpw.sbcounty.gov
mthornton@tkeengineering.com
mhinton@fennemorelaw.com
mlicea@mvwd.org
mikayla@cvstrat.com
mgardner@wmwd.com
mikem@cvwdwater.com
mgarcia@ieua.org
TobyMoore@gswater.com
MWDProgram@sdcwa.org
Nabil.Saba@gswater.com
naguirre@tvmwd.com
natalie.costaglio@mcmcnet.net
ngonzaga@cityofchino.org
n8deboom@gmail.com
ngupta@ieua.org
Nicholas.Miller@parks.sbcounty.gov
Nichole.Horton@pomonaca.gov
njacobs@somachlaw.com
ndemoet@uplandca.gov
NEscalante@ontarioca.gov
Noah.goldenkrasner@doj.ca.gov
nferreira@uplandca.gov
farmwatchtoo@aol.com
farmerhofer@aol.com
pleon@ontarioca.gov
PVicario@cityofchino.org
peterdopulos@gmail.com
peter@egoscuelaw.com
peterhettinga@yahoo.com
progers@chinohills.org
rwalker@jcsd.us
horsfly1@yahoo.com
rgonzales@uplandca.gov
richard.rees@wsp.com
robertadeloach1@gmail.com
rdonlan@wjhattorneys.com
robneul1@yahoo.com



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 Manno

Scott Slater

Seth J. Zielke
Shawnda M. Grady
Sherry Ramirez

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
smanno@ramscpa.net
sslater@bhfs.com
sjzielke@fontanawater.com
sgrady@wjhattorneys.com
SRamirez@kmtg.com

Shoshana (Suzanne llene) SchilleSSchiller@mankogold.com

Sonya Barber
Sonya Zite
Stephania Rodriguez
Stephanie Reimer
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
Terri Whitman
Thomas Rice
Thomas S. Bunn
Tim Barr

Timothy Ryan
Todd Corbin

Tom Barnes

Tom Cruikshank
Tom Dodson
Tom Harder

Tom O'Neill
Tommy Hudspeth
Tony Long
Toyasha Sebbag
Tracy J. Egoscue

sbarber@ci.upland.ca.us
szite@wmwd.com
SRodriguez@jcsd.us
SReimer@mvwd.org
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
TWhitman@kmtg.com
Thomas.Rice@bbklaw.com
tombunn@Ilagerlof.com
tbarr@wmwd.com
tjryan@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
tsebbag@cbwcd.org
tracy@egoscuelaw.com



Travis Almgren

Trevor Leja

Veva Weamer

Victor Preciado

Vivian Castro

Wade Fultz

WestWater Research, LLC
William Brunick

William McDonnell
William Urena

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



	20260601 CITY OF ONTARIO’S OPPOSITION TO WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL OF CORRECTED AND AMENDED FISCAL YEARS  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






