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TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES AND THEIR RESPECTIVE ATTORNEYS OF 

RECORD: 

Chino Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster”) respectfully submits the following evidentiary 

objections to specific paragraphs of the Declaration of Courtney Jones in Support of City of 

Ontario’s Supplemental Brief in Support of Opposition to Watermaster’s Motion for Court 

Approval of Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment Packages 

(“Jones Declaration”).  Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 436 and in accordance with 

the objections set forth herein, Watermaster requests that the Court strike the paragraphs 

identified below. 

I. OBJECTIONS TO DECLARATION OF COURTNEY JONES 

As set forth in detail below, numerous paragraphs of the Jones Declaration constitute 

improper legal argument, conclusions, and opinions rather than facts within the declarant’s 

personal knowledge.  
 
 

EVIDENTIARY OBJECTIONS 
 

Para. 
No. 

Material(s) / Statement(s) 
Objected To: 

Grounds for Objection: Ruling 

8. The Local Agency Agreements 
also speak to the maximum amount 
of DYY production. The 
Groundwater and Pumping 
Responsibilities section of the 
Local Agency Agreements 
provides as follows: “Local 
Agency acknowledges and agrees 
that Metropolitan has the right to 
demand the pumping of stored 
water in the Chino groundwater 
basin in the maximum amount 
indicated herein.” (See RJN, Ex. 1 
at § 5(e), Ex. 2 at § 5(e); see also 
RJN, Ex. 3 at § 5(f).) The Local 
Agency Agreements also have an 
operational buffer of 10% above or 
below that maximum. Put another 
way, the agreements only provide 
that a party can exceed their 
performance criteria by 10%, 
which also reinforces the fact that 
the performance criteria in the 
local agency agreement serve as a 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
 
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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maximum amount of agreed upon 
production (subject to the 10% 
operational buffer), not a 
minimum. 
 

legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
 
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
 

11. FWC does not have a Local 
Agency Agreement and, 
accordingly, does not have or 
operate facilities that are 
authorized to produce or recover 
water from the DYY Program. 
Again, under the Court-approved 
2004 DYY Storage and Recovery 
Agreement, “Any modification of 
facilities that is materially different 
from those contemplated by the 
Local Agency Agreements will 
require the filing of a new 
application in accordance with the 
provisions of Article X, Section 
10.7 of the Rules and 
Regulations.” (RJN, Ex. 4 at Ex. 
A, ¶ III.A.2.) Because FWC does 
not have a Local Agency 
Agreement, and does not have 
approved production facilities 
authorized for the recovery of 
DYY Program water, and has not 
filed the required application, FWC 
has no basis or ability to use any 
facilities for the production and 
recovery of DYY Program water. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
 
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 ["affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
'ultimate' facts"]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
 
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
 
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
 

16. Under Article IV of the 
Watermaster’s Rules and 
Regulations, “Watermaster shall 
levy assessments against the 
parties…based upon Production 
during the preceding Production 
period. The assessment shall be 
levied by Watermaster pursuant to 
the pooling plan adopted for 
the applicable pool. [Based on 
Judgment ¶ 53.]” (RJN, Ex. 8 at § 
4.1.) Under Section 4.4, 
assessment adjustments are 
described, but neither production 
from a storage and recovery 
program or the DYY Program is 
applicable. (Id. at § 4.4.) 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801, subd. (a) [expert 
opinion must be based on 
matter of a type reasonably 
relied upon by experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

17. From review of the above original 
governing documents and relevant 
agreements and court orders, 
nothing exempts groundwater 
produced through the Dry Year 
Yield Program from assessments. 
It can be concluded that any water 
produced from the Chino Basin is 
subject to production-based 
assessments unless otherwise 
exempt from a court approved 
agreement or court order. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

18. The Judgment and governing 
documents state that all production 
is assessed. For the purposes of 
assessable production, there is no 
distinction between native, stored, 
or supplemental water. Stored 
supplemental water is also subject 
to Watermaster assessments when 
it is produced. In the Watermaster 
Assessment Package for 
Assessment Year 2021-2022 
(Production Year 2020-2021), 
FWC purchased the City of 
Fontana’s recharged recycled water 
credit and transferred 2,722.510 
AF from FWC’s Local 
Supplemental Storage Recharged 
Recycled Account to its Excess 
Carryover (ECO) Storage Account 
which was then used as Annual 
Production Right and was included 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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in FWC’s assessable production. 
(see RJN, Ex. 11 at pp. 8.1, 
10.1-14.1.) Recycled water is 
treated wastewater generated from 
IEUA’s regional treatment plants 
and cannot reasonably be 
categorized as native water. Once 
recharged into the groundwater 
basin, it becomes a mixture of 
multiple water sources (imported, 
groundwater, stormwater, recycled 
water). This recycled water was 
also included in (e.g., not 
exempted from) the calculation of 
FWC’s DRO assessments. 
 
 

(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

19. Water produced from the aquifer 
does not change physical character. 
The labeling of portions of 
produced water as “native 
groundwater” or “supplemental 
groundwater” or even “DYY 
Program water” are merely an 
accounting function. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
 
 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

20. The Judgment’s definition of 
Groundwater does not distinguish 
between the “type” of groundwater 
or how that water made its way 
into the basin, and all wellhead 
production within the Chino Basin 
is the production of 
“Groundwater”. There is no 
physical distinction between the 
pumping of Safe Yield, local water 
in storage, and supplemental water 
in storage such as recycled 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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water recharge or DYY Program 
water. 

questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

21. All production places a physical 
burden or impact on the Basin. In 
the case of the DYY Program, the 
potential for material physical 
injury was analyzed by 
Watermaster as part of the 2004 
Storage and Recovery Agreement 
approved by the Court. The 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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agreement acknowledges that any 
material changes (including 
changes in the production facilities 
used) requires an amendment to the 
Storage and Recovery Agreement 
and local agency agreement. 

Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

22. Similarly, the 2003 Funding 
Agreement approved by the Court 
requires the yearly development 
and submission of an Annual 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
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Operating Plan. The Funding 
Agreement requires the Annual 
Operating Plan to “provide 
sufficient information to allow the 
Operating Committee and 
Watermaster to assess potential 
impacts from the (DYY) Program 
on the Chino Basin and the 
Judgment Parties, such as: (1) 
current and projected water levels 
in the basin; and (2) short-term and 
long-term projections of Chino 
Basin water supply and water 
quality.” In this way, the Funding 
Agreement expressly recognizes 
that all production – including 
production from the DYY Program 
– places a physical burden on the 
Basin with the real potential of 
affecting the Basin’s water supply 
and water quality. 

deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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23. Watermaster’s proposed corrected 
and amended assessment packages 
(“CAA Packages”) do not comply 
with the Court of Appeal’s 
direction to correct and amend the 
assessment packages consistent 
with the Judgment and original 
DYY Orders and Agreements, and 
are inconsistent with the manner in 
which Watermaster historically 
administered the DYY Program 
and calculated assessments. Prior 
to the 2019 Letter Agreement at 
issue in this case, Watermaster 
did not allow parties to claim DYY 
production in non-call years and 
did not allow parties without 
a Local Agency Agreement to 
recover DYY Program water. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

24. Even as amended, the CAA 
Packages continue to allow CVWD 
and FWC to claim DYY 
production in a non-call year, they 
give CVWD credit and the 
financial benefit of DYY 
production in amounts greater than 
the limits contained in CVWD’s 
Local Agency Agreement, and 
allow both CVWD and FWC to 
exempt their claimed DYY 
production from DRO assessments 
even though DYY production – 
especially by FWC in the absence 
of a Local Agency Agreement 
– was unauthorized. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
 



BR
O

W
N

ST
EI

N
 H

Y
A

TT
 F

A
R

BE
R

 S
C

H
R

EC
K

, L
LP

 
10

20
 S

ta
te

 S
tre

et
 

Sa
nt

a 
Ba

rb
ar

a,
 C

A
 9

31
01

 

 

 -14-  
OBJECTION TO DECLARATION OF COURTNEY JONES ISO SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF 

52485289 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

27. The CAA Packages continue to 
give both CVWD and FWC the 
benefit of reduced DRO 
assessments through a reduction 
based on CVWD and FWC’s 
claimed DYY Program production. 
This has the result of continuing to 
reduce CVWD and FWC’s fair 
share of RDRO, and shifting those 
assessments to other parties 
including Ontario. 

Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant attempts to 
usurp the role of the Court in 
deciding the merits of this 
case, and is also improperly 
applying law to particular 
facts. (Amtower v. Photon 
Dynamics, Inc. (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1582, 1598-
1599; see also Evid. Code, § 
310 [jury determines 
questions of fact; court 
determines questions of 
law].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
this statement is 
inadmissibly conclusory. 
(See Hayman v. Block 
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 
638-639 [“affidavits must 
cite evidentiary facts, not 
legal conclusions or 
‘ultimate’ facts”]; see also 
Kramer v. Barnes (1963) 
212 Cal.App.2d 440, 446 
[“Affidavits which set forth 
only conclusions, opinions, 
or ultimate facts are 
insufficient”]; Evid. Code, § 
702, subd. (a) [testimony 
must be based on personal 
knowledge].) 
  
Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the declarant is presenting 
improper expert testimony. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 720, 800-
803; see also Evid. Code, § 
801 [expert opinion must be 
based on matter of a type 
reasonably relied upon by 
experts].) 
 
 
 

 
___ Sustained 
 
___ Overruled 
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Objection. Watermaster 
objects on the grounds that 
the statement lacks 
foundation and is 
impermissibly speculative. 
(Evid. Code, §§ 702, subd. 
(a), 800, 403, 405; see also 
Evid. Code, § 352 [court 
may exclude evidence if 
probative value substantially 
outweighed by confusion or 
speculation].) 
  

 

 
Dated: August 3, 2026 
 

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP 
  

By:  
SCOTT S. SLATER 
BRADLEY J. HERREMA 
BENJAMIN MARKHAM 
Attorneys for CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER 

 
 



CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER 
Case No. RCVRS 51010 

Chino Basin Municipal Water District v. City of Chino, et al. 
 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
 

 
I declare that: 

 
I am employed in the County of San Bernardino, California. I 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 August 3, 2026, I served the following: 

1. OBJECTION TO DECLARATION OF COURTNEY JONES IN SUPPORT OF CITY OF 
ONTARIO’S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO 
WATERMASTER’S MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL OF CORRECTED AND AMENDED 
FISCAL YEARS 2021/22 AND 2022/23 ASSESSMENT PACKAGES 

 
/ X / 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: I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to the 
addressee. 
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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. 

/ X / BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: I 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 

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

Executed on August 3, 2026, in Rancho Cucamonga, California. 
 
 
 

Chino Basin Watermaster 
By: Noemi Medrano 
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mezvirbulis@sgvwater.com
mlitchfield@tvmwd.com
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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 DeLoach

Robert E. Donlan

Robert Neufeld

Robert S.
Robert Wagner
Ron Craig

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
farmerhofer@aol.com

farmwatchtoo@aol.com

pleon@ontarioca.gov
PVicario@cityofchino.org
peter@egoscuelaw.com
peterdopulos@gmail.com
peterhettinga@yahoo.com
progers@chinohills.org
rwalker@jcsd.us
horsflyt @yahoo.com
rgonzales@uplandca.gov
richard.rees@wsp.com
robertadeloachl @gmail.com
rdonlan@wjhattorneys.com
robneut @yahoo.com
RobertS@cbwcd.org
rwagner@wbecorp.com
Rcraig21 @icloud.com
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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
Shoshana (Suzanne llene) Schiller

Sonya Barber
Sonya Zite
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

Tariq 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 hludspeth
Tony Long
Toyasha Sebbag
Tracy J. Egoscue
Travis Almgren
Trevor Leja
Veva Weamer

Victor Preciado

Vivian Castro

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@wjhattorneys.com
SRamirez@kmtg.com
SSchiller@mankogold.com
sbarber@ci.upland.ca.us
szite@wmwd.com

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

Tariq.Awan@cdcr.ca.gov
tayav@cvwdwater.com
TWhitman@kmtg.com
Thomas.Rice@bbklaw.com

tombunn@lagerlof.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
talmgren@fontanaca.gov
Trevor.Leja@cao.sbcounty.gov
vweamer@westyost.com
victor.preciado@pomonaca.gov
vcastro@cityofchino.org
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Wade Fultz

WestWater Research, LLC

William Brunick
William McDonnell

William Urena

Wade.Fultz@cmc.com

research@waterexchange.com
bbrunick@bmklawplc.com
wmcdonnell@ieua.org
wurena@emeraldus.com
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