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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The City of Ontario (“Ontario”) hereby responds to the Chino Basin Watermaster’s 

Opposition to Ontario’s Motion for Order Directing Watermaster to Correct and Amend the 

FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages (“Watermaster’s Opposition” or 

“Watermaster’s Opp.”). Some of the issues raised in Watermaster’s Opposition overlap with issues 

raised by Fontana Water Company (“Fontana”) and Cucamonga Valley Water District (“CVWD”) 

in their Joint Opposition to City of Ontario’s Motion for Order Directing Watermaster to Correct 

and Amend the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages (“Joint Opposition”) and 

in IEUA’s Opposition to City of Ontario’s Motion for Order Directing Watermaster to Correct and 

Amend the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages (“IEUA’s Opposition”). In the 

interest of judicial economy, Ontario hereby incorporates by reference its Reply briefs filed in 

response to the Joint Opposition and IEUA’s Opposition, filed concurrently herewith.  

This Reply addresses Watermaster’s unique arguments, and the fact that Watermaster’s 

Opposition and proposed order mischaracterize key portions of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion 

(“Opinion” or “Op.”) and actually omit the Court of Appeal’s singular directive that “Watermaster 

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 p. 39, emphasis 

added.) This Reply brief also sets forth Ontario’s consolidated response to Watermaster, Fontana, 

and CVWD’s arguments regarding the procedures to implement the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, 

including the issue of whether the Assessment Packages must go back through the full Pool and 

committee approval processes. Consistent with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, they do not.  

II. ARGUMENT 

A. All Parties’ Rights Are Protected. 

Watermaster, Fontana, and CVWD (collectively, “Opposing Parties”) suggest that 

implementing the Court of Appeal’s decision requires Watermaster to “follow its ordinary process 

(draft assessment package, workshop(s), presentation to Committees, presentation to Watermaster 

Board) and return corrected and amended packages to this Court.” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 9; 
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FWC/CVWD Joint Opp. at p. 17.) As previously briefed, such crowd-sourcing would have the 

effect of reopening every line item and component of the Assessment Packages to debate and future 

challenge.1 The plain language of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion does not require Watermaster to 

run this gauntlet. 

The Court of Appeal was well aware of the governance structure in this Basin including as 

it relates to the Judgment and the roles and responsibilities of the Pools and Watermaster. Indeed, 

in its Opinion, the Court of Appeal went into great detail regarding the designated functions of the 

Pools including their role in Basin decision-making and management. (Op. at pp. 3-5.) Even with 

this knowledge, the Court of Appeal did not direct the correction and amendment of the Assessment 

Packages to be run through the Pools and Advisory Committee. Instead, the Court of Appeal 

ordered Watermaster to make these corrections. Under established law, the parties are bound by 

the plain language of the appellate court’s order, and the Court must strictly adhere to the directions 

provided by the appellate court. Further, any material variance from the directions given by the 

appellate court is unauthorized and void. (Ayyad v. Sprint Spectrum, L.P. (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 

851, 860.) Here, the Court of Appeal’s direction was clear: “The superior court is directed to enter 

new orders granting Ontario’s challenges, and directing Watermaster to correct and amend its 

FY 2021/2022 and 2022/2023 Assessment Packages.” (Op. at p. 39, emphasis added.) If the Court 

of Appeal wanted Watermaster to begin anew and run the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 

Assessment Packages through the ordinary Pool approval process, it would have said so. But it did 

not. It would be improper, and a material deviation from the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, to rewrite 

the Opinion to require that these Assessment Packages go through “workshop(s), presentation to 

Committees, (and) presentation to Watermaster Board” before they are amended as has been 

suggested by Watermaster and Opposing Parties. (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 9; FWC/CVWD Joint 

Opp. at p. 17.) Simply put, this is not a discretionary exercise that is open for debate. The rules to 

be followed to correct and amend the Assessment Packages have been prescribed by the Court of 

 
1 As previously briefed, any new challenges to the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment 
Packages would be time-barred pursuant to the terms of the Judgment.  
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Appeal and are strictly limited to correcting and amending the Assessment Packages “consistent 

with the original DYY Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders.” (Op. at p. 39.) 

 Engagement in the Pool process also is not necessary to protect the rights of other parties to 

the Judgment. It is notable that Ontario’s Motion at issue herein was served on every party to this 

adjudication. (See Proof of Service attached to Motion.) And yet, only Watermaster, IEUA, 

Fontana, and CVWD filed oppositions. Ontario’s Proposed Order that has been submitted to this 

Court for approval also suggests an additional opportunity for all parties to comment on, or object 

to, the amended Assessment Packages: 

Watermaster is directed to publish and give notice of the amended Assessment 
Packages to all parties no later than February 27, 2026. Thereafter, Watermaster is 
directed to submit amended Assessment Packages directly to this Court no later 
than March 23, 2026. The deadline to file any objections to the amended 
Assessment Packages on the basis that the amended Assessment Packages do not 
comply with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion or this Order is March 27, 2026. 
Thereafter, the Court will review the amended Assessment Packages and will issue 
an order either approving the amended Assessment Packages or providing further 
direction to Watermaster and the parties. 

(Ontario’s Proposed Order at p. 2.)2 Ontario’s Proposed Order complies with the plain language in 

the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. It also protects and preserves the rights of all parties to the Judgment 

to engage in this process before the corrected and amended Assessment Packages are approved by 

this Court.  

B. Watermaster’s Recharacterization of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion Violates 
the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. 

1. Watermaster Mischaracterizes and Omits the Court of Appeal’s Key 
Directives  

Watermaster purports to summarize the Court of Appeal’s Opinion through an itemized list 

of five supposed findings by the Court of Appeal. (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 2.) Watermaster’s list 

is notable both for what is absent and for the new language Watermaster has constructed that 

directly conflicts with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. Accordingly, Watermaster’s list must be 

rejected in favor of the plain language of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. 

 
2  Ontario recognizes that the hearing date on Ontario’s Proposed Order was continued, and the 
deadlines in Ontario’s Proposed Order may need to be correspondingly extended.  
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The Court of Appeal provided specific instructions about the rules that must be followed in 

correcting and amending the Assessment Packages. “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 p. 39, emphasis added.) These are guardrails. These are specific instructions to 

Watermaster about the rules it must follow in correcting and amending the Assessment Packages. 

And yet, this language is completely missing from Watermaster’s list of five supposed findings of 

the Court of Appeal. (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 2.)3 

The five itemized “findings” summarized by Watermaster also materially misstate the Court 

of Appeal’s ruling. For example and without limitation, Watermaster’s finding number 2 

characterizes the Court of Appeal’s ruling as follows: “the 2019 Letter Agreement was invalid to 

the extent that a change authorized parties to take stored foreign/supplemental water under a Court 

approved DYY (sic) without undertaking a corresponding reduction in the delivery of surface water 

from the MWD.” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 2.) In contrast, the Court of Appeal’s Opinion ruled on 

the 2019 Letter Agreement as follows: “As Ontario points out, the effect of the 2019 Letter 

Agreement … was to ‘defy 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.’ … We agree.” (Op. 

at p. 30.) The Court of Appeal’s decision does not rely on some characterization of DYY water as 

“foreign/supplemental water,” and the Court of Appeal’s Opinion most certainly does not suggest 

that Fontana could have taken DYY water if only Fontana had undertaken a “reduction in the 

delivery of surface water.” The opposite is true – the Court of Appeal held that Fontana was not 

entitled to participate in the DYY Program at all because Fontana did not have a Local Agency 

Agreement. (Op. at p. 30.) 

 
3 Ontario addressed the import of the Court of Appeal’s directions for the correction of the 
Assessment Package in its Reply to Fontana and CVWD’s Joint Opposition. Rather than 
repeating those arguments here, Ontario incorporates by reference its Reply to the Joint 
Opposition.  
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Watermaster’s arguments and proposed order should be rejected for the simple reason that 

it omits material provisions in the Court of Appeal’s Opinion and because Watermaster has 

attempted to restate – and in that process misstates – the language in the Court of Appeal’s order. 

This Court should reject the attempt by Watermaster to rewrite the Court of Appeal’s Opinion.  

2. Watermaster’s Failure to Recognize the Court of Appeal’s Primary Directive 
Has Real Consequences.  

Watermaster’s inexplicable failure to recognize the Court of Appeal’s express directive to 

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” lays 

bare Watermaster’s intent to circumvent the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. Examples can be found 

within Watermaster’s Opposition Brief:  

Watermaster’s Claim: “The Court of Appeal ruling did not prescribe any specific 

manner in which Watermaster might revise the Assessment Packages to address the 

economic injury it found Ontario had suffered.” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 6:1-2.) 

Reality: The Court of Appeal provided an actual rule book directing the 

manner in which the Assessment Packages are to be revised: “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 p. 39, emphasis added.) 

Watermaster’s Claim: “Ontario now claims – based on an expansive reading of the 

Opinion’s requirements that the corrections and amendments comply with all of the 

contracts and orders that pertain to the DYY Program ….” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 9:4-

6.) 

Reality: This is not an “expansive reading” of the Opinion. The requirement 

that Watermaster comply with the original DYY Agreements and DYY Orders is 

precisely what the Court of Appeal ordered. (Op. at p. 39.) 
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Watermaster’s Claim: “Ontario’s reading … would have the effect of obviating 

the 2019 Letter Agreement altogether, which the Court of Appeal expressly did not 

do.” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 9:8-10.) 

Reality: As to the FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages, 

the Court of Appeal expressly held that the application of the 2019 Letter Agreement 

to Fontana and CVWD’s “voluntary” DYY production in those years violated the 

original DYY Agreements and DYY Orders. Accordingly, as to the FY 2021/2022 

and FY 2022/2023 Assessment Packages, the Court of Appeal does “obviate” the 

2019 Letter Agreement. “…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 p. 38.) In contrast, the Court reserved the 

issue of the “future viability and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement.” (Op. at 

p. 39, emphasis added.)  

Watermaster cannot rewrite the Court of Appeal’s Opinion and it cannot be allowed to completely 

ignore the Court of Appeal’s singular directive that Watermaster is to correct and amend the 

Assessment Packages consistent with the original DYY Agreements and original DYY Orders. 

C. Watermaster Does Not Contest the Primary Components of Ontario’s 
Proposed Order.  

As stated above, what Watermaster omits from its opposition is as telling as what 

Watermaster states in its opposition. Ontario’s Motion and Proposed Order details a process to 

implement the Court of Appeal’s Opinion including going so far as to break that process into seven 

steps. Watermaster does not dispute or submit any evidence to contest the legitimacy of those seven 

steps. Similarly, unlike other parties, Watermaster does not contest Ontario’s position that the 

correction and amendment of the Assessment Packages required by the Court of Appeal’s Opinion 

will result in the recalculation of all affected values within the Assessment Packages, including 

both general assessments and DRO assessments. (Ontario’s Motion at p. 15:1-9.) The Court of 

Appeal specifically prescribed how to implement the Court of Appeal’s directive “to correct and 



 

STOEL RIVES LLP 
ATTO RN EY S  AT LA W  

SA CRA M E NT O  

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 

 

  -8-  
REPLY TO CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER’S OPP’N TO ONTARIO’S MOT. FOR ORDER -- RCVRS 51010 

151977509.3 0077104-00001  

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 p. 39.) Watermaster just does 

not want to do so. 

D. Other Arguments by Watermaster Repeat Arguments Raised by Other Parties. 

Watermaster’s Opposition includes arguments raised by IEUA (e.g., relating to accounting 

for the DYY production and alleged impacts to Metropolitan Water District), and by Fontana and 

CVWD (e.g., regarding the process for the amendment of the Assessment Packages and the 

application of the Judgment, DYY Agreements, and DYY Orders to the correction and amendment 

of the Assessment Packages). Rather than repeat all arguments here, Ontario incorporates by 

reference Ontario’s Reply to IEUA’s Opposition and Ontario’s Reply to Fontana and CVWD’s 

Joint Opposition.  

That said, Ontario will address one additional argument raised by Watermaster regarding 

the accounting adjustments that are required to ensure that the balance in the Metropolitan Storage 

Account is updated to reflect the zeroing out of Fontana and CVWD’s improperly claimed DYY 

production in FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023.4 Watermaster makes the following assertion: “An 

argument that stored water already put to beneficial use be commandeered and returned to storage 

finds no support under any known law or agreement.” (Watermaster’s Opp. at p. 8:13-14.) 

Watermaster misrepresents the issue. The produced water was put to beneficial use, but it was 

incorrectly accounted for as DYY water. Simply put, Watermaster accounted for this water in the 

wrong “bucket.” Consistent with the Court of Appeal’s direction, this accounting must be corrected 

so that the water is no longer counted as DYY water taken out of MWD’s DYY Storage Account, 

and instead is accounted for as part of Fontana and CVWD’s production. This is a paper exercise. 

It is an accounting correction to make sure that the Assessment Packages and account balances are 

correct which, in turn, informs the new assessment calculations to correct the unlawful cost-shifting 

that occurred in FY 2021/2022 and FY 2022/2023. (See RJN, Ex. E at ¶ VI.C.1. [Watermaster 

 
4 This is addressed in greater length in Ontario’s Reply to IEUA, pages 2-3, incorporated herein. 



 

STOEL RIVES LLP 
ATTO RN EY S  AT LA W  

SA CRA M E NT O  

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 

 

  -9-  
REPLY TO CHINO BASIN WATERMASTER’S OPP’N TO ONTARIO’S MOT. FOR ORDER -- RCVRS 51010 

151977509.3 0077104-00001  

Obligations detailing Watermaster’s Obligations to maintain an accurate account of water in the 

Metropolitan Storage Account].) 

III. CONCLUSION 

As previously briefed by Ontario, Watermaster has not conducted itself in these proceedings 

as a neutral arm of the Court, but rather as an advocate, including on behalf of IEUA, Fontana, and 

CVWD. This remains an issue of import to Ontario, as it should be an issue for all parties to the 

Judgment who rely on Watermaster’s neutrality in all matters relating to Judgment implementation 

and Basin management. Because of this, it is especially important that this Court exercise its direct 

oversight to oversee the correction and amendment of the Assessment Packages to ensure that the 

directions provided by the Court of Appeal are strictly followed. Accordingly, Ontario respectfully 

requests that the Court adopt Ontario’s Proposed Order. 

Dated: February 11, 2026 STOEL RIVES LLP 

By:  
ELIZABETH P. EWENS 
MICHAEL B. BROWN 

Attorneys for 
City of Ontario 
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Denise Pohl dpohl@cityofchino.org
Dennis Mejia dmejia@ontarioca.gov
Dennis Williams dwilliams@geoscience-water.com
Derek Hoffman dhoffman@fennemorelaw.com
Derek LaCombe dlacombe@ci.norco.ca.us
Ed Diggs ediggs@uplandca.gov
Ed Means edmeans@icloud.com
Eddie Lin elin@ieua.org
Eddie Oros eoros@bhfs.com
Edgar Tellez Foster etellezfoster@cbwm.org
Eduardo Espinoza EduardoE@cvwdwater.com
Elena Rodrigues erodrigues@wmwd.com
Elizabeth M. Calciano ecalciano@hensleylawgroup.com
Elizabeth P. Ewens elizabeth.ewens@stoel.com
Elizabeth Willis ewillis@cbwcd.org
Eric Fordham eric_fordham@geopentech.com
Eric Garner eric.garner@bbklaw.com
Eric Grubb ericg@cvwdwater.com
Eric Lindberg PG,CHG eric.lindberg@waterboards.ca.gov
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Eric N. Robinson erobinson@kmtg.com
Eric Papathakis Eric.Papathakis@cdcr.ca.gov
Eric Tarango edtarango@fontanawater.com
Erick Jimenez Erick.Jimenez@nucor.com
Erik Vides evides@cbwm.org
Erika Clement Erika.clement@sce.com
Eunice Ulloa eulloa@cityofchino.org
Evette Ounanian EvetteO@cvwdwater.com
Frank Yoo FrankY@cbwm.org
Fred Fudacz ffudacz@nossaman.com
Fred Galante fgalante@awattorneys.com
G. Michael Milhiser Milhiser@hotmail.com
G. Michael Milhiser directormilhiser@mvwd.org
Garrett Rapp grapp@westyost.com
Geoffrey Kamansky gkamansky@niagarawater.com
Geoffrey Vanden Heuvel geoffreyvh60@gmail.com
Gerald Yahr yahrj@koll.com
Gina Gomez ggomez@ontarioca.gov
Gina Nicholls gnicholls@nossaman.com
Gino L. Filippi Ginoffvine@aol.com
Gloria Flores gflores@ieua.org
Gracie Torres gtorres@wmwd.com
Grant Mann GMann@dpw.sbcounty.gov
Greg Zarco Greg.Zarco@airports.sbcounty.gov
Ha T. Nguyen ha.nguyen@stoel.com
Heather Placencia heather.placencia@parks.sbcounty.gov
Henry DeHaan Hdehaan1950@gmail.com
Hvianca Hakim HHakim@linklogistics.com
Hye Jin Lee HJLee@cityofchino.org
Imelda Cadigal Imelda.Cadigal@cdcr.ca.gov
Irene Islas irene.islas@bbklaw.com
Ivy Capili ICapili@bhfs.com
James Curatalo jamesc@cvwdwater.com
Jasmin A. Hall jhall@ieua.org
Jason Marseilles jmarseilles@ieua.org
Jean Cihigoyenetche Jean@thejclawfirm.com
Jeff Evers jevers@niagarawater.com
Jeffrey L. Pierson jpierson@intexcorp.com
Jennifer Hy-Luk jhyluk@ieua.org
Jeremy N. Jungries jjungreis@rutan.com
Jess Singletary jSingletary@cityofchino.org
Jesse Pompa jpompa@jcsd.us
Jessie Ruedas Jessie@thejclawfirm.com
Jill Keehnen jill.keehnen@stoel.com
Jim Markman jmarkman@rwglaw.com
Jim Van de Water jimvdw@thomashardercompany.com
Jim W. Bowman jbowman@ontarioca.gov
Jimmie Moffatt jimmiem@cvwdwater.com
Jimmy Medrano Jaime.medrano2@cdcr.ca.gov
Jiwon Seung JiwonS@cvwdwater.com
Joanne Chan jchan@wvwd.org
Joao Feitoza joao.feitoza@cmc.com
Jody Roberto jroberto@tvmwd.com



5

Joe Graziano jgraz4077@aol.com
Joel Ignacio jignacio@ieua.org
John Bosler johnb@cvwdwater.com
John Harper jrharper@harperburns.com
John Hughes jhughes@mvwd.org
John Huitsing johnhuitsing@gmail.com
John Lopez jlopez@sarwc.com
John Lopez and Nathan Cole customerservice@sarwc.com
John Mendoza jmendoza@tvmwd.com
John Partridge jpartridge@angelica.com
John Russ jruss@ieua.org
John Schatz jschatz13@cox.net
Jonathan Chang jonathanchang@ontarioca.gov
Jordan Garcia jgarcia@cbwm.org
Jose A Galindo Jose.A.Galindo@linde.com
Jose Ventura jose.ventura@linde.com
Josh Swift jmswift@fontanawater.com
Joshua Aguilar jaguilar1@wmwd.com
Justin Brokaw jbrokaw@marygoldmutualwater.com
Justin Castruita jacastruita@fontanawater.com
Justin Nakano JNakano@cbwm.org
Justin Scott-Coe Ph. D. jscottcoe@mvwd.org
Kaitlyn Dodson-Hamilton kaitlyn@tdaenv.com
Karen Williams kwilliams@sawpa.org
Kati Parker kparker@katithewaterlady.com
Keith Lemieux klemieux@awattorneys.com
Kelly Alhadeff-Black kelly.black@lewisbrisbois.com
Kelly Ridenour KRIDENOUR@fennemorelaw.com
Ken Waring kwaring@jcsd.us
Kevin Alexander kalexander@ieua.org
Kevin O’Toole kotoole@ocwd.com
Kevin Sage Ksage@IRMwater.com
Kirk Richard Dolar kdolar@cbwm.org
Kurt Berchtold kberchtold@gmail.com
Kyle Brochard KBrochard@rwglaw.com
Kyle Snay kylesnay@gswater.com
Laura Roughton lroughton@wmwd.com
Lee McElhaney lmcelhaney@bmklawplc.com
Lewis Callahan Lewis.Callahan@cdcr.ca.gov
Linda Jadeski ljadeski@wvwd.org
Liz Hurst ehurst@ieua.org
Mallory Gandara MGandara@wmwd.com
Manny Martinez DirectorMartinez@mvwd.org
Marcella Correa MCorrea@rwglaw.com
Marco Tule mtule@ieua.org
Maria Ayala mayala@jcsd.us
Maria Insixiengmay Maria.Insixiengmay@cc.sbcounty.gov
Maria Mendoza mmendoza@westyost.com
Maribel Sosa Maribel.Sosa@pomonaca.gov
Marilyn Levin Marilynhlevin@gmail.com
Marissa Turner mturner@tvmwd.com
Mark D. Hensley mhensley@hensleylawgroup.com
Mark Wiley mwiley@chinohills.org
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Marlene B. Wiman mwiman@nossaman.com
Martin Cihigoyenetche marty@thejclawfirm.com
Martin Cihigoyenetche - JC Law Firm mcihigoyenetche@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
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Robert DeLoach robertadeloach1@gmail.com
Robert E. Donlan rdonlan@wjhattorneys.com
Robert Neufeld robneu1@yahoo.com
Robert S. RobertS@cbwcd.org
Robert Wagner rwagner@wbecorp.com
Ron Craig Rcraig21@icloud.com
Ron LaBrucherie, Jr. ronLaBrucherie@gmail.com
Ronald C. Pietersma rcpietersma@aol.com
Ruben Llamas rllamas71@yahoo.com
Ruby Favela rfavela@cbwm.org
Ryan Shaw RShaw@wmwd.com
Sam Nelson snelson@ci.norco.ca.us
Sam Rubenstein srubenstein@wpcarey.com
Sandra S. Rose directorrose@mvwd.org
Scott Burton sburton@ontarioca.gov
Scott Cooper scooper@rutan.com
Scott Slater sslater@bhfs.com
Seth J. Zielke sjzielke@fontanawater.com
Shawnda M. Grady sgrady@wjhattorneys.com
Sherry Ramirez SRamirez@kmtg.com
Sonya Barber sbarber@ci.upland.ca.us
Sonya Zite szite@wmwd.com
Stephanie Reimer SReimer@mvwd.org
Stephen Deitsch stephen.deitsch@bbklaw.com
Stephen Parker sparker@uplandca.gov
Steve Kennedy skennedy@bmklawplc.com
Steve M. Anderson steve.anderson@bbklaw.com
Steve Riboli steve.riboli@riboliwines.com
Steve Smith ssmith@ieua.org
Steven Andrews sandrews@sandrewsengineering.com
Steven J. Elie s.elie@mpglaw.com
Steven J. Elie selie@ieua.org
Steven Popelar spopelar@jcsd.us
Steven Raughley Steven.Raughley@isd.sbcounty.gov
Susan Palmer spalmer@kidmanlaw.com
Sylvie Lee slee@tvmwd.com
Tammi Ford tford@wmwd.com
Tariq Awan Tariq.Awan@cdcr.ca.gov
Taya Victorino tayav@cvwdwater.com
Teri Layton tlayton@sawaterco.com
Terri Whitman TWhitman@kmtg.com
Terry Watkins Twatkins@geoscience-water.com
Thomas S. Bunn tombunn@lagerlof.com
Tim Barr tbarr@wmwd.com
Timothy Ryan tjryan@sgvwater.com
Todd Corbin tcorbin@cbwm.org
Tom Barnes tbarnes@esassoc.com
Tom Cruikshank tcruikshank@linklogistics.com
Tom Dodson tda@tdaenv.com
Tom Harder tharder@thomashardercompany.com
Tom O'Neill toneill@chinodesalter.org
Tommy Hudspeth tommyh@sawaterco.com
Tony Long tlong@angelica.com
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Toyasha Sebbag tsebbag@cbwcd.org
Tracy J. Egoscue tracy@egoscuelaw.com
Travis Almgren talmgren@fontanaca.gov
Trevor Leja Trevor.Leja@cao.sbcounty.gov
Veva Weamer vweamer@westyost.com
Victor Preciado victor.preciado@pomonaca.gov
Vivian Castro vcastro@cityofchino.org
Wade Fultz Wade.Fultz@cmc.com
WestWater Research, LLC research@waterexchange.com
William Brunick bbrunick@bmklawplc.com
William McDonnell wmcdonnell@ieua.org
William Urena wurena@emeraldus.com


	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






