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I. INTRODUCTION

Chino Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster”) submits this Reply in Support of Motion for
Court Approval of the Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment
Packages in response to the City of Ontario’s (“Ontario”) Opposition to Watermaster’s Motion
for Court Approval of Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment
Packages (“Opposition”)!. This reply addresses the substantive arguments made by Ontario as to
the alleged inadequacies of the Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23
Assessment Packages (“CAA Packages”) that comport with the Court of Appeal Opinion.

The underlying Judgment in this case was entered on July 27, 1978. The Watermaster is a
nine-member Board, established in 1998 to perform designated functions, administrative and
discretionary, with the advice and counsel of the three Pools and a composite Advisory
Committee. Consistent with the Judgment and pursuant to this Court’s order on February 20,
2026, Watermaster proceeded by regular order and in accordance with its historical custom and
practice and proposed CAA Packages to the three Pool Committees and the Advisory Committee.
The Appropriative Pool, which comprises all of the participants in the Dry Year Yield Program,
elected not to act as a Pool, instead deferring to the individual vote of its members at the Advisory
Committee. The Overlying (Agricultural) Pool voted to support Watermaster’s recommendation
while the Overlying (Non-Agricultural) Pool did not. By a weighted vote of more than two thirds,
the Advisory Committee recommended Board adoption of the proposed CAA Packages. Only
after considering the entire record before it, for the reasons set forth in its motion and further
explained below, Watermaster exercised its independent judgment to approve and recommend the
CAA Packages to the Court.

Watermaster carefully crafted the CAA Packages and unequivocally reserved the four-
issues identified by the Court of Appeal Opinion (“Opinion”) so as to not unnecessarily unwind
decisions, undermining third-party reliance, and restoring a financial equivalency for the failure

to meet withdrawals from storage with a required reduction in the purchase of Supplemental

! Watermaster notes that each of the Cucamonga Valley Water District (“CVWD”) and Fontana
Water Company (“FWC”) filed Notices of Non-Opposition as to Watermaster’s Motion.
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Water as required by the 2015 Amendment and Exhibit “G” thereto. Ontario once criticized
Watermaster’s efforts to bring about unanimous support for the CAA Packages and to resolve
these four issues® through stakeholder meetings. Now, having gained Watermaster’s concurrence
in reserving — not deciding - the four issues, Ontario appears to have reversed its course, claiming
both that Watermaster has unilaterally decided them and failed to engage stakeholders.

II. ARGUMENT
A. The CAA Packages Address the Errors Identified in the Opinion

As described in the Court of Appeal’s April 18,2025 Opinion® (“Opinion”) and this Court’s
February 20, 2026 ruling (“Ruling on Ontario’s Motion”)* Watermaster’s charge in correcting and

amending the previously approved assessment packages was to:

correct and amend the FY 2021/22 and FY 2022/23 Assessment
Packages consistent with the original DYY Program agreements,
the Judgment, and prior court orders. Watermaster’s correction and
revisions shall account for it having previously: (a) allowed FWC to
voluntarily extract water from the program storage account without
a Local Agency Agreement; (b) exempted withdrawals/production
by CVWD from the DYY Program storage account ‘in excess of
the Exhibit G performance criteria’; and (c) exempted voluntary
extractions from assessments without ensuring there had been
corresponding reductions in imported water because it ‘would
create an imbalance between the use of imported surface water and
stored water’ within the DY'Y Program.

(Order on Remittitur, p. 2 [internal citations to Appellate Opinion omitted].) The CAA Packages
address these deficiencies. Ontario concedes that the accounting in the CAA Packages remedies
these issues (Opposition, at 12-14), but argues that the CAA Packages do not go far enough in their
corrections and amendments.

The crux of Ontario’s concerns with the CAA Packages appears to arise from the

2 Ontario Status Conference Statement, September 26, 2025 at p. 5 fn. 5 [T]he Court of Appeal
did not take the position that Watermaster could wait to correct and amend...”; Ontario
Supplemental Status Conference Statement, October 29, 2025 pp. 6-7 “[F]our issues is not a
prerequisite...””; Ontario Motion for Order Directing WM to Correct and Amend at p. 9 fn. 8.)
“[R]esolution of the four issues is not necessary.”
3 Opinion and Remittitur of the California Court of Appeal in Chino Basin Municipal Water Dist.
v. City of Ontario (April 18,2025 Nos. E080457, E082127.) The Opinion is included as Exhibit
A to the April 1, 2026 Declaration of Bradley J. Herrema in Support of Chino Basin Watermaster
Motion for Court Approval of the Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23
Assessment Packages (“Herrema Declaration™).
4 Ruling on Ontario’s Motion is included as Exhibit B to the Herrema Declaration.
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importance it places on the Court of Appeal’s use of the phrase “original agreements” at pages 38-
39 of the Opinion (“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 DY'Y Program agreements, the Judgment, and prior court orders.”). Ontario interprets this
language to mean that the CAA Packages should give no effect to the subsequent amendments to
the DYY Program agreements, including the 2015 Amendment and the 2019 Letter Agreement.
Ontario does not identify any language in the Opinion beyond this statement itself to support this
interpretation.’

The interpretation that underlies the CAA Packages proffered by Watermaster, however, is
that the Court of Appeal required that the later in time 2019 Letter Agreement be interpreted in a
manner consistent with the intent of the original agreements. This is consistent with the language
of the Opinion following Ontario’s cited language, in which the Court of Appeal explained,
“Watermaster interpreted and applied the 2019 Letter Agreement inconsistently with the original
DYY Program agreements” (Opinion., at 39 emphasis added.) The Opinion did not strike, void, or
invalidate either the 2015 Amendment or an interpretation of the 2019 Letter Agreement that
required a participating party to roll-off their acceptance of Supplemental Water® in the same year.

Ontario repeatedly asserts that because FY 2021/22 and FY 2022/23 were not “call” years,
no party could lawfully claim any DYY-related benefit for any purpose during those years.
(Opposition, at 13-14.) As previously stated, this would effectively obviate the 2019 Letter
Agreement in its entirety, which the Court of Appeal did not do, and this Court has not endorsed.
Any economic injury resulting to Ontario by a DYY withdrawal in a non-call year is fully
mitigated by the payment of the assessments on the withdrawal of Supplemental Water as
“Production” as provided in the CAA Packages.

Furthermore, Ontario’s contention overstates both the issue presented and the relief

> In this regard, it is instructive to note that Ontario’s briefing before the Court of Appeal never
took this position, let alone referred to the “original DY'Y Program agreements.”
6 “Supplemental Water” is defined by the Judgment as both water imported into the Chino Basin
from outside the Chino Basin Watershed and recycled water.” Judgment paragraph 4(bb).
Doctrinally interchangeable with “foreign” (See e.g., Stevenson Water District v. Roduner (1950)
36 Cal.2d 264, 266 and “imported” City of Los Angeles v. City of San Fernando (1975) 14 Cal.3d
199, 262.

4-

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR COURT APPROVAL OF THE CORRECTED AND AMENDED FISCAL
YEARS 2021/22 AND 2022/23 ASSESSMENT PACKAGES




BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP

1020 State Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

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

sought. Watermaster’s Motion does not ask the Court to categorically validate all non-call-year
DYY withdrawals, and the CAA Packages do not attempt to resolve broader questions. Instead,
Watermaster corrected the specific errors identified by the Court of Appeal, namely assessing: (i)
all of FWC’s extractions of stored Supplemental Water without a Local Agency Agreement and
(ii) that portion of CVWD’s extractions beyond Exhibit “G” performance criteria or without the
required reduction in imported water. It left other issues for later proceedings.

Ontario also challenges Watermaster’s statement that the CAA Packages should not be
treated as precedent beyond the issues decided in the Opinion. (Opposition, at 8-9.) That
limitation is deliberate and appropriate.” It reflects Watermaster’s effort to comply with the
remand without prejudging the broader issues the Court of Appeal expressly reserved for future
resolution, including the ongoing role and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement. (Motion at
3.) The Opinion turned on Watermaster’s interpretation and application of 2019 Letter
Agreement, not on its categorical invalidation. Ontario’s approach, by contrast, would force the
Court to decide those reserved issues now under the guise of “compliance” with the remittitur.

B. Supplemental Water Extracted from the DYY Account did not Constitute

Physical Production for Purposes of the Desalter Replenishment Obligation.

No party, including Ontario, contended that the delivery of Supplemental Water into the
Basin through the DYY Program in 2021/22 or 2022/2023 or its withdrawal would cause Material
Physical Injury. And Watermaster found none. The Court of Appeal’s concern was the economic
injury resulting from certain extractions of Supplemental Water that were not accompanied by a
roll-off in violation of governing DYY parameters. (Op. at 38-39.) The CAA Packages remedy that
error by assessing the offending withdrawals of Supplemental Water that resulted in the identified
cosf shifts.

As to CVWD, Watermaster recalculated FY 2021/22 assessable pumping to include 8,196

7 While Ontario alleges that “Watermaster created entirely new categories of water” in the CAA
Packages (Opposition, p. 16), it does not acknowledge that the situation addressed in them — the
implementation of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion — is entirely unprecedented, that Watermaster
has never assessed the withdrawal of Supplemental Water from the DYY Program , and that
Watermaster was attempting to narrowly address the economic injury in those two years and not
create precedent for any future assessment packages, including as to the Four Reserved Issues.
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AF that exceeded allowable Exhibit G thresholds, resulting in an additional $475,880.28 in
Production assessments. (Declaration of Todd Corbin filed in support of Watermaster’s Motion for
Court Approval of the Corrected and Amended Fiscal Years 2021/22 and 2022/23 Assessment
Packages, hereafter “Corbin Decl.”, §24.) As to FWC, Watermaster added 2,500 AF of previously
unassessed pumping for FY 2021/22 and 5,000 AF for FY 2022/23, increasing its assessments by
$80,820.60 and $364,360.92, respectively. (Corbin Decl., § 27.) These adjustments were tailored
to align the Assessment Packages with the Court of Appeal’s interpretation of the governing DYY
requirements and to eliminate the cost-shifting injury identified on appeal. (Op. at 30; Order on
Remittitur at 2.)

Ontario does not dispute that these corrections occurred. Instead, it focuses on yet another
calculation relevant to an entirely different Basin initiative, the Chino Basin Desalters and the cost-
sharing associated with them: the Desalter Replenishment Obligation. Beyond the distribution of
native groundwater pumped by the Desalters by contract, the Desalters carry their own independent
financial structure. This framework addresses considerations unique to the distribution of benefits
and burdens associated with the extraction of that water in a specific location in the Basin to
maintain availability of native groundwater, which is distributed among appropriators as Operating
Safe Yield.

Desalter pumping groundwater has never been assessed by Watermaster as Production,
unlike any other native groundwater. There are no water rights assigned to the Desalters. However,
in recognition of the Desalters’ purpose in preserving Safe Yield generally, the appropriators that
physically produce native groundwater share in cost-allocation and, to the extent required,
replenishment, designed to offset that physical act of removing native groundwater from the Basin.
As there are no water rights held by the Desalters, the allocation of this responsibility is addressed
by agreement designed to distribute financial responsibility for funding the purchase of
replenishment water in amount required to offset the total quantity of native groundwater desalted
produced in the Basin.

Those parties that independently Produce native groundwater and thereby benefit from the

function the Desalters serve in preserving Safe Yield pay their relative share of its costs. The more
-6-
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a party Produces native groundwater, the more they pay to offset the cost of acquiring
replenishment water needed for the Desalters. Parties that rely upon Supplemental Water — by any
means — derive less benefit — and pay less.

Toward that end, the Appropriative Pooling Plan amendment and associated Court
Approved Management Agreement amendments, approved by the Appropriative Pool in 2019

contemporaneous with the 2019 Letter Agreement, provides in relevant part as follows:

Production associated with approved storage and recovery
programs (e.g. Dry Yield recovery program with MWD) is not
counted in Adjusted Physical Production, except for in-lieu
participation in such programs...

(See Peace II Agreement, section 6.2(b)(iv)(3), as amended by Findings and Order Regarding
Amendments to Restated Judgment, Peace Agreement, Peace II Agreement, and Re-Operation
Schedule, filed March 15, 2019.)

The CAA Package was presented to the Pool Committees for advice and counsel, with a
recommendation contrary to the treatment proposed by Ontario. It was based upon the facts that:
(1) the Desalter project is separate from the DY'Y Program with separate financing considerations;
(i) Supplemental Water has never been considered native water and a component of Safe Yield;
and (iii) Supplemental Water (imported/foreign) was in fact withdrawn from an approved storage
and recovery program and accounted for as such. In no sense did the extraction of this Supplemental
Water place an additional physical burden on the Safe Yield of the Basin or any party as it related
to the Desalters.

For these reasons, and with the advice and counsel of the Advisory Committee?,
Watermaster declined to adopt Ontario’s proposed characterization of economic injury.
(Opposition, at 9-10.) Moreover, neither the Court of Appeal nor this Court directed Watermaster
to reopen every component of the historical Assessment Packages or to treat physical withdrawals
as though they never occurred. In fact, this Court’s Ruling on Ontario’s Motion expressly rejected

Ontario’s request for a judicially imposed accounting methodology. (Ruling on Ontario’s Motion,

8 Members of the Appropriative Pool, including the City of Pomona, that could have substantially
benefitted from Ontario’s interpretation, chose instead to support Watermaster’s recommended
CAA Packages.
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at 14.)

As Watermaster’s Motion explains, the Opinion identified a discrete cost-shifting injury,
arising from the absence of a Local Agency Agreement and the failure to achieve the required
roll-off, and did not require resolution of broader accounting questions. Watermaster therefore
limited its corrections to those specific errors while preserving the issues the Court of Appeal
expressly reserved for future proceedings. This approach faithfully implements the remand by
remedying the adjudicated harm without purporting to decide questions the appellate court declined
to address.

C. Watermaster Followed the Historical Process as this Court Required

After Ontario sought immediate judicial imposition of its own correction methodology, this
Court rejected that request and instead directed Watermaster to correct and amend the packages
through Watermaster’s customary stakeholder participation process. (Order on Remittitur, p. 2.)
The Court’s Order on Remittitur then specified the corrections Watermaster was to make, including
accounting for FWC’s extraction without a Local Agency Agreement, CVWD’s withdrawals in
excess of Exhibit G performance criteria, and voluntary extractions that had been exempted without
ensuring corresponding reductions in imported water. (/d.) The same order directed Watermaster
to prepare draft revised packages in accordance with historical practice, enable stakeholder review,
present the packages to the Pool Committees, Advisory Committee, and Watermaster Board, and
then file them with the Court. (Id.)

Watermaster followed those directives. It circulated draft corrected packages, conducted a
March 10 workshop, presented the revisions to the Pool Committees on March 12, received and
responded to Ontario’s written comments on March 20, obtained an Advisory Committee
recommendation’ after further meetings, and secured Watermaster Board approval on March 26

before filing the CAA Packages with the Court. (See Corbin Decl., 919 9-20.)

? The Advisory Committee’s weighted vote was 67% in favor of the CAA Packages. Materially,
two litigants in this matter, FWC and Ontario both voted “no,” while the Appropriator with most
to benefit from Ontario’s interpretation, the City of Pomona, voted in favor, along with other
appropriators. (Motion, at 8-9.)

-8-
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D. Ontario’s Demand to “Zero Out” or “Put Back” Water is the Same Judicially

Imposed Methodology this Court Previously Rejected

Ontario argues that the assessment packages should be corrected and amended “as if’
CVWD and FWC’s challenged pumping documents in the assessment packages was never a
withdrawal of Supplemental Water imported into the Basin from distant watershed from the DYY
storage account. Put differently, Ontario’s approach would treat the extraction of stored
Supplemental Water as though it should be “zeroed out” and restored to storage in the DY'Y storage
account for accounting purposes.'® (Opposition, at 12-13.)

Ontario’s proposed methodology still turns on treating previously withdrawn Supplemental
Water as though it had never left the DY'Y account, even though the Court of Appeal did not order
the return of water to the DYY account. (Ruling on Ontario’s Motion at 14.) And the direction as
to the correction and amendment of the assessment packages pointed to Watermaster’s
interpretation and application of the 2019 Letter Agreement in the challenged assessment packages
without invalidating that agreement.

Ontario’s Opposition again insists that its suggested treatment of DYY account water has
“nothing to do with prior approvals through the Operating Committee process” and that
Watermaster, not the Operating Committee, controls the assessment packages. (Opposition, at 17.)
However, the assessment package does not modify the physical world. But for the paid importation
of Supplemental Water from a foreign watershed, the physical molecules of water would not exist
within the Basin. Ontario’s suggested framing only highlights the defect in its position.

Despite its protestations to the contrary, Ontario proposes that the CAA Packages adopt a
fiction that the Supplemental Water was not extracted, because the withdrawals from the DYY
exceeded the DYY Program requirements. But Watermaster cannot alter history. Instead,

Watermaster has addressed the economic injury suffered by Ontario and other appropriators when

' Ontario emphasizes that the Court’s F ebruary 20, 2026 ruling was only about timing and did
not expressly reject the substance of Ontario’s January 2026 accounting proposal. (Opposition, at
17.) Assuming this is correct, the Court did not adopt Ontario’s methodology, make it the
standard for compliance, or require Watermaster to use it once the stakeholder process ended.
Instead, the Court declined to impose Ontario’s requested judicial recalculation at that stage and
required Watermaster to complete the historical correction process and return final packages for
review. (Ruling on Ontario’s Motion at 14.)

-9-
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Supplemental Water was extracted outside DY'Y Program requirements. It does not change the
reality that imported Supplemental Water was extracted.

The assessment packages do not create the prior operational determinations regarding
withdrawals from the DYY account; instead, they arithmetically account for them. If Ontario’s
requested revisions were imposed, the packages would be rewritten as though actual withdrawals
of Supplemental Water never occurred. That would not merely adjust assessments, it would obviate
the practical effect of the Operating Committee’s role in approving storage and extraction, using
accounting revisions instead to accomplish what Ontario desires. Ontario cannot disclaim its clear
effort to control the Operating Committee, while simultaneously demanding package revisions that
would make the Committee’s prior approvals meaningless. (Corbin Decl., 9 29.)

Watermaster’s CAA Packages respect the reality that Supplemental Water was imported,
paid for, physically removed, and beneficially used, while at the same time correcting the cost-
shifting assessment consequences that the Court of Appeal found improper. That is not an “end-
run” around the Opinion, as Ontario claims. (Opposition, at 11.) It is the practical implementation
of a remand that corrected the identified cost-shifting injury, did not treat Ontario’s January 2026
methodology as presumptively controlling, and did not purport to decide the broader questions the
Court of Appeal expressly reserved for later proceedings. The CAA Packages also avoid punishing
all parties to the DY'Y Program that would suffer a significant contractual burden to extract more
Supplemental Water from the DY'Y Program over fewer years by voiding the withdrawals in the
subject years.!!

In summary, Watermaster concluded there is no legal basis to declare: (i) the 2015
Amendment and its Exhibit “G” criteria inconsistent with the “original agreements” or its CAA
Package which have construed the 2019 Letter Agreement consistent the Opinion; or to find (ii)

that physical extraction of Supplemental Water should be treated as native groundwater for

! See Corbin Decl., Exhibit A (Attachment 8 (Comments and Responses) to staff report from
March 26, 2026 Board meeting), Watermaster Board Package p. 327 [“The DYY Program is set
to expire in 2028, has no holdover provision and there is more than 65,000 AF within the account.
Parties to the DY'Y Program, other than the litigants, have raised their concerns regarding their
inability to perform in the current circumstances. Their current inability to perform would be
exacerbated by increasing the total quantity of water that must be extracted from DYY...”]
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purposes of calculating the DRO. Ontario’s repeated insistence that Watermaster reclassify native
groundwater as Supplemental Water is as misguided as counter-factual. If adopted it would require
FWC and CVWD to designate other basin groundwater supplies to meet their obligations — both
for production and DRO — or pay to Watermaster to replenish the basin for their “overproduction”

— a condition that never really occurred in those years.

III. CONCLUSION

The record shows that Watermaster followed the Opinion, this Court’s February 20, 2026
Ruling on Ontario’s Motion, and this Court’s February 25, 2026 Order on Remittitur. Watermaster
corrected the adjudicated cost-shifting errors arising from its erroneous interpretation and
application of the 2019 Letter Agreement, increased assessments on the parties in accordance with
the 2015 Amendment Exhibit “G” criteria. It cabined the mitigation (assessment of pumping water
from the DYY storage account) to the economic impacts attributable to certain extractions of
Supplemental Water.

The Court should overrule Ontario’s opposition and approve the Corrected and Amended

Assessment Packages.

Dated: June 5, 2026 BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER
SCHRECK, LLP
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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
rjidiprimio@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@mwdh20.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
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Chad Nishida

Chander Letulle
Charles Field

Charles Moorrees
Chris Berch

Chris Diggs

Christen Miller
Christensen, Rebecca A
Christopher R. Guillen
Cindy Cisneros

Cindy Li

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

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
cguillen@bhfs.com
cindyc@cvwdwater.com
Cindy.li@waterboards.ca.gov

administration@cityofchino.org
gjones@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
ericlindberg@waterboards.ca.gov
erobinson@kmtg.com
Eric.Papathakis@cdcr.ca.gov
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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
jjungreis@rutan.com
jSingletary@cityofchino.org
jpompa@jcsd.us
Jessie@thejclawfirm.com
jillLkeehnen@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
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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
Martin Cihigoyenetche - JC Law Firm

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
Jjscottcoe@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
Iroughton@wmwd.com
Imcelhaney@bmklawplc.com
Lewis.Callahan@cdcr.ca.gov
ljadeski@wvwd.org
ehurst@ieua.org
MGandara@wmwd.com
DirectorMartinez@mvwd.org
MCorrea@rwglaw.com
mtule@ieua.org
mayala@jcsd.us
Maria.Insixiengmay@cc.sbcounty.gov
mmendoza@westyost.com
Maribel.Sosa@pomonaca.gov
Marilynhlevin@gmail.com
mturner@tvmwd.com
mhensley@hensleylawgroup.com
mwiley@chinohills.org
mwiman@nossaman.com
marty@thejclawfirm.com
mcihigoyenetche@ieua.org
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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
Noemi Medrano
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

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
mlicca@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
nmedrano@cbwm.org
nferreira@uplandca.gov
farmerhofer@aol.com
farmwatchtoo@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
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Robert Neufeld
Robert S.

Robert Wagner
Ron Craig

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

Ryan Shaw

Sam Nelson

Sam Rubenstein
Sandra S. Rose
Scott Burton

Scott Cooper

Scott Manno

Scott Slater

Seth J. Zielke
Shawnda M. Grady
Sherry Ramirez

Shoshana (Suzanne llene) Schiller

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

robneu1@yahoo.com
RobertS@cbwcd.org
rwagner@wbecorp.com
Rcraig21@icloud.com
ronLaBrucherie@gmail.com
rcpietersma@aol.com
rllamas71@yahoo.com
rfavela@cbwm.org
RShaw@wmwd.com
snelson@ci.norco.ca.us
srubenstein@wpcarey.com
directorrose@mvwd.org
sburton@ontarioca.gov
scooper@rutan.com
smanno@ramscpa.net
sslater@bhfs.com
sjizielke@fontanawater.com
sgrady@wijhattorneys.com
SRamirez@kmtg.com
SSchiller@mankogold.com
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@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

7



Tracy J. Egoscue
Travis Almgren
Trevor Leja

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

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



