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February 16, 2024 

VIA CSM DROPBOX 

Heather Hasley 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 9th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CITES OF CARLSBAD, DEL MAR, 
IMPERIAL BEACH, LEMON GROVE, POWAY, SAN MARCOS, 
SANTEE, SOLANA BEACH, CHULA VISTA, CORONADO, EL 
CAJON, ENCINITAS, ESCONDIDO, LA MESA, NATIONAL CITY, 
OCEANSIDE, SAN DIEGO, AND VISTA COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
PROPOSED DECISION AND PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, 
TEST CLAIM 07-TC-09-R 

Dear Ms. Hasley: 

The County of San Diego and the Cites of Carlsbad, Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, 
Poway, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Chula Vista, Coronado, El Cajon, Encinitas, 
Escondido, La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, San Diego, and Vista (collectively, “Municipal 
Claimants”) submit these comments in response to the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters 
and Guidelines for Test Claim 07-TC-09-R (“Proposed Decision”). The Municipal Claimants 
appreciate the time and significant work that the Commission on State Mandates (“Commission”) 
has invested in the Proposed Decision and over the past many years on Test Claim 07-TC-09-R 
(“Test Claim”). 

The Municipal Claimants submit these comments in order to address two major issues. First, and 
most importantly, through these comments and the supporting documents, the Municipal 
Claimants request that the Commission adopt reasonable reimbursement methodologies (“RRMs”) 
to allow for the timely and efficient reimbursement of the mandated activities previously approved 
by the Commission and confirmed in two Courts of Appeal decisions.1 Timely and efficient 
reimbursement to the Municipal Claimants is long overdue. The RRM process would be the most 
efficient way to allow the Municipal Claimants to finally receive the reimbursement for these state 
mandated activities that the California Constitution requires. 

1 The Commission originally adopted the Test Claim Decision in March of 26, 2010 and issued an Amended Test 
Claim Decision on Remand on May 26, 2023.  The Court of Appeal has substantially confirmed the Commission’s 
decision in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 661 and in Department 
of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 85 Cal.App.5th 535. 
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Second, these comments respond to certain technical issues in the Proposed Decision related to 
both the timing of the mandates and two specific activities that are reasonably necessary to perform 
the required activities. 

I. BACKGROUND 

The Municipal Claimants, County Regional Airport Authority, and the San Diego Unified Port 
District (“Co-Permittees”) were subject to Order R9-2007-001, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (“NPDES”) No. CAS0108758 (“ 2007 Permit”) issued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region. The 2007 Permit required a number of 
actions that this Commission and two Court of Appeal decision have determined are state mandates 
subject to subvention in accordance with the California Constitution. These mandated actions are: 

 Reporting on street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning (Part J.3.a.(3)(c)(iv)-
(viii), (x)-(xv)); 

 Conveyance system cleaning (Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)); 

 Educational component (D.5.a.(1), D.5.a.(2), D.5.b.(1)(a), D.5.b.(1)(b)(iii.-vi.), 
D.5.b.(1)(c), D.5.b.(1)(d), D.5.b.(2), D.5.b.(3)); 

 Watershed activities and collaboration in the Watershed Urban Runoff Management 
Program (Part E.2.f & E.2.g); 

 Regional Urban Runoff Management Program (Parts F.1., F.2. & F.3); 

 Program effectiveness assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2); 

 Long-term effectiveness assessment (Part I.5) and 

 All permittee collaboration (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)).2

The 2007 Permit was revised by Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended (“2013 Permit”). The 
County has filed a separate test claim with respect to the 2013 Permit that is pending before the 
Commission.3 The County’s test claim includes a request for reimbursement of mandated activities 
from the 2007 Permit that are continued in the 2013 Permit.  As discussed more fully below, the 
Municipal Claimants contend that the mandated activities from the 2007 Permit that are continued 
in the 2013 Permit are subject to subvention, but that reimbursement for those activities should 
occur through the claims process for the test claim on the 2013 Permit. The Municipal Claimants 
are not seeking reimbursement in this process for requirements of the 2013 Permit. 

2 Proposed Decision, 2.  
3 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Order No. R9-2013-0001, 14-TC-03.
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II. SCOPE OF THE REIMBURSEMENT REQUEST AND RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

As the Commission and two Courts of Appeal have determined, the Municipal Claimants are 
entitled to subvention for the unfunded mandates required by the 2007 Permit. The Municipal 
Claimants performed the mandates contained in the 2007 Permit from 2007 until the end of fiscal 
year (“FY”) 2014/2015, by which time the mandates of the 2013 Permit were in full force.  In this 
reimbursement process, the Municipal Claimants are entitled to and seek reimbursement only for 
the state mandates during this period from 2007 until the end of FY 2014/2015 when they were 
required by the 2007 Permit. The Municipal Claimants will seek reimbursement for the mandates 
performed under the 2013 Permit, including, but not limited to, mandates that were in the 2007 
Permit but were continued in the 2013 Permit, in that separate action. The Municipal Claimants 
therefore reserve all rights regarding mandates in the 2013 Permit. 

For this reason, the Municipal Claimants object to and disagree with the portions of the Proposed 
Decision that improperly seek to address an issue that is not currently before the Commission—
the possible impact of Senate Bill 231 (“SB 231”).4 The Municipal Claimants contend that the 
Commission must delete these portions of the Proposed Decision for multiple reasons. First, SB 
231 is not at issue in this Test Claim because the mandated activities under the 2007 Permit were 
all completed prior to the time SB 231 was enacted in 2017 and before it became effective in 2018. 
SB 231 is therefore not relevant to this Test Claim, as the most recent Court of Appeal opinion in 
this matter concluded.5 Since SB 231 has no application to this Test Claim, the Proposed Decision 
should not address it. Whatever its relevance to future matters, it has no place in this proceeding. 

Second, the Municipal Claimants contend that the Commission’s analysis regarding SB 231 is 
inconsistent with Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 85 Cal.App.5th

535 and City of Salinas (2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 1351. Although it is irrelevant to this proceeding 
and should not be addressed at all by the Commission here, the Municipal Claimants reserve all 
rights regarding the applicability of SB 231 and its constitutionality. The Municipal Claimants 
believe that even if SB 231 were applicable, which it is not, the appropriate approach for the 
Commission to take regarding SB 231 would be to wait until a court of competent jurisdiction 
resolves the constitutionality of SB 231 in the context of an actual fee enacted under its provisions. 
Since SB 231 is irrelevant here, the Commission should just delete all references to it in the 
Proposed Decision. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPTED THE RRMS PROPOSED BELOW BY 
THE MUNICIPAL CLAIMANTS  

An RRM is “a formula for reimbursing local agencies . . . for costs mandated by the state, as 
defined in Section 17514.”6  The RRM “shall be based on general allocation formulas, uniform 
cost allowances, and other approximations of local costs mandated by the state, rather than detailed 

4 See Proposed Decision, pp. 7-8 and 22-24. 
5 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 85 Cal.App.5th 535, 577.  
6 Gov. Code 17518.5(a) 
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documentation of actual local costs.”7 To create the RRM, one should use “cost information from 
a representative sample of eligible claimants, information provided by associations of local 
agencies and school districts, or other projections of local costs.”8 An RRM may be developed and 
proposed by the claimant.9

Consistent with the Government Code and the Commission’s Regulations, the Municipal 
Claimants have developed and request that the Commission adopt the RRMs below for the 
mandated activities. Some of the RRMs are based on “approximations of local costs” from which 
generalized formulas to support timely and cost-effective reimbursement have been developed.  
Some of the RRMs are based on both “approximations of local costs” and specific actual costs to 
perform the mandated activities. Finally, some of the RRMs derive solely from fixed, actual costs 
that were then allocated to each individual Municipal Claimant using a cost formula used by the 
Municipal Claimants and documented in various Cost-Sharing Memorandums of Understanding 
(“MOUs”) used by the Municipal Claimants to divided costs for certain mandated activities.10 How 
these RRMs may be used for purposes of timely and cost-effective reimbursement is set forth in 
the discussion of each RRM. 

These RRMs are based on detailed information from the Municipal Claimants relating to the costs 
they incurred to perform the state mandated activities. To help prepare these RRMs, the Municipal 
Claimants hired D-Max Engineering, Inc. to evaluate all available documentation relating to the 
2007 Permit including the County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys, Co-Permittee Declarations, 
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (“JURMP”) Annual Reports, Water Quality 
Improvement Project (“WQIP”) Annual Reports, Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program 
(“WURMP”) Annual Reports, County Fiscal Analysis Documents, MOUs, County Watershed 
Workgroup Expenditure Records, Regional Cost Sharing Documentation, and D-Max proposal 
records relating to JRMP annual reporting services (“D-Max Files”).11 Using this information, D-
Max helped create the below RRMs. The details of how these RRMs were developed, and the 
documents relied on by D-Max, are set forth in the Declaration of John Quenzer in Support of 
Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R (“Quenzer Declaration”) and Declaration of 
Lara Barrett in Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R (“Barrett 
Declaration”) filed herewith and incorporated herein.  

Adopting these RRMs is consistent with the purpose of the RRM approach and is particularly 
appropriate in the context of this Test Claim. RRMs streamline a process that can at times be overly 
cumbersome and result in unfair reimbursement decisions that are inconsistent with the California 
Constitution. The proposed RRMs would be a very efficient and fair way to permit the Municipal 
Claimants to finally receive the money that the California Constitution, this Commission and two 
Courts of Appeal have found they are entitled to receive. Due to the State’s decision to contest all 

7 Gov. Code 17518.5(d) 
8 Gov. Code 17518.5(b) 
9 Gov. Code 17518.5(e)(4). 
10Declaration of Lara Barrett in Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R (“Barrett 
Declaration”), ¶9.g., Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volume13, pages 10,785-10,907. 
11 Barrett Declaration, ¶9, Declaration of John Quenzer in Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-
TC-09-R (“Quenzer Declaration”), ¶7, Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volumes 1-14. 
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possible legal issues through years of unnecessary litigation, fourteen years have passed since the 
2007 Permit and its unfunded mandates were adopted. Using the RRM process would be a fair 
way, consistent with the requirements of state law and the California Constitution, to finally 
provide the Municipal Claimants with reimbursement for funds that the State required them to 
expend years ago. 

A. RRM for Reporting on Street Sweeping and Conveyance System Cleaning 
(Part J.3.a.(3)(c) (iv)-(viii), (x)-(xv)) 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for reporting on street sweeping and 
conveyance system cleaning.  This RRM is in a reasonable approximation of the local costs 
mandated by the state as suggested by Government Code 17518.5.12

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+  ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

The term “Conveyance Reporting Cost” refers to the annual reporting cost per Co-Permittee to 
cover the conveyance system cleaning adjusted annually by the San Diego-Carlsbad Consumer 
Price Index for all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted (“CPI”) and the term “Sweeping 
Reporting Cost” refers to the annual cost per Co-Permittee to cover street sweeping reporting 
adjusted annually by the CPI.13 A reasonable value in 2007 for the Conveyance Reporting Cost is 
five thousand seven hundred and eighty-four dollars and eighty-five cents ($5,784.85), while a 
reasonable value in 2007 for the Sweeping Reporting Cost is six thousand one hundred and forty-
three dollars and sixty-seven cents ($6,143.67).14

Using this formula, each Municipal Claimant would receive eighty-seven thousand, two-hundred 
and forty-seven dollars and fifty-nine cents ($87,247.59) which is the sum of each Municipal 
Claimant’s Conveyance Reporting Cost and Sweeping Reporting Cost across the applicable time 
period. That is, each Municipal Claimant would be entitled to claim five thousand seven hundred 
and eighty-four dollars and eighty-five cents ($5,784.85) adjusted annually for CPI for each of the 
six-and-a-half-years Conveyance Reporting Cost was required and six thousand one hundred and 
forty-three dollars and sixty-seven cents ($6,143.67) adjusted annually for CPI for each of the six-
and-a-half-years for Sweeping Reporting Cost was required.  

12 Quenzer Declaration ¶12.  
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
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B. RRM for Conveyance System Cleaning (Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)) 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for conveyance system cleaning.  The 
conveyance system includes the inlet or storm basins, pipes, and channels. This RRM is a 
reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government 
Code 17518.5.15

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

The term“(Unit Cost)S” refers to the cost to clean one inlet or storm basin adjusted annually by the 
CPI; the term “(Unit Cost)P” refers to the cost to clean one linear foot of the pipe adjusted annually 
by the CPI; “(Unit Cost)C” refers to the cost to clean one linear foot of the channel adjusted 
annually by the CPI ; the term “#S” refers to the number of inlets or storm basins cleaned in a year 
by a Co-Permittee; the term “P” refers to the distance of the pipe cleaned in linear feet by a Co-
Permittee; and the term “C” refers to the distance of the channel cleaned in linear feet by a Co-
Permittee.16  A reasonable value in 2007 for the (Unit Cost)S is one hundred and fifty dollars and 
sixty-six cents ($150.66).17 A reasonable value in 2007 for the (Unit Cost)P  is six dollars and 
seventy-seven cents ($6.77/ft).18 A reasonable value in 2007 for the (Unit Cost)C  is eight dollars 
and fifty-two cents ($8.52/ft).19

The (Unit Cost)S, (Unit Cost)P, and (Unit Cost)C align with those found in the NPDES Stormwater 
Cost Survey Final Report from January 200520 (“2005 State Survey”). The 2005 State Survey 
determined that the average cost of basin cleaning in Santa Clarita was one hundred and seventy 
dollars ($170) per basin which is more than the 2007 (Unit Cost)S.21 Additionally, the State Survey 
found that the average cost of drain line and channel cleaning in the City of Corona was eight 
dollars per linear foot ($8/ft), which is more than the weighted average of the 2007 (Unit Cost)P 

and 2007 (Unit Cost)C.22 Given that all of the proposed unit costs are lower than those from the 
2005 Survey despite being two years later, the proposed unit costs are reasonable to apply to all 
Co-Permittees.23

15 Id., at ¶13. 
16 Id. 
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 
20 https://www.owp.csus.edu/research/papers/papers/NPDES_Stormwater_costsurvey.pdf 
21 Id.; 2005 State Survey, p. 46. 
22 Quenzer Declaration ¶13; 2005 State Survey, p. 16. 
23 Quenzer Declaration ¶13 



Heather Hasley 
February 16, 2024 
Page 7 

Best Best & Krieger LLP

Under this RRM, an individual claimant would calculate its reimbursement using the total number 
of inlets and storm basins, feet of channel cleaned, feet of pipe cleaned, and the unit costs described 
above.24 Each Municipal Claimant would submit evidence of the number of inlets and storm basins 
cleaned, feet of channel cleaned, and feet of pipe cleaned to get reimbursed based on the unit costs 
in the RRM.

C. RRM for the Educational Component (Parts D.5.a.(1), D.5.a.(2), D.5.b.(1)(a), 
D.5.b.(1)(b)(iii.-vi.), D.5.b.(1)(c), D.5.b.(1)(d), D.5.b.(2), D.5.b.(3)) 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the education component.  The 
education component includes regional outreach shared costs for the residential education program 
development and implementation and jurisdictional educational programs.25 This RRM is a 
combination of a reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested 
by Government Code 17518.5 and the actual shared costs where no reasonable approximation was 
applicable.26

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

The term “County Education Costs” refers to the actual annual shared costs for developing and 
implementing the Residential Education Program, the term “MOU” refers to the Municipal 
Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the applicable MOUs, the term “Education 
Costs” refers to the percentage of the total stormwater budget reported as jurisdictional education 
costs; and the term “Total” refers to the Co-Permittee’s total stormwater budget in a particular 
year.27  A reasonable value for the Education Costs is two and sixteen hundredths percent 
(2.16%).28

Under this RRM, each entity would receive their proportional share of the County Education Costs 
based on the applicable MOUs and two and sixteen hundredths percent (2.16%) of the Municipal 
Claimant’s total stormwater budget.29

24 Id. 
25 Id., at ¶14.  
26 Id. 
27 Id. 
28 Id., at ¶14.b. 
29 Id., at ¶14.  
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D. RRM for the Watershed Activities and Collaboration in the Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management Program (Part E.2.f & E.2.g) 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the watershed activities and 
collaboration in the Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program. This includes the watershed 
workgroup cost share contributions, the jurisdictional watershed activities, the regional watershed 
activities such as the WURMP, and watershed workgroup activities.30 This RRM is a combination 
of a reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government 
Code 17518.5 and the actual costs where no reasonable approximation was applicable.31

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [4 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑒𝑠)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

The term “Watershed Lead Costs” refers to the actual annual shared costs for the Residential 
Education Program; the term “MOU” refers to the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the 
cost based on the applicable MOUs, the term “Jurisdictional Activities” refers to the costs to 
perform one jurisdictional activity per Co-Permittee adjusted annually for the CPI; the term 
“WURMP Costs” refers to the actual annual costs for the Regional WURMP Working Group costs; 
the term “Rate” refers to the cost of the Municipal Claimant employee time per regional workgroup 
meeting; the term “# Attendees” refers to the number of attendees each Co-Permittee had attend 
the meeting; and “# Meetings” refers to the number of meetings per year.32 A reasonable value for 
the Jurisdictional Activities is eight thousand one hundred and twenty-five dollars ($8,125).33  A 
reasonable value for the Rate is two hundred and sixty-two dollars and eighty-eight cents 
($262.88).34

Under this RRM, each entity would receive their proportional share of the Watershed Lead Costs
and the WURMP Costs based on the applicable MOUs; two hundred and twenty-one thousand, 
four hundred and sixty-one dollars and fifty cents ($221,461.50) for the jurisdictional watershed 
activities; and reimbursement for the Watershed Workgroup Meetings based on the number of 
employees that attended the meeting.35

30 Id., at ¶15.  
31 Id. 
32 Id. 
33 Id., at ¶15.b. 
34 Id., at ¶15.d. 
35 Id., at ¶15. 
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E. RRM for the Regional Urban Runoff Management Program (Parts F.1., F.2. 
& F.3). 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the Regional Urban Runoff 
Management Program (“RURMP”).  This RRM is the actual costs of implementation as there was 
no reasonable applicable approximation.36

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

The term “Cost Share” refers to the actual annual cost share values for the RURMP as invoiced 
by County and the term “MOU” refers to the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost 
based on the applicable MOUs.37

Under this formula, each entity would receive their proportional share of the Cost Share based on 
the applicable MOUs.38

F. RRM for the Program Effectiveness Assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2). 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the program effectiveness assessment.  
Program effectiveness includes the jurisdictional program effectiveness assessments and the 
regional fiscal, reporting, and assessment workgroup activities.39 This RRM is a combination of a 
reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government 
Code 17518.5 and the actual costs where no reasonable approximation was applicable.40

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

The term “Effectiveness” refers to the percentage of the total stormwater budget for all Co-
Permittees spent on assessing if the jurisdiction program was effective; the term “Total” refers to 
the total stormwater budget for each Co-Permittee; the term “FRA Workgroup Costs” are the 
shared costs for developing and implementing the Regional Fiscal, Reporting, Assessment 
Workgroup Expenditures, and the term “MOU” refers to the Municipal Claimant’s proportional 

36 Id., at ¶16. 
37 Id. 
38 Id. 
39 Id., at ¶17. 
40 Id. 
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share of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.41  A reasonable value for the Effectiveness is three 
and seventy-two hundredths percent (3.72%).42

Under this formula, each entity would receive their proportional share of the FRA Workgroup 
Costs based on the applicable MOU; and three and seventy-two hundredths percent (3.72%) of the 
Municipal Claimant’s total stormwater budget.43

G. RRM for the Long-term Effectiveness Assessment (Part I.5). 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the long term effectiveness assessment.  
This RRM is the actual costs of implementation as there was no reasonable applicable 
approximation.44

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

The term “Contractor Costs” are the actual annual costs of the contractors needed to assess the 
long term effectiveness of the projects as reported by County and the term “MOU” refers to the 
Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.45

Under this formula, each entity would receive their proportional share of the Contractor Costs 
based on the applicable MOUs.46

H. RRM for the All Permittee Collaboration (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)). 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the all permittee collaboration.  All Co-
Permittee collaboration includes support for regional workgroup meetings, regional workgroup 
meetings, and workgroup expenditures. This RRM is the actual costs of implementation as there 
was no reasonable applicable approximation.47

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2017

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

41 Id. 
42 Id., at ¶17.a. 
43 Id. 
44 Id., at ¶18. 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
47 Id., at ¶19. 
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The term “County Cost” refers to the actual costs spent to support the various all Co-Permittee 
meetings; the term “MOU” refers to the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based 
on the applicable MOUs; the term “Rate” refers to the cost of the Municipal Claimant employee 
time per regional workgroup meeting; the term “# Attendees” refers to the number of attendees 
each Co-Permittee had attend the regional workgroup meeting; the term “# Meetings” refers to the 
number of meetings per yearthe term “Workgroup Cost” refers to the actual costs of activities 
performed by the workgroup.48 A reasonable value for the Rate is two hundred and sixty-two 
dollars and eighty-eight cents ($262.88).49

Under this formula, each entity would receive their proportional share of the County Cost and the 
Workgroup Cost based on the applicable MOUs; and reimbursement for the Regional Workgroup 
Meetings based on the number of employees that attended the meetings.50

I. The Municipal Claimants Request the Commission to Adopt the RRMs  

The Municipal Claimants respectfully request that the Commission adopt the RRMs described 
above and in the D-Max Declaration. For convenience, all formulas have been gathered and listed 
in the below table for adoption.  

The Municipal Claimants also respectfully request the Commission to allow the Municipal 
Claimants to recover any owed interest from the reimbursements, as well as recoverable legal and 
expert costs to process the Test Claim.  

48 Id. 
49 Id., at ¶19.b. 
50 Id., at ¶19. 
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Item to be Reimbursed Proposed Reasonable Reimbursement Method 
Reporting on Street Sweeping and 
Conveyance System Cleaning 
(Part J.3.a.(3)(c) (iv)-(viii), (x)-
(xv)) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

Conveyance System Cleaning 
(Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

Educational Component (Parts 
D.5.a.(1)-(2), D.5.b.(1)(a), 
D.5.b.(1)(b)(iii.-vi.), D.5.b.(1)(c), 
D.5.b.(1)(d), D.5.b.(2), D.5.b.(3)) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

Watershed activities and 
collaboration in the Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management 
Program (Part E.2.f & E.2.g) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [(𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [4 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑒𝑠)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

Regional Urban Runoff 
Management Program (Parts F.1., 
F.2. & F.3) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

Program Effectiveness Assessment 
(Parts I.1 & I.2) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

Long-term Effectiveness 
Assessment (Part I.5) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

All Permittee Collaboration (Part 
L.1.a.(3)-(6)) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 )(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2017

𝑡=2007
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V.  IF THE RRMS ARE NOT ACCEPTED, THE MUNICIPAL CLAIMANTS BELIEVE 
THERE ARE ADDITIONAL REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

The Proposed Decision seeks to exclude certain reasonable and necessary activities associated with 
the approved mandates that the Municipal Claimants original included their 2010 submittals.  The 
Municipal Claimants believe that the Proposed Decision improperly excludes at least two of these 
activities—those related to the development of policies and procedures for reporting of certain 
activities and the development of educational programs.  Reimbursement is proper for reasonably 
necessary activities associated with the mandate.51  Reasonably necessary activities are “those 
activities necessary to comply with the statutes, regulations and other executive orders found to 
impose a state mandated program. . . . All representations of fact to support any proposed 
reasonably necessary activities shall be supported by documentary evidence in accordance with 
section 1187.5 of these regulations.”  As explained below, at least two activities should be included 
under these definitions. 

A. Policies and Procedures on Tracking and Reporting Street Sweeping and 
Conveyance System Cleaning should be Reimbursed Where Reporting is 
Required and Reimbursable  

The Commission and two Court of Appeal decisions confirm that reporting on street sweeping and 
conveyance system cleaning are reimbursable.52   Despite this, the Proposed Decision seeks to 
exclude “personnel costs to develop, update and implement street sweeping reporting and tracking 
policies and procedures.”53

In order for the Municipal Claimants to report on street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning, 
they had to have policies and procedures as to how the reporting should be done.  Without policies 
and procedures, it would not be clear to the reporting staff what needed to be reported.  As such, 
the costs to update and implement street sweeping reporting and tracking policies and procedures 
is necessary to accurately report on the street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning and 
should be subject to reimbursement.  As part of the claims process, the Municipal Claimants should 
be permitted to submit evidence of these reasonable and necessary costs.  

B. Developing Educational Programs should be Reimbursed Where 
Implementation is Required and Reimbursable 

The Commission and two Court of Appeal decisions confirm that implementing educational 
programs are reimbursable.54   Despite this, the Proposed Decision seeks to exclude costs 
relating.55  However, in order to implement a program it must be developed; one cannot simply 
implement a new program without developing it. As such, development of these education 
programs is a cost that is reasonably necessary to support required implementation.   

51 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2, § 1183.7 
52 Proposed Decision, p. 28.  
53 Proposed Decision, p. 29.  
54 Proposed Decision, p. 48. 
55 Proposed Decision, p. 48. 
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Additionally, the Commission’s reliance on rules relating to legislative interpretation is misplaced.  
The general rules of statutory construction and interpretation requires laws and rules to be read in 
a manner that is harmonious with all laws.56 Here, interpreting the mandate as only including the 
implementation of the education system is improper because it explicitly conflicts with both 
Government Code section 17557 and California Code of Regulations, tittle 2, section 1183.7. 

 Reimbursement is proper for “activities that are reasonably necessary for the performance of the 
state mandated program.”57  As stated above, it is unreasonable to expect implementation of a 
program that is new or different without some type of development of this program. Interpreting 
the mandate as only including implementation improperly ignores Government Code section 
17557 and California Code of Regulations, tittle 2, section 1183.7.  Therefore, development costs 
should be reimbursed along with the implementation.  As part of the claims process, the Municipal 
Claimants should be permitted to submit evidence of these reasonable and necessary costs.  

VI. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Municipal Claimants respectfully request removal of the references 
to SB 231 and adoption of the RRMs proposed for all reimbursable state mandated activities. If 
the Commission does not adopt the suggested RRMs, the Municipal Claimants respectfully request 
that the Commission revise the Proposed Decision to include all activities that are reasonably 
necessary to implement the state mandated activities.   

Pursuant to Title 2, Section 1183.8 and Section 1183.3 of the California Code of Regulations, I 
certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
forgoing is true and correct to the best of my personal knowledge, information, or belief, and that 
this declaration is executed on this 16th day of February, 2024, at San Diego, California. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn D. Hagerty 
of BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

SDH:ak 

56 Supreme Court of the United States, Rules of Statutory Construction and Interpretation, App. A1 
(https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/18/18-9575/102239/20190611092122150_00000055.pdf) 
57 Gov. Code § 17557(a); see also Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2, § 1183.7(d). 
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Pursuant to section 1181.3(a)(1)(D), the Commission will serve all e-filed documents, 
including the following documents: 

1. COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CITES OF CARLSBAD, DEL MAR, IMPERIAL 

BEACH, LEMON GROVE, POWAY, SAN MARCOS, SANTEE, SOLANA 

BEACH, CHULA VISTA, CORONADO, EL CAJON, ENCINITAS, 

ESCONDIDO, LA MESA, NATIONAL CITY, OCEANSIDE, SAN DIEGO, 

AND VISTA COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION AND 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, TEST CLAIM 07-TC-09-R  

2. DECLARATION OF JOHN QUENZER IN SUPPORT OF REASONABLE 

REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY, 07-TC-09-R 

3. .DECLARATION OF LARA BARRETT IN SUPPORT OF REASONABLE 

REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY, 07-TC-09-R 

4. MUNICIPAL CLAIMANTS SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS VOLUMES 1-14 

on those persons on the following mailing list  for Test Claim 07-TC-09-R who have provided an 
email address  

Executed on February 16, 2024, at Downey, California. 

_________________________________ 
Sandra Rosales 
Best Best & Krieger LLP 
sandra.rosales@bbklaw.com
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Jason Jennings, Director, Maximus Consulting
Financial Services, 808 Moorefield Park Drive, Suite 205, Richmond, VA 23236
Phone: (804) 323-3535
SB90@maximus.com
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Revenue Division, 100 Civic Center Drive , Newport Beach, CA 90266
Phone: (949) 644-3199
jkessler@newportbeachca.gov
Zach Korach, Finance Director, City of Carlsbad
Claimant Contact
1635 Faraday Ave., Carlsbad, CA 92008
Phone: (442) 339-2127
zach.korach@carlsbadca.gov
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Kari Krogseng, Chief Counsel, Department of Finance
1021 O Street, Suite 3110 , Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-0971
Kari.Krogseng@dof.ca.gov
Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 327-3138
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov
Michael Lauffer, Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5183
michael.lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov
Eric Lawyer, Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8112
elawyer@counties.org
Kim-Anh Le, Deputy Controller, County of San Mateo
555 County Center, 4th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 599-1104
kle@smcgov.org
Fernando Lemus, Principal Accountant - Auditor, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324
flemus@auditor.lacounty.gov
Erika Li, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
erika.li@dof.ca.gov
Diego Lopez, Consultant, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
1020 N Street, Room 502, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Diego.Lopez@sen.ca.gov
Everett Luc, Accounting Administrator I, Specialist, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0766
ELuc@sco.ca.gov
Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov
Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
DMar@sco.ca.gov
Tim McDermott, Director of Finance, City of Poway
13325 Civic Center Drive, Poway, CA 92064
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Phone: (858) 668-4411
tmcdermott@poway.org
Tina McKendell, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324
tmckendell@auditor.lacounty.gov
Jane McPherson, Financial Services Director, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3055
JmcPherson@oceansideca.org
Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
Monica Molina, Finance Manager/Treasurer, City of Del Mar
Claimant Contact
1050 Camino Del Mar, Del Mar, CA 92014
Phone: (858) 755-9354
mmolina@delmar.ca.us
Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8320
Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV
Marilyn Munoz, Senior Staff Counsel, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8918
Marilyn.Munoz@dof.ca.gov
Tim Nash, Director of Finance, City of Encinitas
Claimant Contact
505 S Vulcan Avenue, Encinitas, CA 92054
Phone: N/A
finmail@encinitasca.gov
Kaleb Neufeld, Assistant Controller, City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, CA 93721
Phone: (559) 621-2489
Kaleb.Neufeld@fresno.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com
Dale Nielsen, Director of Finance/Treasurer, City of Vista
Claimant Contact
Finance Department, 200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084
Phone: (760) 726-1340
dnielsen@ci.vista.ca.us
Adriana Nunez, Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA
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95814
Phone: (916) 322-3313
Adriana.Nunez@waterboards.ca.gov
Frederick Ortlieb, Senior Deputy City Attorney, City of San Diego
1200 Third Avenue, 11th Floor, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-6318
fortlieb@sandiego.gov
Patricia Pacot, Accountant Auditor I, County of Colusa
Office of Auditor-Controller, 546 Jay Street, Suite #202 , Colusa, CA 95932
Phone: (530) 458-0424
ppacot@countyofcolusa.org
Arthur Palkowitz, Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
12807 Calle de la Siena, San Diego, CA 92130
Phone: (858) 259-1055
law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com
Kirsten Pangilinan, Specialist, State Controller's Office
Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2446
KPangilinan@sco.ca.gov
Helen Holmes Peak, Lounsbery Ferguson Altona & Peak, LLP
960 Canterbury Place, Ste. 300, Escondido, CA 92025
Phone: (760) 743-1201
hhp@lfap.com
Brian Pierik, Burke,Williams & Sorensen,LLP
2310 East Ponderosa Drive, Suite 25, Camarillo, CA 93010-4747
Phone: (805) 987-3468
bpierik@bwslaw.com
Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658-8214
jpina@cacities.org
Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@sbcountyatc.gov
Jonathan Quan, Associate Accountant, County of San Diego
Projects, Revenue, and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Ave, Suite 410, San Diego, CA 92123
Phone: 6198768518
Jonathan.Quan@sdcounty.ca.gov
Roberta Raper, Director of Finance, City of West Sacramento
1110 West Capitol Ave, West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone: (916) 617-4509
robertar@cityofwestsacramento.org
David Rice, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 341-5161
david.rice@waterboards.ca.gov
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Tammi Royales, Director of Finance, City of La Mesa
Claimant Contact
8130 Allison Avenue, PO Box 937, La Mesa, CA 91944-0937
Phone: (619) 463-6611
findir@cityoflamesa.us
Jessica Sankus, Senior Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jsankus@counties.org
Alex Sauerwein, Attorney, State Water Resources Control Board
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-8581
Alex.Sauerwein@waterboards.ca.gov
Cindy Sconce, Director, MGT
Performance Solutions Group, 3600 American River Drive, Suite 150, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 276-8807
csconce@mgtconsulting.com
Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Wayne Shimabukuro, County of San Bernardino
Auditor/Controller-Recorder-Treasurer-Tax Collector, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San
Bernardino, CA 92415-0018
Phone: (909) 386-8850
wayne.shimabukuro@atc.sbcounty.gov
Natalie Sidarous, Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816
Phone: 916-445-8717
NSidarous@sco.ca.gov
Michelle Skaggs Lawrence, City Manager, City of Oceanside
Claimant Contact
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3055
citymanager@oceansideca.org
Eileen Sobeck, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5183
Eileen.Sobeck@waterboards.ca.gov
Jolene Tollenaar, MGT Consulting Group
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
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Phone: (916) 243-8913
jolenetollenaar@gmail.com
Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov
Brian Uhler, Principal Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
Brian.Uhler@LAO.CA.GOV
Antonio Velasco, Revenue Auditor, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3143
avelasco@newportbeachca.gov
Matthew Vespi, Chief Financial Officer, City of San Diego
202 C Street, 9th Floor, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-6218
mvespi@sandiego.gov
Vincent Vu, Attorney, State Water Resources Control Board
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-5669
Vincent.Vu@waterboards.ca.gov
Emel Wadhwani, Senior Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel, 1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-3622
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov
Ada Waelder, Legislative Analyst, Government Finance and Administration, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
awaelder@counties.org
Joe Ware, Finance Director, City of Lemon Grove
Claimant Contact
3232 Main Street, Lemon Grove, CA 91945
Phone: (619) 825-3803
jware@lemongrove.ca.gov
Renee Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, H-382, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 797-4883
dwa-renee@surewest.net
Adam Whelen, Director of Public Works, City of Anderson
1887 Howard St., Anderson, CA 96007
Phone: (530) 378-6640
awhelen@ci.anderson.ca.us
Colleen Winchester, Senior Deputy City Attorney, City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
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Phone: (408) 535-1987
Colleen.Winchester@sanjoseca.gov
R. Matthew Wise, Supervising Deputy Attorney General, Department of Justice
Attorney General's Office, 1300 I Street, Suite 125, PO Box 944255, Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Phone: (916) 210-6046
Matthew.Wise@doj.ca.gov
Jacqueline Wong-Hernandez, Deputy Executive Director for Legislative Affairs, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8104
jwong-hernandez@counties.org
Elisa Wynne, Staff Director, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
elisa.wynne@sen.ca.gov
Helmholst Zinser-Watkins, Associate Governmental Program Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 700,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-7876
HZinser-watkins@sco.ca.gov
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DECLARATION OF LARA BARRETT 
IN SUPPORT OF REASONABLE REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY 

07-TC-09-R 

I, Lara Barrett, declare as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. I am over the age of 18. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth below and, if 
called as a witness, I could testify competently to all of the facts set forth herein. 

2. Except as otherwise stated, the facts set forth herein are known to me personally or have 
been determined by my review of public records or official records maintained by the 
County of San Diego (“County”) in the ordinary course of business. All records reviewed 
were maintained by authorized personnel of the County, or persons acting under their 
control, in the ordinary course of business at or near the time of the act, condition, or 
event described therein. If called to testify as a witness, I could and would testify 
competently thereto. 

3. I have worked for the County for five years. I currently work in the County’s Watershed 
Protection Program as a Land Use/Environmental Planner III.  

4. I received education and training for my various positions with the County. Generally, all 
of my training taught me to perform my job consistent with applicable federal, state and 
local laws. I successfully completed all of my required education and training. 

5. As a Land Use/Environmental Planner III, my responsibilities include: grant tracking and 
reporting, various compliance efforts, and support on legal cases. I have been in this role 
for approximately two years. Previously I worked in the Land Use and Environment 
Group Executive Office as a Chief Administrative Office Staff Officer for three years. 
My responsibilities in that role included preparation of documents and presentations for 
County Board of Supervisor (“Board”) meetings and assisting departments in 
implementing Board direction   

6. In my role with the County, I have become familiar with Order No. R9-2007-0001, 
issued by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (“2007 Permit”) as well 
as Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended (“2013 Permit”).  

7. The County served as the “Principal Co-Permittee” under the 2007 Permit. In this role, 
the County was obligated to undertake a number of activities on behalf of or in 
coordination with the other entities subject to the 2007 Permit (“Co-Permittees”). As a 
result, the County has gathered, created, and maintained information and records 
documenting many of the activities undertaken and costs incurred by the County and 
other Co-Permittees to implement the Test Claim mandates. These include, but are not 
limited to the following: 

a. The Regional Urban Runoff Management Program (“RURMP”) described in 
2007 Permit Provision I.3; J.1.c(2) (“Copermittees shall annually assess the 
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effectiveness of [RURMP] implementation. . . . The Principal Permittee shall be 
responsible for creating and submitting the RURMP.”) and 2007 Permit 
Provision J.3.c (“The Principal Permittee shall generate the Regional Urban 
Runoff management Program Annual Reports. . . . Each [RURMP] Annual 
Report shall be a comprehensive documentation of all regional activities 
conducted by the Copermittees during the previous annual reporting period to 
meet all requirements of section F of Order No. R9-2007-0001.”); 

b. The Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment (“LETA”) described in 2007 Permit 
Provision I.5 (“The LTEA shall be submitted by the Principal Permittee to the 
Regional Board no later than 2.10 days in advance of the expiration of this 
Order.”); 

c. The Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (“JURMP”) revisions 
described in the 2007 Permit Provisions J.1.a(1), (2) (“Each Copermittee shall 
submit its updated and revised JURMP to the Principal Permittee by the date 
specified by the Principal Permittee. . . . The Principal Permittee shall be 
responsible for collecting and assembling the individual JURMPs which cover the 
activities conducted by each individual Copermittee ”); and 2007 Permit 
Provision J.3.a(1), (2) (“Each Copermittee shall submit to the Principal Permittee 
its individual Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program Annual Report 
by the date specified by the Principal Permittee. . . . The Principal Permittee shall 
submit Unified Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program Annual 
Reports to the Regional Board. . . . The Principal Permit shall also be responsible 
for collecting and assembling each Copermittees’ individual Jurisdictional Urban 
Runoff Management Program Annual Report.”); and  

d. The Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (“WURMP”) described in 
2007 Permit Provision J.1.b(2), (3) (“Each Lead Watershed Permittee is further 
responsible for the submittal of the WURMP to the Principal Permittee. . . . The 
Principal Permittee shall assemble and submit the WURMPs to the Regional 
Board[.]”). 

8. In my role, I have become familiar with and know where County documents relating to 
the 2007 Permit are archived. I am also familiar with the work product and activities 
associated with both the 2007 and 2013 Permits including: 

a. The 2007 Permit’s JURMP, including the collaboration involved in developing 
and implementing the JURMPs; the requirement to include street sweeping and 
conveyance system cleanings in the annual reports; and the requirement to 
educate target community members on erosion prevention, non-stormwater 
discharge prohibitions, BMP types, high-risk behaviors; 

b. The 2007 Permit’s WURMP, including the watershed activities included in the 
WURMPs and the collaboration involved in developing and implementing the 
WURMPs for each watershed; 
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c. The RURMP, including the collaboration involved in developing and 
implementing the RURMP, the RURMP’s education program, and the RURMP’s 
fiscal analysis method; 

d. Meetings held and attended by Co-Permittees to promote consistency among the 
2007 Permit’s JURMPs and WURMPs, and to plan and coordinate activities 
required under the 2007 Permit; and 

e. The 2007 Permit’s Program effectiveness assessment and long term effectiveness 
assessment requirements. 

9. On December 11, 2023, I was asked to gather records to support the creation of a 
reasonable reimbursement methodologies to support reimbursement for the stormwater 
mandates from the 2007 Permit. The records I found, reviewed, and provided to D-Max 
Engineering included the following: 

a. County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys. The County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys 
includes three surveys created by County personal to memorialize the costs 
actually incurred at the time the costs were incurred. The first survey covers 
meeting attendance, time spent at meetings, and the costs relating to attendance 
including employee salaries. The second survey covers the actual and reporting 
costs of the structure cleaning. The third survey covers the actual and reporting 
costs of the street sweeping. The County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys are included 
in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volume 1, 
pages 1-376. 

b. Co-Permittee Declarations. The Co-Permittee Declarations are declarations from 
each of the Co-Permittees drafted in 2010 which includes information such as the 
costs of the watershed activities, the jurisdictional education costs, overall 
conveyance cleaning costs, Residential Education Program development and 
implementation, and meeting attendance and time.  The Co-Permittee 
Declarations are included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimants 
Supporting Documents Volume 1, pages 377-743. 

c. JURMP Annual Reports. The County was principal permittee responsible for 
coordinating annual reports. Annual reports described activities occurring during 
the reporting year. Annual reports were created annually and submitted to the 
Regional Board in January the following fiscal year. These reports reflect 
contemporaneous information and are signed under penalty of perjury. The 
JURMP Annual Reports are included in the concurrently filed Municipal 
Claimants Supporting Documents Volumes 2- 11. 

d. Water Quality Improvement Project (“WQIP”)Annual Reports. The County was 
principal permittee responsible for coordinating annual reports. Annual reports 
described permittee activities, including monitoring data and compliance 
information, that occurred during the reporting year in each watershed. Annual 
reports were created annually and submitted to the Regional Board in January the 
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following fiscal year. These reports reflect contemporaneous information and are 
signed under penalty of perjury. The Water Quality Improvement Project Annual 
Reports are included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimants Supporting 
Documents Volume 12. 

e. WURMP Annual Reports. The County was principal permittee responsible for 
coordinating annual reports. Annual reports described permittee activities, 
including regional watershed records of activities that each jurisdiction 
completed, that occurred during the reporting year in each watershed. Annual 
reports were created annually and submitted to the Regional Board in January the 
following fiscal year. These reports reflect contemporaneous information and are 
signed under penalty of perjury. The WURMP Annual Reports are included in the 
concurrently filed Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volume 13, pages 
1-10,756. 

f. County Fiscal Analysis Documents. The County Fiscal Analysis Documents are 
documents that contain the jurisdiction’s fiscal analysis when it was no longer 
included in the transitional JRMP/WQIP Annual Reports. The County Fiscal 
Analysis Documents are included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimants 
Supporting Documents Volume 13, pages 10,757-10,784. 

g. Cost-Sharing Memorandums of Understanding. The Cost-Sharing Memorandums 
of Understanding are documents signed by all Co-Permittees explaining how 
costs for overall regional efforts or watershed specific costs are split between Co-
Permittees. The memorandums are updated after every census as the cost split 
depends on population. The Cost-Sharing Memorandums of Understanding are 
included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents 
Volume 13, pages 10,785-10,907. 

h. County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records. The County Watershed 
Workgroup Expenditure Records are spreadsheets with information relating to the 
cost share contributions the County made to the different watershed groups. The 
County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records are included in the 
concurrently filed Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volume 13, pages 
10,908-10,916. 

i. Regional Cost Sharing Documentation.  The Regional Cost Sharing 
Documentation is quarterly information packets explaining the quarterly 
expenditures by workgroup. The packet includes a variety of documents including 
tables of staff hours and rates, invoices for regional work groups and regional 
activities, and summaries of regional expenditures by workgroup. The Regional 
Cost Sharing Documentation are included in the concurrently filed Municipal 
Claimants Supporting Documents Volume 13, pages 10,917-13,074. 



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

4/3/ 23 SO in Die 0 I CA  AA,  cif3 CCAA 
(Date and Place) (Signature) 

LaIrcc. 
(Name) 

60139.00093\41896310.3 
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DECLARATION OF JOHN QUENZER 
IN SUPPORT OF REASONABLE REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY 

07-TC-09-R 

I, John Quenzer, declare as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. I am over the age of 18. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth below and, if 
called as a witness, I could testify competently to all of the facts set forth herein. 

2. Except as otherwise stated, the facts set forth herein are known to me personally or have 
been determined by my review of public records or official records maintained by either 
D-Max Engineering, Inc. (“D-Max”) or the County of San Diego (“County”) in the 
ordinary course of business. All records reviewed were maintained by authorized 
personnel, or persons acting under their control, in the ordinary course of business at or 
near the time of the act, condition, or event described therein. If called to testify as a 
witness, I could and would testify competently thereto. 

3. I am a Principal Scientist at D-Max. I have a Masters of Science in Environmental 
Engineering and Science from Johns Hopkins University and a Bachelor of Science in 
Environmental Chemistry from the University of California, San Diego. I am also a 
Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality (“CPSWQ”) and a Qualified Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) Developer (“QSD”)/Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
(“QSP”). A copy of my resume is included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimant 
Supporting Documents Volume 14, pages 1-7.

4. I have worked at D-Max Engineering for nineteen (19) years. During this time, my work 
has focused on storm water management for municipal agencies in Southern California, 
mainly within San Diego County. 

5. During my time at D-Max, I have worked on numerous projects for the County of San 
Diego, Cities of Carlsbad, Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, 
Santee, Solana Beach, Chula Vista, Coronado,  El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, La Mesa, 
National City, Oceanside, San Diego, Vista, San Diego County Regional Airport 
Authority, and the San Diego Unified Port District (“Co-Permittees”) to implement the 
requirements of Order No. R9-2007-0001, issued by the San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (“2007 Permit”) and Order No. R9-2013-0001, as amended 
(“2013 Permit”). I have served as an extension of staff managing storm water programs 
for the Cities of National City, Lemon Grove, and Santee. I have prepared and updated 
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (“JURMP”) and/or associated annual 
reports for more than half of the San Diego Co-Permittees. I regularly attended regional 
and watershed meetings for Co-Permittees collaboration, typically representing the City 
of National City. I have also worked with 16 of the 19 municipal Co-Permittees (those 
other than Airport Authority and Port District) on other various stormwater program 
needs during this time. My experience includes completing projects in each of the 
following areas: 
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a. The 2007 Permit’s JURMP, including the collaboration involved in developing 
and implementing the JURMPs; the requirement to include street sweeping and 
conveyance system cleanings in the annual reports; and the requirement to 
educate target community members on erosion prevention, non-stormwater 
discharge prohibitions, BMP types, high-risk behaviors; 

b. The 2007 Permit’s Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (“WURMP”), 
including the watershed activities included in the WURMPs and the collaboration 
involved in developing and implementing the WURMPs for each watershed; 

c. Regional Urban Runoff Management Program (“RURMP”), including the 
collaboration involved in developing and implementing the RURMP, the 
RURMP’s education program, and the RURMP’s fiscal analysis method; 

d. Meetings held and attended by Co-Permittees to promote consistency among the 
2007 Permit’s JURMP and WURMP, and to plan and coordinate activities 
required under the permit; and 

e. The 2007 Permit’s Program effectiveness assessment and long term effectiveness 
assessment requirements. 

6. In 2023, the County of San Diego, Cites of Carlsbad, Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Lemon 
Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Chula Vista, Coronado, El Cajon, 
Encinitas, Escondido, La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, San Diego, and Vista 
(collectively, “Municipal Claimants”) retained me and D-Max to assist in developing a 
reasonable reimbursement methodology. 

DOCUMENTS OBTAINED AND REVIEWED 

7. In my role as Principal Scientist at D-Max, I have access to all past records of contract 
proposals submitted by the company to Co-Permittees for stormwater services. I am 
familiar with these records and know how they are achieved.  As such, I gathered the D-
Max proposal records relating to JRMP annual reporting services (“D-Max Files”).  A 
copy of these records is included in the concurrently filed Municipal Claimant Supporting 
Documents Volume 14, pages 8-129.    

8. In my role as a consultant to all Municipal Claimants in connection with the development 
of a reasonable reimbursement methodology, I requested, received, and reviewed 
documents created and maintained by the County in the ordinary course of business 
which evidence their activities to implement each of the programs described above, and 
the costs associated with those activities, including but not limited to the following 
documents: 

a. County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys;   

b. Co-Permittee Declarations;  

c. JURMP Annual Reports;  
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d. Water Quality Improvement Project (“WQIP”) Annual Reports;  

e. WURMP Annual Reports;  

f. County Fiscal Analysis Documents;  

g. Cost-Sharing Memorandums of Understanding (“MOUs”);  

h. County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records;  

i. Regional Cost Sharing Documentation; and  

All of these documents are included in the Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents 
Volumes 1-13. 

9. These documents included cost information from a representative sample of the Co-
Permittees. I considered these documents and the variation in costs among Municipal 
Claimants to implement the state mandates to develop reasonable reimbursement 
methodologies for each reimbursable activity described in the Draft Proposed Decision 
and Parameters and Guidelines for Test Claim 07-TC-09-R (“Test Claim Mandate”) 
based on general allocation formulas, uniform cost allowances, and other approximations 
of Municipal Claimants costs to implement the Test Claim Mandates.  

10. In the following sections, I describe how I developed the reasonable reimbursement 
methodology or formula for reimbursing Municipal Claimants for each Test Claim 
Mandate for the 2007 Permit.  

REIMBURSEMENT FORMULAE 

11. For the purpose of the below reimbursement formulas, the below general information 
should apply.  

a. Reimbursements intended to cover the time in which the unfunded mandate was 
imposed shall be articulated as:  

∑ [𝑥]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

In this formula, x shall refer to the line-item specific reimbursable and the year 
refers to the fiscal year where the mandate applied (i.e., 2007 shall refer to fiscal 
year (“FY”) 2006/2007).  The purpose of this summation is to sum the specific 
reimbursable for each year that the state mandate was in place.   

b. All costs and monetary values are in United States dollars.  
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c. Where the costs are increased annually by the San Diego-Carlsbad Consumer 
Price Index for all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted (“CPI”), the annual 
increase shall follow the adjustment in the table below.  

Fiscal Year CPI Adjustment

FY 2006/2007 1.0000

FY 2007/2008 1.0000

FY 2008/2009 1.0385

FY 2009/2010 1.0384

FY 2010/2011 1.0520

FY 2011/2012 1.0840

FY 2012/2013 1.1013

FY 2013/2014 1.1157

FY 2014/2015 1.1364

12. Reporting on Street Sweeping and Conveyance System Cleaning (Part J.3.a.(3)(c) (iv)-
(viii), (x)-(xv)). 

The total reimbursable for reporting on street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning 
is:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $1,657,704.21

The total is determined by combining the cost to report on the conveyance system 
cleaning and street sweeping as described in detail below. Using this formula, each entity 
would receive eighty-seven thousand, two-hundred and forty-seven dollars and fifty-nine 
cents ($87,247.59).  The time period of the reimbursement for reporting is halfway 
through FY 2006/2007 through FY2012/2013 as this is when 2007 Permit required this 
activity.  

In my opinion, the total cost spent on reporting for each Co-Permittee is comparable to 
the amounts reported in the NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey Final Report from January 
2005 (“2005 State Survey”). 

a. Reporting on Conveyance System Cleaning 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys.  Using this information, I have determined 
that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of reporting on conveyance 
system cleaning is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where the term “Conveyance Reporting Cost” refers to the annual reporting cost 
per Co-Permittee to cover the conveyance system cleaning adjusted annually by 
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the CPI.  The value of the Conveyance Reporting Cost represents the median of 
the Co-Permittee’s annual reporting costs to cover the conveyance system 
cleaning between FY 2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010.  The median was selected 
because it results in a more conservative reporting cost than the mean.  The cost to 
report on conveyance system cleaning includes the staff costs to report on 
conveyance system cleaning. The Conveyance Reporting Cost for FY 2006/2007 
for each Co-Permittee was five thousand seven hundred and eighty-four dollars 
and eighty-five cents ($5,784.85).    

When this is applied to the time of the mandate for all Municipal Claimants, the 
total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $803,919.64

b. Reporting on Street Sweeping 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys.  Using this information, I have determined 
that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of reporting on street 
sweeping for each Co-Permittee is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Sweeping Reporting Cost” refers to the annual cost per Co-Permittee to 
cover street sweeping reporting adjusted annually by the CPI.  The value of the 
Conveyance Reporting Cost represents the median of the Co-Permittee’s annual 
reporting costs to cover street sweeping reporting between FY 2007/2008 to FY 
2009/2010.  The median cost was selected for the Sweeping Reporting Cost over 
the mean because the median was a more conservative estimate of the costs spent 
by each of the Co-Permittees.  The Sweeping Reporting Cost for FY 2006/2007 
for each Co-Permittee was six thousand one hundred and forty-three dollars and 
sixty-seven cents ($6,143.67).   

When this is applied to the time of the mandate for all Municipal Claimants, the 
total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $853,784.57

13. Conveyance System Cleaning (Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)). 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the County 
2011 Co-Permittee Surveys and JRMP Annual Reports.  Using this information, I have 
determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of conveyance system 
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cleaning is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

2015

𝑡=2007

where “(Unit Cost)S” is the cost to clean one sized inlet or storm basin adjusted annually 
by the CPI; “(Unit Cost)P” is the cost to clean one linear foot of the pipe adjusted 
annually by the CPI; “(Unit Cost)C” is the cost to clean one linear foot of the channel 
adjusted annually by the CPI ; “#S” is the number of inlets or storm basins cleaned in a 
year by a Co-Permittee; “P” is the distance of the pipe cleaned in linear feet by a Co-
Permittee; and “C” is the distance of the channel cleaned in linear feet by a Co-Permittee.  
Pipes are underground, enclosed conveyance channels while channels are at ground level 
and open.  

The (Unit Cost)S, (Unit Cost)P, and (Unit Cost)C are collectively referred to as the “Unit 
Costs”. The value of the (Unit Cost)S represents the median cost to clean one inlet or 
storm basin during FY 2007/2008.  The value of the (Unit Cost)P  represents the average 
cost to clean one linear foot of the pipe during FY 2007/2008.  The value of the (Unit 
Cost)C  represents the average cost to clean one linear foot of the channel during FY 
2007/2008.   

The (Unit Cost)S in FY 2006/2007 was one hundred and fifty dollars and sixty-six cents 
($150.66) (“2007 (Unit Cost)S”); (Unit Cost)P in FY 2006/2007 was six dollars and 
seventy-seven cents ($6.77/ft) (“2007 (Unit Cost)P”); and (Unit Cost)C  in FY 2006/2007 
was eight dollars and fifty-two cents ($8.52/ft) (“2007 (Unit Cost)C”).  In during FY 
2007/2008, there were 46,397.80 linear feet of pipe cleaned and 38,568.52 linear feet of 
channel cleaned; the weighted average cost of the 2007 (Unit Cost)P and the 2007 (Unit 
Cost)C at seven dollars and sixty-five cents per linear foot ($7.65/ft). All of the Unit Costs
in the summation are adjusted annually for the CPI.  

The Unit Costs align with those found in the 2005 State Survey.  The 2005 State Survey 
determined that the average cost of basin cleaning in Santa Clarita was one hundred and 
seventy dollars ($170) per basin which is more than the 2007 (Unit Cost)S.  Additionally, 
the State Survey found that the average cost of drain line and channel cleaning in the City 
of Corona was eight dollars per linear foot ($8/ft), which is more than a weighted average 
of the 2007 (Unit Cost)P and 2007 (Unit Cost)C.  Therefore, the 2005 State Survey 
supports that the Unit Costs are reasonable to apply to all Co-Permittees. 



7 

The total number of #S, P, and C for all Municipal Claimants of each during each year 
are as follows:  

Fiscal Year # MS4 Structures 
Cleaned (#S)

Linear ft of MS4 
Pipe Cleaned (P)

Linear ft of MS4 Open 
Channel Cleaned (C)

FY 2006/2007 12092 131439.75 1553201.076 
FY 2007/2008 41847 140301.15 485964.3222 
FY 2008/2009 37227 106249.1 2016202.269 
FY 2009/2010 34392 182277.3 1981611.457 
FY 2010/2011 35260 142610.9 1955701.586 
FY 2011/2012 54261 128042.25 1609647.248 
FY 2012/2013 29820 142091.1 1620035.61 
FY 2013/2014 38952 142091.1 1620035.61 
FY 2014/2015 38952 142091.1 1620035.61 

The time period of the reimbursement for conveyance system cleaning is halfway through 
FY 2006/2007 through FY 2014/2015.  This activity was required by the 2007 Permit and 
continued through FY 2014/2015 until the 2013 Permit requirements relating to the new 
JRMP were implemented.  

When the cost of cleaning the inlets and storm basins, pipes, and channels is added across 
the time the mandate applied for all Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $192,429,725.49

14. Educational Component (Parts D.5.a.(1), D.5.a.(2), D.5.b.(1)(a), D.5.b.(1)(b)(iii.-vi.), 
D.5.b.(1)(c), D.5.b.(1)(d), D.5.b.(2), D.5.b.(3)). 

The total reimbursable for education is:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $23,679,841.19

The total is determined by combining the regional outreach shared costs and 
jurisdictional educational programs as described in detail below.  The time period of the 
reimbursement of the education components is halfway through FY 2006/2007 through 
FY 2014/2015. This activity was required by the 2007 Permit and continued through FY 
2014/2015 which was when the 2013 Permit requirements relating to the new JRMP were 
implemented.  

a. Regional Outreach Shared Costs – Residential Education Program Development 
and Implementation  

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Co-Permittee Declarations and the Cost-Sharing MOU.  Using this information, I 
have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of  
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Residential Education Program Development and Implementation is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

where “County Education Costs” are the actual annual shared costs for 
developing and implementing the Residential Education Program; and “MOU” is 
the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the applicable 
MOUs.  The yearly County Education Costs are:  

Fiscal Year County Costs for Regional Residential Education 
Program Development and Implementation

FY 2007/2008 $219,226.90 
FY 2008/2009 $438,452.75 
FY 2009/2010 $876,907.50 
FY 2010/2011 $920,752.90 
FY 2011/2012 $966,791.36 
FY 2012/2013  $138,040.00  
FY 2013/2014  $8,880.99  
FY 2014/2015  $102,746.96  

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2014/2015, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.   

When the costs for developing and implementing the Residential Education 
Program is added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $3,671,799.36

b. Jurisdictional Educational Programs 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
JRMP Annual Reports, WQIP Annual Reports, D-Max Files, and County Fiscal 
Analysis Documents.  Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula for the costs of the jurisdictional educational programs are 
as follows:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

where “Education Costs” is the percentage of the total stormwater budget 
reported as education costs and “Total” is the Co-Permittee’s total stormwater 
budget in a particular year.  The value of the Education Costs represents the 
average percentage of the total stormwater budget reported as education costs 
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between FY06-07 to FY14-15. The average yearly Education Costs are two and 
sixteen hundredths percent (2.16%) of the total annual stormwater budget.  The 
yearly Total for all Municipal Claimants is:  

Fiscal Year Total Annual Stormwater Expenditures (19 Co-Permittees)
FY 2006/2007  $99,849,122.32  
FY 2007/2008  $105,896,610.00  
FY 2008/2009  $105,788,161.00  
FY 2009/2010  $94,748,121.63  
FY 2010/2011  $106,901,926.27  
FY 2011/2012  $103,021,277.47  
FY 2012/2013  $104,352,557.25  
FY 2013/2014  $103,841,756.60  
FY 2014/2015  $101,898,700.47  

The 2005 State Survey found that permittees spent between two and seven percent 
of the annual stormwater budget on education.  The Education Costs are within 
the range found by the state supporting that this average percentage is reasonable 
to apply to the Co-Permittees. 

When the costs for developing and implementing the Residential Education 
Program is added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $20,008,041.83

15. Watershed Activities and Collaboration in the WURMP (Part E.2.f & E.2.g). 

The total reimbursable for watershed activities and collaboration in the WURMP is:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $5,390,740.78

The total is determined by combining the cost share contributions, jurisdictional 
watershed activities, regional WURMP costs and meeting costs as described in detail 
below.  The time period of the reimbursement for watershed activities and collaboration 
in the WURMP is halfway through FY 2006/2007 through FY 2012/2013 as this is when 
2007 Permit required this activity. 

a. Watershed Workgroup Cost Share Contributions 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records and the Cost-Sharing MOU.  
Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable reimbursement 
formula for the costs of cost share contributions for watershed activities and  
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collaboration in the WURMP is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Watershed Lead Costs” are the actual annual shared costs for the 
Watershed Workgroup; and “MOU” is the Municipal Claimant’s proportional 
share of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.  Based on the review of this 
documentation, the yearly Watershed Lead Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Watershed Lead Costs
FY 2006/2007 $32,010.99 
FY 2007/2008 $48,472.41 
FY 2008/2009 $89,970.10 
FY 2009/2010 $100,683.32 
FY 2010/2011 $122,830.52 
FY 2011/2012 $120,652.56 
FY 2012/2013 $101,696.31 

When the costs are added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $616,316.21

b. Jurisdictional Watershed Activities 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Co-permittees Declarations and County Watershed Activities Database.  Using 
this information, I have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for 
the jurisdictional watershed activities are as follows:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [4 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Jurisdictional Activities” are the costs to perform one jurisdictional 
activity per Co-Permittee adjusted annually for the CPI.  The value of the 
Jurisdictional Activities represents the average cost to perform one jurisdictional 
activity in FY07-08.  The Jurisdictional Activities are multiplied by the number of 
activities required per year.  The average amount spent on the Jurisdictional 
Activities was eight thousand one hundred and twenty-five dollars ($8,125).  

When the Jurisdictional Activities are added across the time the mandate applied 
and all the Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $4,207,768.50
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Using this formula, each Co-Permittee would receive two hundred and twenty-
one thousand, four hundred and sixty-one dollars and fifty cents ($221,461.50). 

c. Regional Watershed Activities – WURMP 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records.  Using this information, I 
have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the Regional 
WURMP is as follows:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “WURMP Costs” are the actual annual costs for the Regional WURMP 
Working Group costs; and “MOU” is the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share 
of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.  The average amount spent on the 
WURMP Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Cost Share for Regional Workgroup Watershed Activity 
Support Costs

FY 2008/2009 $2,737.91 
FY 2009/2010 $3,287.23 

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.   

When the WURMP Costs are added across the time the mandate applied and all 
the Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $6,025.14 

d. Watershed Workgroup Meetings  

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Co-Permittees Declarations, County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys, and WURMP 
Annual Reports.  Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula for the costs of the watershed activities and collaboration 
in the WURMP meetings is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑒𝑠)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Rate” is the cost of the Municipal Claimant employee time per regional 
workgroup meeting; “# Attendees” is the number of attendees each Co-Permittee 
had attend the watershed workgroup meeting; and “# Meetings” is the number of 
meetings per year.  The value of the Rate represents the average cost for a 
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Municipal Claimant employee to attend a meeting between FY 2007/2008.  The 
Rate was two hundred and sixty-two dollars and eighty-eight cents ($262.88).  
Precise records of individual Co-Permittee meeting attendance was not available 
so the # Attendees was conservatively assumed to be one.  The # Meetings each 
year are:  

Fiscal Year Number of Meetings
FY 2007/2008 369 
FY 2008/2009 312 
FY 2009/2010 334 
FY 2010/2011 338 
FY 2011/2012 355 
FY 2012/2013 320 

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.   

When the watershed workgroup meeting costs are added across the time the 
mandate applied and all the Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $560,630.93

16. RURMP (Parts F.1., F.2. & F.3). 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the County 
Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records.  Using this information, I have determined 
that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the RURMP is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Cost Share” is the actual annual cost share values as invoiced by County; and 
“MOU” is the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the 
applicable MOUs.  The yearly Watershed Lead Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Cost Share for Regional Workgroup RURMP Costs
FY 2008/2009 $2,928.91 
FY 2009/2010 $5,230.98 
FY 2010/2011 $1,926.50 

The time period of the reimbursement for RURMP is halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013 as this is when 2007 Permit required this activity.  Although 
reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 through FY 
2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.  
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When the RURMP costs are added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $10,086.39

17. Program Effectiveness Assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2). 

The total reimbursable for the program effectiveness assessment is:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $26,934,622.86

The total is determined by combining the jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment 
and regional FRA workgroup expenditures as described in detail below.  The time period 
of the reimbursement for program effectiveness is halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013 as this is when 2007 Permit required this activity.   

a. Jurisdictional Program Effectiveness Assessment  

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
JRMP Annual Reports and the D-Max Proposals. Using this information, I have 
determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the 
jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment is as follows:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Effectiveness” is the percentage of the total stormwater budget all Co-
Permittees spent on assessing if the jurisdiction program was effective and 
“Total” is the Municipal Claimant’s total stormwater budget.  The yearly 
Effectiveness is three and seventy-two hundredths percent (3.72%) of the total 
annual stormwater budget for all Municipal Claimants is listed in 15.b.  

When the costs for developing and implementing the Residential Education 
Program is added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $26,804,749.26

b. Regional Fiscal, Reporting, and Assessment (“FRA”) Workgroup Expenditures 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records.  Using this information, I 
have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of 
Regional FRA Workgroup Expenditures is: 
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𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2015

𝑡=2007

where “FRA Workgroup Costs” are the shared costs for developing and 
implementing the Regional FRA Workgroup Expenditures; and “MOU” is the 
Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the applicable 
MOUs.  The yearly FRA Workgroup Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Cost Share for Program Effectiveness Assessment-
Related Costs

FY 2008/2009 $24,466.92 
FY 2009/2010 $32,423.11 
FY 2010/2011 $72,983.57 

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.  

When the costs for developing and implementing the Residential Education 
Program is added across the time the mandate applied for all Municipal 
Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $129,873.60

18. Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment (Part I.5). 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the Regional 
Workgroup Expenditure Records.  Using this information, I have determined that a 
reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the long-term effectiveness assessment 
is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Contractor Costs” are the actual annual costs of the contractors needed to assess 
the long-term effectiveness of the projects as reported by County; and “MOU” is the 
Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.  The 
yearly Contractor Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Contractor Costs for Long-term Effectiveness Assessment
FY 2008/2009 $344,539.21 

The time period of the reimbursement for the long-term effectiveness assessment is 
halfway through FY 2006/2007 through FY 2012/2013 as this is when 2007 Permit 
required this activity. Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through 
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FY 2006/2007 through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this 
time.  

When the costs for preparing the plan is added across the time the mandate applied for all 
Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $344,539.21

19. All Permittee Collaboration (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)). 

The total reimbursable for the all permittee collaboration is:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $2,315,471.69

The total is determined by combining the support for the costs for the regional workgroup 
meetings, the regional work group meetings, and the workgroup expenditures as 
described in detail below.  The time period of the reimbursement for program 
effectiveness is 2007 through 2013 as this is when 2007 Permit required this activity.   

a. Support for Regional Workgroup Meeting  

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Regional Cost Sharing Documentation. Using this information, I have determined 
that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the long-term 
effectiveness assessment is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 )(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “County Cost” are the actual costs spent to support the various all Co-
Permittee meetings; and “MOU” is the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share 
of the cost based on the applicable MOUs.  The yearly County Costs are:  

Fiscal Year Cost Share for Co-Permittee Workgroup Meeting Support 
Costs

FY 2008/2009 $57,285.40 
FY 2009/2010 $69,576.92 
FY 2010/2011 $44,665.30 
FY 2011/2012 $56,311.45 

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.  

When the costs for preparing the plan is added across the time the mandate 
applied, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $277,839.07
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b. Regional Workgroup Meetings  

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Co-Permittees Declarations and County Fiscal Analysis Documents.  Using this 
information, I have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the 
costs of the watershed activities and collaboration in the WURMP meetings is as 
follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

where “Rate” is the cost of the Municipal Claimant employee time per regional 
workgroup meeting; “# Meeting Attendances” is the number of times a 
representative from a Municipal Claimant attend a regional workgroup meeting.  
The value of the Rate represents the average cost for a Municipal Claimant 
employee to attend a meeting between FY 2007/2008. The Rate was two hundred 
and sixty-two dollars and eighty-eight cents ($262.88). The # Meeting 
Attendances for all Municipal Claimants each year are:  

Fiscal Year Number of Meetings
FY 2007/2008 1179 
FY 2008/2009 1386 
FY 2009/2010 1238 
FY 2010/2011 1263 
FY 2011/2012 1260 
FY 2012/2013 1218 

When the meeting costs are added across the time the mandate applied for all 
Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $2,087,214.52

c. Workgroup Expenditures 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Regional Cost Sharing Documentation.  Using this information, I have determined 
that a reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the long-term 
effectiveness assessment is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

2017

𝑡=2007

where “Workgroup Cost” are the actual costs of activities performed by the 
workgroup; and “MOU” is the Municipal Claimant’s proportional share of the  

cost based on the applicable MOUs.  The yearly Workgroup Costs are:  
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Fiscal Year Cost Share for Regional Working Group Coordination 
Costs

FY 2008/2009 $270.97 
FY 2009/2010 $147.13 

Although reimbursement would be proper from halfway through FY 2006/2007 
through FY 2012/2013, there were only actual costs for a portion of this time.  

When the costs for preparing the plan is added across the time the mandate 
applied for all Municipal Claimants, the total is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $418.10

20. Total Reimbursement (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)). 

Based on the foregoing RRMs, the total reimbursement for the items mandated by the 
2007 Permit would be:  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = $252,762,731.82



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 
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(Date and Place) (Si e) 
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(Name) 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 
I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not 
a party to the within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, 
Sacramento, California 95814. 
On March 29, 2024, I served the: 

• Current Mailing List dated March 28, 2024
• Notice of Waiver of Procedural Requirements, Extension Request Approval,

and Postponement of Hearing issued March 29, 2024
• Claimants’ Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and

Guidelines (Volumes 1-14) filed February 20, 2024
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. R9-2007-0001,
Permit CAS0108758, Parts D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii), D.5.a.(1), D.5.a.(2), D.5.b.(1)(a),
D.5.b.(1)(b)(iii-vi), D.5.b.(1)(c), D.5.b.(1)(d), D.5.b.(2), D.5.b.(3), E.2.f., E.2.g.,
F.1., F.2., F.3., I.1., I.2., I.5., J.3.a.(3)(c)(iv)-(viii), (x)-(xv), the first sentence of
L.1. as it applies to the newly mandated activities, and L.1.a.(3)-(6), 07-TC-09-R
County of San Diego, Cites of Carlsbad, Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove,
Poway, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El
Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National
City, Oceanside, San Diego, and Vista, Claimants

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to 
locate it to the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list. 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on  
March 29, 2024 at Sacramento, California.  

____________________________ 
Jill Magee 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 3/28/24

Claim Number: 07-TC-09-R

Matter:
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. R9-2007-0001
Permit CAS0108758 Parts D.1.d.(7)-(8), D.1.g., D.3.a.(3), D.3.a.(5), D.5, E.2.f,
E.2.g, F.1, F.2, F.3, I.1, I.2, I.5, J.3.a.(3)(c)iv-viii & x-xv, and L.

Claimants: City of Carlsbad
City of Chula Vista
City of Del Mar
City of Encinitas
City of Escondido
City of Imperial Beach
City of La Mesa
City of Lemon Grove
City of National City
City of Oceanside
City of Poway
City of San Diego
City of San Marcos
City of Santee
City of Solana Beach
City of Vista

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Adaoha Agu, County of San Diego Auditor & Controller Department
Projects, Revenue and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Avenue, Ste. 410 , MS:O-53, San Diego,
CA 92123
Phone: (858) 694-2129
Adaoha.Agu@sdcounty.ca.gov
Tiffany Allen, Treasury Manager, City of Chula Vista
Claimant Contact
Finance Department, 276 Fourth Avenue, Chula Vista, CA 91910
Phone: (619) 691-5250
tallen@chulavistaca.gov
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Rachelle Anema, Division Chief, County of Los Angeles
Accounting Division, 500 W. Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8321
RANEMA@auditor.lacounty.gov
Lili Apgar, Specialist, State Controller's Office
Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lapgar@sco.ca.gov
Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov
Aaron Avery, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
Aarona@csda.net
Ginni Bella Navarre, Deputy Legislative Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8342
Ginni.Bella@lao.ca.gov
Cindy Black, City Clerk, City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574
Phone: (707) 968-2742
ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org
Jonathan Borrego, City Manager, City of Oceanside
Claimant Contact
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3065
citymanager@oceansideca.org
Molly Brennan, Director of Finance, City of National City
Claimant Contact
1243 National City Blvd., National City, CA 91950
Phone: (619) 336-4330
finance@nationalcityca.gov
Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775
gburdick@mgtconsulting.com
Allan Burdick,
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com
Rica Mae Cabigas, Chief Accountant, Auditor-Controller
Accounting Division, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8309
rcabigas@auditor.lacounty.gov
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Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov
Sheri Chapman, General Counsel, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658-8267
schapman@calcities.org
Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com
Carolyn Chu, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8326
Carolyn.Chu@lao.ca.gov
Michael Coleman, Coleman Advisory Services
2217 Isle Royale Lane, Davis, CA 95616
Phone: (530) 758-3952
coleman@muni1.com
Erika Cortez, Administrative Services Director, City of Imperial Beach
Claimant Contact
825 Imperial Beach Boulevard, Imperial Beach, CA 91932
Phone: (619) 423-8303
ecortez@imperialbeachca.gov
Eric Dargan, Chief Operating Officer, City of San Diego
Claimant Contact
City Hall, 202 C Street, Suite 901A, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (858) 236-5587
Edargan@sandiego.gov
Thomas Deak, Senior Deputy, County of San Diego
Claimant Representative
Office of County Counsel, 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 355, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 531-4810
Thomas.Deak@sdcounty.ca.gov
Kalyn Dean, Senior Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
kdean@counties.org
Margaret Demauro, Finance Director, Town of Apple Valley
14955 Dale Evans Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307
Phone: (760) 240-7000
mdemauro@applevalley.org
Tracy Drager, Auditor and Controller, County of San Diego
Claimant Contact
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 166, San Diego, CA 92101
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Phone: (619) 531-5413
tracy.drager@sdcounty.ca.gov
Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov
Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8918
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov
Tim Flanagan, Office Coordinator, Solano County
Register of Voters, 678 Texas Street, Suite 2600, Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone: (707) 784-3359
Elections@solanocounty.com
Jennifer Fordyce, Assistant Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel, 1001 I Street, 22nd floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 324-6682
Jennifer.Fordyce@waterboards.ca.gov
Lisa Fowler, Finance Director, City of San Marcos
Claimant Contact
1 Civic Center Drive, San Marcos, CA 92069
Phone: (760) 744-1050
lfowler@san-marcos.net
David Gibson, Executive Officer, San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92123-4340
Phone: (858) 467-2952
dgibson@waterboards.ca.gov
Juliana Gmur, Acting Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
juliana.gmur@csm.ca.gov
Mike Gomez, Revenue Manager, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3240
mgomez@newportbeachca.gov
Catherine George Hagan, Senior Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
c/o San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2375 Northside Drive, Suite 100, San Diego,
CA 92108
Phone: (619) 521-3012
catherine.hagan@waterboards.ca.gov
Shawn Hagerty, Best Best & Krieger, LLP
San Diego Office, 655 West Broadway, 15th Floor, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 525-1300
Shawn.Hagerty@bbklaw.com
Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 323-3562
heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov
Sunny Han, Acting Chief Financial Officer, City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Phone: (714) 536-5630
Sunny.Han@surfcity-hb.org
Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov
Tiffany Hoang, Associate Accounting Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-1127
THoang@sco.ca.gov
Christina Holmes, Director of Finance, City of Escondido
Claimant Contact
201 North Broadway, Escondido, CA 92025
Phone: (760) 839-4676
cholmes@escondido.org
Rachel Jacobs, Finance Director/Treasurer, City of Solana Beach
Claimant Contact
635 South Highway 101, Solana Beach, CA 92075-2215
Phone: (858) 720-2463
rjacobs@cosb.org
Jason Jennings, Director, Maximus Consulting
Financial Services, 808 Moorefield Park Drive, Suite 205, Richmond, VA 23236
Phone: (804) 323-3535
SB90@maximus.com
Heather Jennings, Director of Finance, City of Santee
Claimant Contact
10601 Magnolia Avenue, Building #3, Santee, CA 92071
Phone: (619) 258-4100
hjennings@cityofsanteeca.gov
Angelo Joseph, Supervisor, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
AJoseph@sco.ca.gov
Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
2425 Golden Hill Road, Suite 106, Paso Robles, CA 93446
Phone: (805) 239-7994
akcompanysb90@gmail.com
Joanne Kessler, Fiscal Specialist, City of Newport Beach
Revenue Division, 100 Civic Center Drive , Newport Beach, CA 90266
Phone: (949) 644-3199
jkessler@newportbeachca.gov
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Zach Korach, Finance Director, City of Carlsbad
Claimant Contact
1635 Faraday Ave., Carlsbad, CA 92008
Phone: (442) 339-2127
zach.korach@carlsbadca.gov
Kari Krogseng, Chief Counsel, Department of Finance
1021 O Street, Suite 3110 , Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-0971
Kari.Krogseng@dof.ca.gov
Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 327-3138
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov
Michael Lauffer, Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5183
michael.lauffer@waterboards.ca.gov
Eric Lawyer, Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8112
elawyer@counties.org
Kim-Anh Le, Deputy Controller, County of San Mateo
555 County Center, 4th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 599-1104
kle@smcgov.org
Fernando Lemus, Principal Accountant - Auditor, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324
flemus@auditor.lacounty.gov
Erika Li, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
erika.li@dof.ca.gov
Diego Lopez, Consultant, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
1020 N Street, Room 502, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Diego.Lopez@sen.ca.gov
Everett Luc, Accounting Administrator I, Specialist, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0766
ELuc@sco.ca.gov
Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov
Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 323-0706
DMar@sco.ca.gov
Tim McDermott, Director of Finance, City of Poway
13325 Civic Center Drive, Poway, CA 92064
Phone: (858) 668-4411
tmcdermott@poway.org
Tina McKendell, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324
tmckendell@auditor.lacounty.gov
Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
Monica Molina, Finance Manager/Treasurer, City of Del Mar
Claimant Contact
1050 Camino Del Mar, Del Mar, CA 92014
Phone: (858) 755-9354
mmolina@delmar.ca.us
Jill Moya, Financial Services Director, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3887
jmoya@oceansideca.org
Marilyn Munoz, Senior Staff Counsel, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8918
Marilyn.Munoz@dof.ca.gov
Tim Nash, Director of Finance, City of Encinitas
Claimant Contact
505 S Vulcan Avenue, Encinitas, CA 92054
Phone: N/A
finmail@encinitasca.gov
Kaleb Neufeld, Assistant Controller, City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, CA 93721
Phone: (559) 621-2489
Kaleb.Neufeld@fresno.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com
Dale Nielsen, Director of Finance/Treasurer, City of Vista
Claimant Contact
Finance Department, 200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084
Phone: (760) 726-1340
dnielsen@ci.vista.ca.us
Adriana Nunez, Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA
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95814
Phone: (916) 322-3313
Adriana.Nunez@waterboards.ca.gov
Eric Oppenheimer, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5615
eric.oppenheimer@waterboards.ca.gov
Frederick Ortlieb, Senior Deputy City Attorney, City of San Diego
1200 Third Avenue, 11th Floor, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-6318
fortlieb@sandiego.gov
Patricia Pacot, Accountant Auditor I, County of Colusa
Office of Auditor-Controller, 546 Jay Street, Suite #202 , Colusa, CA 95932
Phone: (530) 458-0424
ppacot@countyofcolusa.org
Arthur Palkowitz, Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
12807 Calle de la Siena, San Diego, CA 92130
Phone: (858) 259-1055
law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com
Kirsten Pangilinan, Specialist, State Controller's Office
Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2446
KPangilinan@sco.ca.gov
Helen Holmes Peak, Lounsbery Ferguson Altona & Peak, LLP
960 Canterbury Place, Ste. 300, Escondido, CA 92025
Phone: (760) 743-1201
hhp@lfap.com
Brian Pierik, Burke,Williams & Sorensen,LLP
2310 East Ponderosa Drive, Suite 25, Camarillo, CA 93010-4747
Phone: (805) 987-3468
bpierik@bwslaw.com
Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658-8214
jpina@cacities.org
Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@sbcountyatc.gov
Jonathan Quan, Associate Accountant, County of San Diego
Projects, Revenue, and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Ave, Suite 410, San Diego, CA 92123
Phone: 6198768518
Jonathan.Quan@sdcounty.ca.gov
Roberta Raper, Director of Finance, City of West Sacramento
1110 West Capitol Ave, West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone: (916) 617-4509
robertar@cityofwestsacramento.org
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David Rice, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 341-5161
david.rice@waterboards.ca.gov
Tammi Royales, Director of Finance, City of La Mesa
Claimant Contact
8130 Allison Avenue, PO Box 937, La Mesa, CA 91944-0937
Phone: (619) 463-6611
findir@cityoflamesa.us
Jessica Sankus, Senior Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jsankus@counties.org
Alex Sauerwein, Attorney, State Water Resources Control Board
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-8581
Alex.Sauerwein@waterboards.ca.gov
Michaela Schunk, Legislative Coordinator, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
mschunk@counties.org
Cindy Sconce, Director, MGT
Performance Solutions Group, 3600 American River Drive, Suite 150, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 276-8807
csconce@mgtconsulting.com
Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Wayne Shimabukuro, County of San Bernardino
Auditor/Controller-Recorder-Treasurer-Tax Collector, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San
Bernardino, CA 92415-0018
Phone: (909) 386-8850
wayne.shimabukuro@atc.sbcounty.gov
Natalie Sidarous, Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816
Phone: 916-445-8717
NSidarous@sco.ca.gov
Jolene Tollenaar, MGT Consulting Group
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 243-8913
jolenetollenaar@gmail.com
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Brian Uhler, Principal Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
Brian.Uhler@LAO.CA.GOV
Antonio Velasco, Revenue Auditor, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3143
avelasco@newportbeachca.gov
Matthew Vespi, Chief Financial Officer, City of San Diego
202 C Street, 9th Floor, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-6218
mvespi@sandiego.gov
Vincent Vu, Attorney, State Water Resources Control Board
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-5669
Vincent.Vu@waterboards.ca.gov
Emel Wadhwani, Senior Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel, 1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-3622
emel.wadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov
Ada Waelder, Legislative Analyst, Government Finance and Administration, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
awaelder@counties.org
Joe Ware, Finance Director, City of Lemon Grove
Claimant Contact
3232 Main Street, Lemon Grove, CA 91945
Phone: (619) 825-3803
jware@lemongrove.ca.gov
Renee Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, H-382, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 797-4883
dwa-renee@surewest.net
Adam Whelen, Director of Public Works, City of Anderson
1887 Howard St., Anderson, CA 96007
Phone: (530) 378-6640
awhelen@ci.anderson.ca.us
Colleen Winchester, Senior Deputy City Attorney, City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
Phone: (408) 535-1987
Colleen.Winchester@sanjoseca.gov
R. Matthew Wise, Supervising Deputy Attorney General, Department of Justice
Attorney General's Office, 1300 I Street, Suite 125, PO Box 944255, Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Phone: (916) 210-6046
Matthew.Wise@doj.ca.gov
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Jacqueline Wong-Hernandez, Deputy Executive Director for Legislative Affairs, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8104
jwong-hernandez@counties.org
Elisa Wynne, Staff Director, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
elisa.wynne@sen.ca.gov
Kaily Yap, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
Kaily.Yap@dof.ca.gov
Helmholst Zinser-Watkins, Associate Governmental Program Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 700,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-7876
HZinser-watkins@sco.ca.gov
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