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Oceanside, San Diego, and Vista Rebuttal to 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”)1 respectfully submit this rebuttal to the responses submitted by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (“State Water Board”) and California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Diego Region (“San Diego Water Board”) (collectively, “Water Boards”), the 
Department of Finance (“Finance”) and the State Controller’s Office (collectively, the “State”).  
The Municipal Claimants appreciate the opportunity to respond to the State Comments, and also 
appreciate the time and significant work that the Commission on State Mandates (“Commission”) 
has invested over the past many years on Test Claim 07-TC-09-R (“Test Claim”).2 

The Municipal Claimants submitted comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and 
Parameters and Guidelines (“Municipal Comments”) and, as part of those comments, requested 
that the Commission adopt reasonable reimbursement methodologies (“RRMs”) for the mandated 
programs or activities.  In response, the Water Boards, State Controller’s Office, and Finance each 

1 The term “Co-Permittee” refers to 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. 
2 The Test Claim is a challenge to the requirements of Order No. R9-2007-0001, issued by the San Diego Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (“2007 Permit”). 
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drafted comments on the Draft Proposed Decisions Parameters and Guidelines for Test Claim 07-
TC-09-R (“State Responses”), including questions and comments on the proposed RRMs. 

The Municipal Claimants submit this rebuttal to address the issues raised in the State 
Responses.  First, the Municipal Claimants clarify how the RRM process would work.  Second, 
the rebuttal explains that the Municipal Claimants have a right to propose, and  properly proposed, 
the RRMs for these mandated activities or programs, which are all well-suited for RRMs.  Last, 
the Municipal Claimants address the State Responses relating to the timing of the mandated 
activities, and provide proposed revisions to the RRMs to address these issues. 

I. HOW AN RRM WORKS 

The Municipal Claimants can propose a methodology or reimbursement that would 
streamline the timing and process to get reimbursed.3  At this stage, the Municipal Claimants are 
asking for approval of the formulas that would then be used by each Co-Permittee4 to request 
reimbursement for the mandated activities or programs.  Thus, if the Commission approves the 
RRMs, the Co-Permittees will then submit information to complete the specific formula and 
request the appropriate reimbursement.  Only after this additional information based on the 
approved formulas is submitted will the disbursement of the subvention occur.  

For example, the formula for Conveyance System Cleaning is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 

= ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+  ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

As stated in the Municipal Comments, 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.5   

                                                 
3 Gov’t Code § 17518.5(a). 
4 The Municipal Claimants understand that the Port of San Diego and San Diego Airport are contending they are 
able to recover, since they are Co-Permittees and are subject to the mandated activities.  The Municipal Claimants 
therefore use Co-Permittee here to refer all parties subject to the 2007 Permit and the mandated activities.  
5 Declaration of John Quenzer in Support of the Rebuttal to State Comments on the Reasonable Reimbursement 
Mythology 07-TC-09-R (“Quenzer Decl.”) ¶ 13.c. 
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In this example, the Municipal Claimants are requesting the Commission to adopt to 
general formula on Conveyance System Cleaning, the various Unit Costs articulated in this 
formula, and the time for which the formula will apply.  To get its specific reimbursement, each 
Co-Permittee will need to submit proof of the number of inlets or storm basins cleaned in a year , 
the distance of the pipe cleaned in linear feet , and the distance of the channel cleaned in linear 
feet. 

In the Municipal Comments, the Municipal Claimants provided an overall expected 
reimbursement for each RRM for all of the Co-Permittees.  This total number included the 
individual Co-Permittee inputs for the formulas; these inputs are included in Claimants’ Comments 
on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines Volumes filed on February 20, 
2024 Volumes6 2-13 attached to the Permittee Proposed RRM.  These documents are Jurisdictional 
Urban Runoff Management Program (“JURMP”) Annual Reports, Water Quality Improvement 
Project (“WQIP”) Annual Reports, Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (“WURMP”) 
Annual Reports which were submitted by the Co-Permittees to the Regional Board during the 
duration of the 2007 Permit.  All other documents were provided by D-Max or the County and 
properly authenticated.  However, these were just estimated amounts.  As noted above, each 
individual Co-Permittee will need to submit the inputs to the formulas and seek its individual 
subvention for the mandated activities.  Appendix A to John Quenzer’s Declaration has tables that 
explain what information the Co-Permittees will need to enter to get the reimbursement allocation.  

To reiterate, the Municipal Claimants are asking the Commission to adopt each RRM 
formula, the Unit Costs associated with each formula, and the time for which the formula will 
apply.  The revised formulas and unit costs are located on pages 16-20.  

II. THE MUNICIPAL CLAIMANT PROPOSED RRM IS PROPER  

As stated in the original Municipal Comments, the RRM is proper under Government Code 
section 17518.5.  These RRMs are based on detailed information from the Co-Permittees relating 
to the costs they incurred to perform the state mandated activities.  Specifically, the RRMs were 
based off of the County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys, Co-Permittee Declarations, JURMP Annual 
Reports, WQIP Annual Reports, WURMP Annual Reports, County Fiscal Analysis Documents, 
MOUs, County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records, Regional Cost Sharing 
Documentation, and D-Max proposal records relating to Jurisdictional Runoff Management 
Programs (“JRMP”) annual reporting services (“D-Max Files”).7  

                                                 
6 Citations to the Claimants’ Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines Volumes 
filed on February 20, 2024 will be referred as “Volume”. 
7 Declaration of Lara Barrett in Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R ¶ 9, Declaration of 
John Quenzer in Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R ¶¶ 7-8, Municipal Claimants 
Supporting Documents Volumes 1-14; Quenzer Decl. ¶¶ 7-8; Declaration of Lara Barrett in Support of the Rebuttal 
to State Comments on the Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R (“Barrett Declaration”) ¶ 9. 
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As described in further detail below, the RRM was based on a representative sample of the 
eligible claimants as required by Government Code section 17518.5(b).8  Nothing in the State 
Responses refutes that fact.  Instead, the State Responses assert that there is insufficient 
information to recreate the RRM or determine which Co-Permittees were considered in the 
representative sample.9  However, the State Responses cite to no legal authority requiring the RRM 
to explicitly indicate which entities were considered in the representative sample.10  The 
information to recreate the RRM was provided in the Volumes concurrently submitted with the 
Municipal Comments.11  For each item for which reimbursement is proper, the Municipal 
Claimants used all available applicable information to create the RRM.   

Given that the RRM is a formula where each Co-Permittee would need to submit specific 
information to get the reimbursement, the RRMs inherently consider variation in costs among the 
local agencies.12  The State Responses do not properly characterize how an RRM works.  The 
general use and applicability of an RRM properly considers variation between the Co-Permittees 
as the allocation of each Co-Permittee would adequately incorporate the variation in costs between 
the Permittees.  Nothing in the State Responses refutes this inherent variation created by the use 
of an RRM.13  

Furthermore, the Municipal Comments included the “documentation or assumption[s] 
relied upon to develop the proposed methodology.”14  As stated previously, for each item for which 
reimbursement is proper, the Municipal Claimants used all available applicable information to 
create the RRM.  All of the documentation was properly authenticated and much of it was already 
provided in this matter.  The rationale for these RRMs and the documentation needed to support 
them was adequately explained in the Declaration of John Quenzer in Support of Reasonable 
Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R.  With that established, the Municipal Claimants provided 
additional explanation for the cost formula format used for each individual RRM in the 
concurrently filed Quenzer Declaration. 

Lastly, the RRM is an 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.  The activities required by the 2007 Permit that are 
challenged in the Test Claim occurred starting in 2007.  The State Responses indicate that the only 
reasonable way to handle the reimbursement is through receipts.  The Municipal Claimants wish 
to remind the Commission that due to the State’s decision to contest all possible legal issues 
through years of unnecessary litigation, fourteen years have passed since the 2007 Permit and its 
unfunded mandates were adopted.  Requiring Municipal Claimants to come up with receipts 

                                                 
8 Gov't Code § 17518.5(b).  
9 Regional Water Board Response, Section I.A.  
10 Id.  
11 The Municipal Claimants inadvertently missed the County 2011 County Survey 2 in the original submission.  This 
has been attached and authenticated in the Barrett Declaration.  
12 Gov't Code § 17518.5(c).  
13 Regional Water Board Response, Section I.B.  
14 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1183.12. 
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fourteen years after the work began is unreasonable in light of the RRM and improperly 
incentivizes the state to continue challenging unfunded mandates.  The total cost of the 2007 
Permit’s mandated activities does not change the fact that these activities were required and that 
the Municipal Claimants were not properly reimbursed for these activities.  Using the RRM 
process would be a fair way to finally provide the Municipal Claimants with reimbursement for 
funds that the State required them to expend years ago. 

III. ALTHOUGH THE PERMITTEES SATISFIED THE REQUIREMENTS TO 
CREATE AN RRM, MUNICIPAL CLAIMANTS ARE PROVIDING 
ADDITIONAL DETAIL AND REVISIONS TO THE RRMS TO ADDRESS THE 
STATE RESPONSES 

The documentation needed to create the RRMs was previously submitted to the 
Commission.15  The Municipal Claimants provided references to the relevant document types for 
the Commission to understand the basis and evidence supporting the RRM.  These documents 
were submitted in the Volumes attached to the Municipal Comments.  

The State Responses primarily complain that the RRM is based on too many documents 
and that they cannot recreate the RRM.  Despite this, the State Responses did not provide a 
reference to any statute or regulation that required the State Board or the Commission to be able 
to exactly recreate the RRM.  As stated previously, the documentation to create the RRM was 
included in the original submission.  Many of the documents submitted were documents already 
submitted to the Regional Water Board and included in the record to the various aspects of 
litigation for this matter.  Little, if any, of this information was new.  However, to address the State 
Responses, the Municipal Claimants have provided more specific references to the previously 
submitted documents.16  

Additionally, in response to the State Responses, the Municipal Claimants have made a 
few minor proposed revisions to the RRMs.  The Municipal Claimants revised all of the 
reimbursement periods to be more clearly articulated in fiscal years.17  Most of these revisions 
relate to the time when reimbursement was proper and the format of the time for which the 
summation is applied.18  Although the 2007 Permit was finalized in 2007, the Municipal Claimants 
acknowledge that some tasks were not required immediately.  Given that many of 2007 Permit 
activities were required beyond the date the Regional Board issued Order No. R9-2013-0001, as 

                                                 
15 See footnote 12, above, relating to the County 2011 County Survey 2.  
16 The Permittees note that the State Responses’ complaints about the number of documents and inability to 
acknowledge and understand those documents fail to note that most of Volumes 2-13 including the JURMP Annual 
Reports, Water Quality Improvement Project Annual Reports, and WURMP Annual Reports were all documents 
submitted to the Regional Board as required by the 2007 Permit.  The Regional Board should have known what 
information was provided in these documents considering they had all been previously submitted.  
17 Municipal Claimants note that the original RRMs were in fiscal years as well.  Declaration of John Quenzer in 
Support of Reasonable Reimbursement Mythology 07-TC-09-R ¶ 11 (“the year refers to the fiscal year where the 
mandate applied (i.e., 2007 shall refer to fiscal year (“FY”) 2006/2007)”.)  
18 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 11.e. 
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amended (“2013 Permit”), the Municipal Claimants did not adjust the RRMs to include only the 
time frame for which the 2007 Permit was in place.   

The Municipal Claimants believe that cut-off years should be interpreted in the following 
ways.  FY 2006/2007 claimed costs should be reduced to 43.29% of the total cost for the year to. 
reflect that 158 of the 365 days in FY 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007, which is the 
effective date of the 2007 Permit.19  FY 2007/2008 claimed costs should be 27.05% of the total 
cost for the year to reflect that 99 days of the 366 days in FY 2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 
2008, which is the date that Co-Permittees were required to begin implementing JURMP 
developed per the 2007 Permit requirements.20  FY 2012/2013 claimed costs should be 98.90% of 
the total cost for the year to reflect that 361 of the 365 days in FY 2012/2013 were on or before 
June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit.21  FY 2014/2015 
claimed cost should be 98.90% of the total cost for the year which reflects that 361 of the 365 days 
in FY 2014/2015 were on or before June 26, 2015, which is the day before Co-Permittees were 
required to submit and begin implementing JRMPs that reflected requirements of the 2013 
Permit.22  The time frame of reimbursement has been adjusted for the relevant RRMs as needed as 
explained in more detail in the Quenzer Declaration under each particular RRM.   

Where the RRM unit costs are unchanged, the numeric unit costs will not be explained 
again.  Additionally, no Volume citations will be provided for information that would be submitted 
by each Co-Permittee in the reimbursement submission. 

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

The Municipal Claimants proposed the following reasonable approximation of the local 
costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government Code section 17518.523 for reporting on 
street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning.  The RRM has been revised to modify the 
applicable timeframe for reimbursement.24   

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+  ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

   

                                                 
19 See e.g. Quenzer Decl. ¶ 14.a. 
20 See e.g. Quenzer Decl. ¶ 12.a. 
21 See e.g. Id.  
22 See e.g. Quenzer Decl. ¶ 13.a. 
23 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 12.  
24 Id. at ¶ 12.a.  
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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”).25  The 
Conveyance Reporting Cost standard unit cost represents the median of the permittee’s average 
annual conveyance system cleaning reported costs between FY 2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010 as 
reported by the Co-Permittees in submitted 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on conveyance 
system cleaning located in Vol. 1, pp. 22-239 and the County 2011 County Survey 2 attached and 
authenticated in the Barrett Declaration.26  The median was selected as a representative value for 
a standard unit cost for this unfunded mandate as it is a more conservative value than that obtained 
by utilizing the average of costs reported by the subset of Co-Permittees.27   

The term “Sweeping Reporting Cost” refers to the annual cost per Co-Permittee to cover 
street sweeping reporting adjusted annually by the CPI.28  The standard unit cost for Sweeping 
Reporting Cost represents the median of the permittee’s average annual reporting costs to cover 
street sweeping reporting between FY 2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010 as reported by the subset of 
Co-Permittees that prepared and submitted 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on street sweeping 
located in Vol. 1, pp. 240-376.29  The median was selected as a representative value for a standard 
unit cost for this unfunded mandate as it is a more conservative value than that obtained by utilizing 
the average of costs reported by the subset of Co-Permittee.30   

B. Revisions to RRM for Conveyance System Cleaning (Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)) 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following revised reasonable approximation of the 
local costs mandated by the state for conveyance system cleaning.31  The conveyance system 
includes the inlet or storm basins, pipes, and channels.  This RRM has been revised to modify the 
applicable timeframe.32   

                                                 
25 Id. at ¶ 12.c.  
26 Id.  If the Commission decides not to consider the County Flood Control Co-Permittee Survey 2 attached and 
authenticated in the Barrett Declaration, the unit cost of the Conveyance Reporting Cost would be $8,431.02 instead 
of the previously stated $5,784.85.  Id. 
27 Id. 
28 Id. at ¶ 12.d. 
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
31 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 13. 
32 Id. at ¶ 13.a. 
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𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+  ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

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.33  #S, P, and C will all be supplied by the Co-Permittees while making a claim for 
reimbursement. 

The (Unit Cost)S, (Unit Cost)P, and (Unit Cost)C are collectively referred to as the “Unit 
Costs” and were developed based on reported costs in the 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys located in 
Vol. 1, pp. 22-239, Co-Permittee Declarations located in Vol. 1, pp. 377-743, data included JRMP 
Annual Reports located in Vols. 2-11, and the County 2011 County Survey 2 attached and 
authenticated in the Barrett Declaration.34  Each Unit Cost is the median cost to clean during FY 
2007/2008.35  The median was selected as a representative value for a standard unit cost for this 
unfunded mandate as it is a more conservative value than that obtained by utilizing the average of 
costs reported by the subset of Co-Permittees.36   

The Municipal Claimants provided the 2005 State Survey to compare the unit costs 
supported by the 2005 State Survey and the those proposed under the RRM.37  To reiterate, the 
2005 State Survey values are not being directly used in the proposed reimbursement calculation 
approach.38  The fact that the State Survey values for other Southern California municipalities from 
a few years before the period used to calculate Co-Permittees’ proposed standard unit costs are 
comparable to the unit costs calculated above based on data from Co-Permittees in the San Diego 
region supports that the unit costs are reasonable estimates.39  

                                                 
33 Id. at ¶ 13.c. 
34 Id.  If the Commission decides not to consider the County Flood Control Co-Permittee Surveys attached and 
authenticated in the Barrett Declaration, the unit cost of the (Unit Cost)S would be $124.46.  Id. 
35 Id. at ¶ 13.d.-e. 
36 Id. 
37 Id. at ¶ 13.e. 
38 Id. 
39 Id. 
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C. Revisions to 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 revised RRM for the education component 
which includes regional outreach shared costs for the residential education program development 
and implementation and jurisdictional educational programs.40  This RRM is a combination of a 
reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government 
Code section 17518.5 and the actual shared costs where no reasonable approximation was 
applicable.41  This RRM has been revised to modify the applicable timeframe.42   

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

The term “County Education Costs” refers to the actual annual shared costs for developing 
and implementing the Residential Education Program and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ 
proportional share of the cost per the applicable cost sharing agreement.43  The yearly County 
Education Costs were reported in the Co-Permittee Declarations for FY2007/2008 to FY 
2011/2012 located in Vol. 1, pp. 377-743.44  For FY 2012/2013, the County Education Costs were 
determined by reviewing Regional Cost Sharing Documentation located in Vol. 13, pp. 10,917-
13,074.45  The data from both sources were summarized by year to calculate total annual regional 
education program development and implementation cost incurred by the Co-Permittees.46  

The term “Education Costs” is the standard percentage of the total stormwater budget 
reported that is spent on jurisdiction education programs and “Total” is a Co-Permittee’s total 
stormwater expenditures in a particular year.47  The value of Education Costs was determined by 
compiling a dataset of the total stormwater expenditures as reported by a subset of Co-Permittees 
as education costs.  The expenditures listed in the JRMP annual reports located in Vols. 2-11, the 
jurisdictional education program expenditures as reported in JRMP annual reports located in 
Vols. 2-11, WURMP Annual Reports located in Vol. 13 pp. 1-10,756, and D-Max Proposal 
Documents located in Vol. 14, pp. 8-189 were used to calculate the percentage of each years 

                                                 
40 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 14.  
41 Id. 
42 Id. at ¶ 14.a.i. and ¶ 14.b.i. 
43 Id. at ¶ 14.a.iii.  
44 Id. at ¶ 14.a.iv.  
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
47 Id. at ¶ 14.b.iii.  
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reported total stormwater expenditures each Co-Permittee spent on jurisdictional educational 
costs.48 

D. Revisions to 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 revised 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.49  This RRM is a 
combination of a reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested 
by Government Code section 17518.5 and the actual costs where no reasonable approximation was 
applicable.50  This RRM has been revised to modify the applicable timeframe.51  Additionally, the 
RRM for the jurisdictional watershed activities was modified given feedback from the State 
Responses.52  

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈𝑠)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [4 ∗ 𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑠 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

2013

𝑡=2007

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

The term “Watershed Lead Costs” refers to the actual annual shared costs for the 
Watershed Workgroup and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the 
applicable cost sharing agreement.53  The yearly Watershed Lead Costs that for the Watershed 
Workgroup lead Co-Permittee were determined by reviewing the County of San Diego costs 
included in the County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records located in Vol. 13, p. 10908 

                                                 
48 Id. at ¶ 14.b.iv.  
49 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 15.  
50 Id. 
51 Id. at ¶ 15.a.i., ¶ 15.b.i., ¶ 15.c.i. and ¶ 15.d.i.  
52 Id. at ¶ 15.b.iv. 
53 Id. at ¶ 15.a.iii. 
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and dividing the reported County costs by the percent of watershed costs that the County was 
responsible for in a given year to find the total watershed lead costs.54 

The formula for jurisdictional watershed activities has changed to include the number of 
watersheds.55  Now, the term “Jurisdictional Activities” refers to the cost to perform one 
jurisdictional activity per Co-Permittee adjusted annually for the CPI and “Watersheds” refers to 
the number of watersheds in which a Co-Permittee is located.56  The original formula incorrectly 
did not account for the number of watersheds in which a Co-Permittee would be required to 
implement jurisdiction watershed activities, and thus would underestimate the costs for Co-
Permittees that span multiple watersheds and overestimate the costs for Co-Permittees that are in 
one watershed.57  Following consideration of the San Diego Water Board’s comments, the 
Permittees reevaluated the calculation of a standard unit cost per jurisdiction watershed activity.58  
The previous Jurisdictional Activities unit cost was $8,125.00.59  The reevaluated Jurisdictional 
Activities unit cost is $2,500.60  The value of the Jurisdictional Activities represents the median 
cost to perform one jurisdictional activity in FY07/08 based on implementation costs reported in 
Co-Permittee Declarations located in Vol. 1, pp. 377-743.61  The median was selected because it 
was a more conservative estimate of a reasonable unit cost given the range of jurisdictional 
activities costs reported by the Claimants.62  This revision is based on the followed changes to the 
analysis method in response to comments received and does not increase the expected 
reimbursement.63  First, the revised calculation excludes the expected costs and considers only the 
actual costs Co-Permittees reported in their surveys.64  Second, the revised calculation divides the 
total watershed activity cost by 4 times the number of WURMPs the agency is included in to 
incorporate the fact that Co-Permittees in multiple watersheds implemented different or 
duplicative activities in different watersheds.65  

The term “WURMP Costs” refers to the actual annual costs for the Regional WURMP 
Working Group costs to develop and maintain the Regional Watershed Activities Database and 
“MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the applicable cost sharing 
agreement.66  The Regional Cost Sharing Documentation located in Vol. 13, pp. 10,917-13,074 
was used to create the WURMP Costs.67   

                                                 
54 Id.  
55 Id. at ¶ 15.b.iii. 
56 Id.  
57 Id. 
58 Id. 
59 Id. 
60 Id. 
61 Id. 
62 Id. 
63 Id. 
64 Id. 
65 Id. 
66 Id. at ¶ 15.c.iii.  
67 Id.  
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The term “Rate” refers to the cost of the Co-Permittee employee time per regional 
workgroup meeting; “# Attendees” is the number of representatives for each Co-Permittee that 
attended the watershed workgroup meeting; and “# Meetings” is the number of Watershed 
Workgroup meetings attended by a Co-Permittee.68  The Rate represents the average cost for a 
Municipal Claimant employee to attend a meeting in FY07/08 and is based on the average of 
hourly rate data for Municipal Claimant employees who attend meetings reported in the Co-
Permittee Declarations located in Vol. 1, pp. 377-743 and the typical duration (meeting plus travel 
time and preparation) of three hours reflected in the declarations.69  The average and median are 
approximately the same, but the average was used because it is a slightly more conservative 
estimate than the median value.70 

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.71  

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

The term “Cost Share” refers to the actual annual cost share values for the RURMP as 
invoiced by County and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the 
applicable cost sharing agreement.72  RURMP costs are Regional Workgroup Expenditures 
specifically designated as allocated for RURMP annual reporting as reported by the following 
workgroups: Fiscal, Reporting, and Assessment (FRA); Industrial and Commercial Sources (ICS), 
Monitoring (MON), Municipal (MUNI), WURMP, Education and Regional Sources (ERS), and 
Land Development (LD).73  The RURMP expenditures reported by these workgroups were 
removed from the workgroup expenditures presented for some of these workgroups in other 
categories (e.g., FRA expenses in item 17.b) to avoid double counting.74  Expenditures data can 
be found in the County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records located in Vol. 13, 
pp. 10,908-10,916 and the Regional Cost Sharing documentation located in Vol. 13, pp. 19,017-
13,074.75 

                                                 
68 Id. at ¶ 15.d.iii.  
69 Id. at ¶ 15.d.iv.  
70 Id. 
71 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 16. 
72 Id. at ¶ 16.c. 
73 Id.  
74 Id.  
75 Id.  
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F. RRM for the Program Effectiveness Assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2). 

The Municipal Claimants propose the following RRM for the program effectiveness 
assessment which includes the jurisdictional program effectiveness assessments and the regional 
fiscal, reporting, and assessment workgroup activities.76  This RRM is a combination of a 
reasonable approximation of the local costs mandated by the state as suggested by Government 
Code section 17518.5 and the actual costs where no reasonable approximation was applicable.77  
This RRM has been revised to modify the applicable timeframe.78   

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

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 and “Total” is a  Co-
Permittee’s total stormwater expenditures in a particular year.79  The standard percentage of total 
stormwater budget spent by Co-Permittees on assessing jurisdictional program effectiveness was 
determined by evaluating the actual costs charged to several Co-Permittees for work completed by 
D-Max to fulfill the program effectiveness assessment requirements located in Vol. 14, pp. 8-189 
and costs for program effectiveness assessment implementation reported by Co-Permittees in 
JRMP annual reports where available located in Vols. 2-11.80    

The term “FRA Workgroup Costs” are the shared costs for developing and implementing 
the Regional Fiscal, Reporting, Assessment Workgroup Expenditures and “MOU” is the Co-
Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the applicable cost sharing agreement.81  The County 
Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records located in Vol. 13, pp. 10,908-10,916 were used to 
provide the FRA Workgroup Costs.82  The yearly FRA Workgroup Costs do not include costs 
reported by the FRA Workgroup to be associated with RURMP review.83 

                                                 
76 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 17. 
77 Id. 
78 Id. at ¶ 17.a.i. and ¶ 17.b.i.  
79 Id. at ¶ 17.a.iii.  
80 Id. at ¶ 17.a.iv.  
81 Id. at ¶ 17.b.iii.  
82 Id.  
83 Id. 
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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.84  

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/007

 

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 “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ 
proportional share of the cost per the applicable cost sharing agreement.85  The Regional Cost 
Sharing Documentation located in Vol. 13, pp. 10,917-13,074 was used to determine the 
Contractor Costs.86  

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.  
As explained above, the RRM has been revised to modify the applicable timeframe.  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.87  This RRM has been revised to modify the 
applicable timeframe.88   

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

=  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

The term “County Cost” refers to the actual costs spent to support the various all Co-
Permittee meetings and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the 

                                                 
84 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 18. 
85 Id. at ¶ 18.c. 
86 Id.  
87 Quenzer Decl. ¶ 19. 
88 Id. at ¶ 19.a.i., ¶ 19.b.i., and ¶ 19.c.i. 
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applicable cost sharing agreement.89  The County Costs in this formula are Regional Workgroup 
Expenditures specifically designated as meeting support; these expenses do not overlap and are 
not included in other reimbursement formulae (e.g., FRA Workgroup expenses in Section 17.b).90  
These expenditures were reported by the following workgroups: ERS, FRA, ICS, LD, MON, 
MUNI, PPS, WURMP.91  Expenditures data can be found in the County Watershed Workgroup 
Expenditure Records located in Vol. 13, pp. 10,908-10,916 and the Regional Cost Sharing 
documentation located in Vol. 13, pp. 19,017-13,074.92  

The term “Rate” refers to the cost of the Municipal Claimant employee time per regional 
workgroup meeting and “# Meeting Attendances” is the number of times a representative of a Co-
Permittee attended a regional workgroup meeting.93  The way the Rate was determined is identical 
to the Rate in the watershed workgroup activities RRM.94   

The term “Workgroup Cost” refers to the actual costs of activities performed by the 
workgroup and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost per the applicable cost 
sharing agreement.95  The Regional Workgroup Expenditure Records located in Vol. 13, 
pp. 10,917-13,074 were used to determine the Workgroup Cost.96  

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 tables 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. 

 

                                                 
89 Id. at ¶ 19.a.iii. 
90 Id.  
91 Id. 
92 Id. 
93 Id. at ¶ 19.b.iii. 
94 Id. at ¶ 19.b.iv. 
95 Id. at ¶ 19.c.iii. 
96 Id.  
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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)) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

   

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

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

  

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

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [4 ∗ 𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑠 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

  

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

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

All Permittee Collaboration (Part 
L.1.a.(3)-(6)) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 )(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07
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97 Numbers with an asterisk are those unit costs that adjust with time due to CPI adjustments.  

Item to be Reimbursed Proposed Reasonable Reimbursement Method With Unit Costs97 
Reporting on Street Sweeping and 
Conveyance System Cleaning 
(Part J.3.a.(3)(c) (iv)-(viii), (x)-
(xv)) 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [$5,784.85∗]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+  ∑ [$6,143.67∗]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

   

Conveyance System Cleaning 
(Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [$150.66∗(#𝑆)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [$6.77∗(𝑃)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [$8.52∗(𝐶)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [0.0216(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

  

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

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

𝐹𝑌/1213

𝑡𝐹𝑌06/007

+ ∑ [4 ∗ 𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑠 ∗ $2,500∗]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑈𝑅𝑀𝑃 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/013

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [($262.88∗)(# 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑒𝑠)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

  

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

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

Program Effectiveness Assessment 
(Parts I.1 & I.2) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [0.0372(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

All Permittee Collaboration (Part 
L.1.a.(3)-(6)) 𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07

+ ∑ [($262.88∗)(# 𝑀𝑒𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

+ ∑ [(𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 )(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07
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Actual Costs included in the RRM: 

Fiscal Year County Education Costs 

FY 2006/2007 - 

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 

 

Watershed Fiscal Year Watershed Lead Costs 

Carlsbad 

FY06-07 $32,010.99 

FY07-08 $24,438.85 

FY08-09 $24,727.44 

FY09-10 $25,964.27 

FY10-11 $28,625.74 

FY11-12 $30,054.97 

FY12-13 $23,053.00 

Los Peñasquitos 

FY06-072 - 

FY07-08 $2,400.37 

FY08-09 $24,291.01 

FY09-10 $23,739.33 

FY10-11 $26,294.38 

FY11-12 $25,469.18 

FY12-13 $24,504.30 

San Diego Bay 

FY06-072 - 

FY07-082 - 

FY08-092 - 

FY09-102 - 

FY10-112 - 

FY11-12 $14,927.71 

FY10-11 $14,608.03 

FY12-13 $14,927.71 

San Diego River 

FY06-07 - 

FY07-08 $19,909.78 

FY08-09 $29,633.49 
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FY09-10 $29,633.49 

FY10-11 $29,633.49 

FY11-12 $32,075.07 

FY12-13 $15,035.09 

San Dieguito 

FY06-072 - 
FY07-08 $1,723.40 

FY08-09 $11,318.16 

FY09-10 $17,799.59 

FY09-10 $3,546.64 

FY10-11 $23,668.87 

FY11-12 $18,125.64 

FY12-13 $24,176.21 
 

Fiscal Year WURMP Costs 

FY 2008/2009 $2,737.91 

FY 2009/2010 $3,287.23 

 

Fiscal Year Cost Share 

FY 2008/2009 $2,928.91 

FY 2009/2010 $5,230.98 

FY 2010/2011 $1,926.50 

 

Fiscal Year FRA Workgroup  Costs 

FY 2008/2009 $24,466.92 

FY 2009/2010 $32,423.11 

FY 2010/2011 $72,983.57 

 

Fiscal Year Contractor Costs 

FY 2010/2011  
(FRA Workgroup) 

$132,212.21 

FY 2010/2011 
(Monitoring 
Workgroup) 

$212,327.00 

 

Fiscal Year County Costs 

FY 2008/2009 $57,285.40 
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FY 2009/2010 $69,576.92 

FY 2010/2011 $44,665.30 

FY 2011/2012 $56,311.45 

 

Fiscal Year Workgroup Costs 

FY 2008/2009 $270.97 

FY 2009/2010 $147.13 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Municipal Claimants respectfully request removal of the 
references to SB 231 and adoption of the RRMs and Unit Costs 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 as described in 
the Municipal Comments. 

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 December 2024, at San Diego, California. 

 Sincerely, 
 

Shawn D. Hagerty 
of BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

 
cc: Anya Kwan 
 93939.30001\42983226.8 
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DECLARATION OF LARA BARRETT 
IN SUPPORT OF THE REBUTTAL TO STATE COMMENTS ON 

THE REASONABLE REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY 
FOR 07-TC-09-R

I, Lara Barrett, declare as follows: 

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 six 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 three 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. On December 11, 2023, I was asked to gather records to support the creation of 
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 County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys. The County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys 
included those surveys completed by the County.  

8. The 2011 County Co-Permittee Surveys include three surveys created by County 
personnel 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.  
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9. The second survey for the County (“County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2”) 
was completed in two portions by two different County groups (respectively, County Roads and 
County Flood Control). All other County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys were included in the 
Municipal Claimants Supporting Documents Volume 1, pages 1-376.  However, neither portion 
of County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2 was not included in the submission.  Therefore, true 
and correct copies of the County Flood Control portion of County 2011 County Permittee Survey 
2 is attached to this declaration as Exhibit A and the County Roads portion of the County 2011 
County Permittee Survey 2 is attached to this declaration as Exhibit B.  

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

12/12/2024, County Operations Center 
Date and Place Lara Barrett 

Lara Barrett
Digitally signed by Lara 
Barrett 
Date: 2024.12.12 
13:13:39 -08'00'



General Explanation and Instructions for the Completion of “Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - 
Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey”

Tab A. Instructions and Notes
1.       Please return the completed survey by January 19, 2011. Once completed, the file should be returned via email to Jon Van Rhyn 

(Jon.vanrhyn@sdcounty.ca.gov) with a cc to Leonard Kaye (Lkaye14765@aol.com) no later than 5:00 p.m., Wednesday January 19, 2011.  If you have 

questions or need assistance please contact Jon by email or at 858-495-5133.

2.       Please name the completed file as follows: The file provided to you contains the word JURISDICTION in its name.  Please substitute your individual 

jurisdiction name for JURISDICTION; there is no need to make any additional changes.

3.       Fill in only the blue highlighted cells.  All other cells have been protected to prevent any inadvertent loss of data.  Each of the blue cells should be 

completed regardless of whether or not it applies.  For any that do not, fill in either a “zero” or “N/A” as applicable.

4.  Costs Not Included.  This RRM survey does not include the following costs: (1) reimbursable costs for parking signage and enforcement, which will be 

claimed as actual costs, (2) vehicle and equpiment costs, which will be claimed as actual costs, and (3) costs of materials disposal, which are not 

reimbursable because they were required under the 2001 permit.5.  Exclusion of Open Channels.  This RRM survey addresses only "catch basins and inlets"; it does not include costs associated with include the 

inspection or maintenance of open channels, which will be claimed as actual costs.  Results for any facilities considered to be within the category of 
6.  Inclusion of "First" Inspections and Cleanings.  Although actual claims may not include the "first" annual inspection and cleaning of each catch basin 

and inlet (these were required in the 2001 permit), your survey results should count these activities.  The purpose of the survey is to quantify the typical 

cost of these activities on a unit basis.  It is therefore simpler to include all inspections and cleanings in the survey, and ensures a larger sample size.

7.  Claiming of Costs Applicable to the Mandate.  In some instances (i.e., fuel, or equipment maintenance), Copermittee costs may apply to activities 

other than those subject to the mandate.  In such cases, only the proportion of the cost that applies to the mandate should be claimed.

Tab B. Cost Summary Sheet  
8.  Based on the information you input in Worksheet C (in-house inspection costs), Worksheet D (In-house cleaning costs), and Worksheet E (Contractor 

Costs), the Tab B. 2.A. (Cost Summary) spreadsheet will auto-calculate.  

9.  The only information that needs to be input in Worksheet B is the contact information in Part 1 (General Information).

Tab C. In-house Inspection Costs 
10. Note 1 (Conveyance System Inspection and Related Costs). Please report only the portion of costs allocated to conveyance system inspection or 

related functions.  If these costs are intermingled with cleaning-related costs, please estimate the proportion allocated to inspection functions, and 

describe the assumptions used to derive this estimate under "Source of Information" (see Note 6)

inspection  functions.  

12. Note 3 (Annual Salary).  Please report the salary earned by an employee during 2007-08.   
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13. Note 4 (Benefit Rate).  Please indicate the percentage of salary provided by your employer as an employee benefit rate during 2007-08.  

14. Note 5 (Indirect Cost Rate).  Please use the annual indirect cost or overhead rate as a percentage of salary for FY 2007-08. If none is available use 

10%, the State's default rate.

15. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.

16. Note 7 (Source of Inspection Results).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.

17. Note 8 (Reporting).  Generally includes (1) Reporting and tracking policies and procedures, (2) data tracking and analysis, (3) report writing, and (4) 

associated supervision and management.  For additional explanation, see Section IV.D. of the Copermittees' revised Parameters and Guidelines 

(11/15/10).

18. Note 9 (Supervision and Management).  Time spent by supervisory and management personnel supervising personnel directly responsible for 

performing the mandated activities.
19. Note 10 (Employee and Vendor Training).   The claimant's costs to develop, update, and conduct training on street sweeping policies, procedures, to 

develop and produce documentation (manuals, forms, etc.), and the training costs of all claimant and vendor employees who perform tasks necessary to 

implement conveyance system inspection and cleaning and related functions during the life of the Permit.

20. Note 11 (Equipment Maintenance).  Annual equipment maintenance costs, including parts, supplies (e.g., water), and personnel costs.  This also 

includes the cost of operating, renting, leasing, or contracting for facilities to store and maintain equipment and supplies.

21. Note 12 (Contract Management Costs).  The costs of preparing requests for proposals or requests for bids, negotiating or drafting third party 

contracts, and subsequently administering service contracts for the time they are performing these tasks.  For Worksheets C and D, contract 

management costs should only include those necessary to carry out the Copermittees' in-house conveyance system inspection and cleaning activities 

(e.g., contracted equipment use, waste disposal, etc.).  Contract costs associated with contractor inspection and cleaning activities are included in 

Worksheet E (See Note 19). 

22. Note 14 (Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance).   Annual maintenance costs, including parts, supplies (e.g., water), and personnel costs.  This also 

includes the cost of operating, renting, leasing, or contracting for facilities to store and maintain  vehicles, equipment, and supplies.
23. Note 15 (Fuel).   The actual cost of fuel necessary to run the conveyance system inspection and cleaning equipment and equipment used to transport 

collected materials.

Tab D. In-house Cleaning Costs 
24. Note 16 (Conveyance System Cleaning Operations and Related Costs).  Please report only the portion of costs allocated to conveyance system 

cleaning or related functions.  If these costs are intermingled with inspection-related costs, please estimate the proportion allocated to cleaning 

functions, and describe the assumptions used to derive this estimate under "Source of Information" (see Note 6)

25. Note 2 (Staff Person).  Indicate, by names if possible, and by job classifications, the numbers of your staff persons who perform the indicated 

inspection  functions.  

26. Note 3 (Annual Salary).  Please report the salary earned by an employee during 2007-08.   

27. Note 4 (Benefit Rate).  Please indicate the percentage of salary provided by your employer as an employee benefit rate during 2007-08.  
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28. Note 5 (Indirect Cost Rate).  Please use the annual indirect cost or overhead rate as a percentage of salary for FY 2007-08. If none is available use 

10%, the State's default rate.

29. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.

30. Note 7 (Source of Cleaning Results).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used to derive the reported values.

Tab E.  Contractor Costs 
31. Note 17 (Contractor Costs).  Please  allocate a portion of the cost associated with conveyance system inspections and a portion  with conveyance 

system cleaning functions.  If these costs are intermingled, please estimate the proportion allocated to each, and describe the assumptions used to 

derive these estimates under "Source of Contract Cost Information" (see Note 6).  Also please note that contract costs do not allow for itemization of 

specific costs (e.g., fuel, equipment maintenance, etc.).  For the purposes of this survey, it is assumed that such costs are included within the broader 

categories of "Conveyance System Inspection" and "Conveyance System Cleaning." If such itemization is part of your contract activities, please indicate 
32. Note 18 (Supplemental In-house Costs).  This section includes in-house personnel and non-personnel costs incurred in supporting contractors' 

mandated services.  Note: It is not intended to replace Worksheets C and D, which correspond to all activities related to in-house inspections and 

cleaning.  Worksheet E should describe only those supplemental activities related to contract inspection and cleaning.

33. Note 10 (Contract Management Costs).  Costs of managing  conveyance system inspection and cleaning contracts. 

34. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.
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Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet B: Unit Cost Summary Sheet            

Part 1: General Information

Jurisdiction :

Contact Person : Alternate:

      Phone :    Phone: 

      E-Mail : E-Mail: 

Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Part 2: Cost Information  

A. In-house Costs (complete Worksheets C and D)

Personnel Costs

Conveyance System Inspection $99,893 $91,506 $59,736

Conveyance System Cleaning Operations $278,664 $440,176 $307,904

Reporting $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Employee Supervision and Management $16,703 $0 $28,331 $0 $16,241 $0

Employee and Vendor Training $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Equipment Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Contract Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-personnel Costs

Equipment Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Fuel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Training Materials and Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

        

Total In-house Costs $116,596 $278,664 $119,837 $440,176 $75,977 $307,904

B. Contractor Costs (complete Worksheet E)

Conveyance System Inspection Contract $0 $2 $2

Conveyance System Cleaning Operations Contract $0 $0 $0

Reporting $0 $0 $2 $0 $2 $0

Contract Management $0 $0 $0 $3 $0 $0

Employee and Vendor Training $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance $0 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2

Non-personnel Costs

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Fuel $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $1

Training Equipment and Supplies $1 $1 $0 $1 $1 $0

 

Total Contract Costs $1 $4 $7 $6 $7 $3

Total Costs (In-house + Contractor) $116,597 $278,668 $119,844 $440,182 $75,984 $307,907

Part 3: Inspection and Cleaning Totals (Note 3)

Inspection Results

a. In-house Results

Number of Inspections 2298 2391 2198

Unit Cost per Inspection  $50.73 $50.11 $34.56

b. Contract Results

Number of Inspections 450 450 450

Unit Cost per Inspection  $0.00 $0.02 $0.02

c. Combined Results

Number of Inspections 2748 2841 2648

Unit Cost per Inspection  $42.43 $42.18 $28.69

Cleaning Results
a. In-house Results

Number of Cleanings 189 179 191

Unit Cost per Cleaning $1,474.41 $2,459.08 $1,612.06

b. Contract Results

Number of Cleanings 0 0

Unit Cost per Cleaning $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

c. Combined Results

Number of Cleanings 0 0 0

Unit Cost per Cleaning $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Susan.Jones@city.gov

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

John.smith@city.gov

Susan Jones

619-123-1237

John Smith

619-123-1234

City or County
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Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results

 

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Part 1: Conveyance System Inspection Costs (Note 1)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

7 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

8 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

9 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

10 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

11 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

12 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

13 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

14 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

15 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

16 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

17 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

18 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

19 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

20 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

21 $0 $0 $0

TOTALS $0 $0 $0

Part 2: Other Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Inspections (Note 1)

Source of Information (Note 6)

Source of Inspection Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information.  Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Personnel Cost Calculations 

Use line 21 if inserting total inspection costs for each year

Use lines 1-20 if auto-calculating annual inspection costs for each year

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

CostsAnnualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 5EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results

 

Staff Person (Note 

1) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 2) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 3) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 4) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

1 Enter Name Analyst (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

1 Enter Name Program Mgr (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

c. Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10)

1 Enter Name Supervisor (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Supervision & Management 

Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Training Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Information (Note 6)

Source of Reporting Cost Information

Use line 6 to insert total reporting costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 to auto-calculate annual reporting costs for each year

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

b. Supervision and Management (Note 9)

a. Reporting (Note 8)

Reporting Totals

Supervision and Management Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual supervision and management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual training costs for each year

Use line 6 if inserting total supervision and management costs for each year

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 6EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results

 

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

d. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 11)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

e. Contract Management (Note 12)

1 Enter Name Analyst II (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Part 3: Non-Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Inspections (Note 1)

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

1 $0 $0 $0

2 $0 $0 $0

3 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Part 4: Total Costs (Personnel + Non-personnel) FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Describe source of non-personnel cost 

information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

determine non-personnel costs.

Source of Non-personnel Cost 

Information

Source of Equipment Maintenance 

Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Contract Management Cost 

Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total training costs for each year

Use line 6 if inserting total contract management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual contract management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual equipment maintenance costs for each year

Use line 6 if inserting total equipment maintenance costs for each year

Equipment Maintenance Totals

Total

Training Totals

Contract Management Totals

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14)

Fuel (Note 15)

Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10)

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 7EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results

 

$0 $0 $0

Part 5: Inspection Results
FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Number of Inspections 2 2 2

Unit Cost per Inspection  -$             -$             -$             

Source of Inspection Results (Note 7)

Identify the source of inspection results. 

Also use this space to document any 

assumptions used to calculate inspection 

results.

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 8EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Part 1: Conveyance System Cleaning Operations Costs (Note 16)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

7 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

8 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

9 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

10 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

11 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

12 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

13 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

14 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

15 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

16 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

17 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

18 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

19 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

20 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

21 $0 $0 $0

TOTALS $0 $0 $0

Part 2: Other Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Cleaning (Note 16)

Personnel Cost Calculations

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

Use lines 1-20 if auto-calculating annual inspection costs for each year Source of Cleaning Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 21 if inserting total inspection costs for each year

Source of Information (Note 6)

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 9EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Personnel Cost Calculations

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

Source of Information (Note 6)

1 Enter Name Analyst (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

1 Enter Name Program Mgr (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

c. Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10)

1 Enter Name Supervisor (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

a. Reporting (Note 8)

Use lines 1-5 to auto-calculate annual reporting costs for each year Source of Reporting Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 to insert total reporting costs for each year

Reporting Totals

b. Supervision and Management (Note 9)

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual supervision and management costs for each year

Source of Supervision & Management 

Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total supervision and management costs for each year

Supervision and Management Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual training costs for each year Source of Training Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 10EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Personnel Cost Calculations

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

Source of Information (Note 6)

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

d. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 11)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

e. Contract Management (Note 12)

1 Enter Name Analyst II (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual contract management costs for each year

Source of Contract Management Cost 

Information

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total training costs for each year

Training Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual equipment maintenance costs for each year

Source of Equipment Maintenance Cost 

Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total equipment maintenance costs for each year

Equipment Maintenance Totals

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information.  Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total contract management costs for each year

Equipment Maintenance Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 11EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Personnel Cost Calculations

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

Source of Information (Note 6)

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

1 $0 $0 $0

2 $0 $0 $0

3 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Part 4: Total Costs (Personnel + Non-personnel) FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

$0 $0 $0

Part 5: Cleaning Results

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Number of Cleanings 1 1 1

Unit Cost per Cleaning -$             -$             -$             

Source of Cleaning Results (Note 17)

Identify the source of inspection results. 

Also use this space to document any 

assumptions used to calculate cleaning 

results.

Source of Non-personnel Cost 

Information

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) Describe source of non-personnel cost 

information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

determine non-personnel costs.

Fuel (Note 15)

Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10)

Total

Contract Management Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 12EXHIBIT A



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet E: Contractor Costs and Results

Part 1: Contract Costs

Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Contractor Costs (Note 17)

1 Conveyance System Inspection (Note 1) $0 $2 $2

2 Conveyance System Cleaning (Note 16) $0 $0 $0

Supplemental In-house Costs (Note 18)
Personnel Costs

1 Reporting (Note 8) $0 $0 $2 $0 $2 $0

2 Contract Management (Note 19) $0 $0 $0 $3 $0 $0

3 Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10) $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0

4 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) $0 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2

Non-personnel Costs

1 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

2 Fuel (Note 15) $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $1

3 Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10) $1 $1 $0 $1 $1 $0

Total Contract Costs $1 $4 $7 $6 $7 $3

Part 2: Inspection and Cleaning Results 

Inspections Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Number of Inspections 450 450 450

Unit Cost per Inspection  0.00$           0.02$           0.02$           

Cleanings

Number of Cleanings 250 225 200

Unit Cost per Cleaning 0.02$           0.03$           0.02$           

Source of Inspection and Cleaning Results (Note 7)

Describe source of inspection and cleaning results. Also use this space to document any assumptions used to calculate inspection and cleaning results.

Source of Contract Cost Information (Note 6)

Describe source of contract cost information. Also use this space to document any assumptions used to calculate costs.

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections or cleaning of open channels. 13
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General Explanation and Instructions for the Completion of “Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - 
Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey”

Tab A. Instructions and Notes
1.       Please return the completed survey by January 19, 2011. Once completed, the file should be returned via email to Jon Van Rhyn 

(Jon.vanrhyn@sdcounty.ca.gov) with a cc to Leonard Kaye (Lkaye14765@aol.com) no later than 5:00 p.m., Wednesday January 19, 2011.  If you have 

questions or need assistance please contact Jon by email or at 858-495-5133.

2.       Please name the completed file as follows: The file provided to you contains the word JURISDICTION in its name.  Please substitute your individual 

jurisdiction name for JURISDICTION; there is no need to make any additional changes.

3.       Fill in only the blue highlighted cells.  All other cells have been protected to prevent any inadvertent loss of data.  Each of the blue cells should be 

completed regardless of whether or not it applies.  For any that do not, fill in either a “zero” or “N/A” as applicable.

4.  Costs Not Included.  This RRM survey does not include the following costs: (1) reimbursable costs for parking signage and enforcement, which will be 

claimed as actual costs, (2) vehicle and equpiment costs, which will be claimed as actual costs, and (3) costs of materials disposal, which are not 

reimbursable because they were required under the 2001 permit.

5.  Exclusion of Open Channels.  This RRM survey addresses only "catch basins and inlets"; it does not include costs associated with include the 

inspection or maintenance of open channels, which will be claimed as actual costs.  Results for any facilities considered to be within the category of 

"catch basins and inlets" should be included in your response.
6.  Inclusion of "First" Inspections and Cleanings.  Although actual claims may not include the "first" annual inspection and cleaning of each catch basin 

and inlet (these were required in the 2001 permit), your survey results should count these activities.  The purpose of the survey is to quantify the typical 

cost of these activities on a unit basis.  It is therefore simpler to include all inspections and cleanings in the survey, and ensures a larger sample size.

7.  Claiming of Costs Applicable to the Mandate.  In some instances (i.e., fuel, or equipment maintenance), Copermittee costs may apply to activities 

other than those subject to the mandate.  In such cases, only the proportion of the cost that applies to the mandate should be claimed.

Tab B. Cost Summary Sheet  
8.  Based on the information you input in Worksheet C (in-house inspection costs), Worksheet D (In-house cleaning costs), and Worksheet E (Contractor 

Costs), the Tab B. 2.A. (Cost Summary) spreadsheet will auto-calculate.  

9.  The only information that needs to be input in Worksheet B is the contact information in Part 1 (General Information).

1EXHIBIT B



Tab C. In-house Inspection Costs 
10. Note 1 (Conveyance System Inspection and Related Costs). Please report only the portion of costs allocated to conveyance system inspection or 

related functions.  If these costs are intermingled with cleaning-related costs, please estimate the proportion allocated to inspection functions, and 

describe the assumptions used to derive this estimate under "Source of Information" (see Note 6)

11. Note 2 (Staff Person).  Indicate, by names if possible, and by job classifications, the numbers of your staff persons who perform the indicated 

inspection  functions.  

12. Note 3 (Annual Salary).  Please report the salary earned by an employee during 2007-08.   

13. Note 4 (Benefit Rate).  Please indicate the percentage of salary provided by your employer as an employee benefit rate during 2007-08.  

14. Note 5 (Indirect Cost Rate).  Please use the annual indirect cost or overhead rate as a percentage of salary for FY 2007-08. If none is available use 

10%, the State's default rate.

15. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.

16. Note 7 (Source of Inspection Results).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.

17. Note 8 (Reporting).  Generally includes (1) Reporting and tracking policies and procedures, (2) data tracking and analysis, (3) report writing, and (4) 

associated supervision and management.  For additional explanation, see Section IV.D. of the Copermittees' revised Parameters and Guidelines 

(11/15/10).

18. Note 9 (Supervision and Management).  Time spent by supervisory and management personnel supervising personnel directly responsible for 

performing the mandated activities.
19. Note 10 (Employee and Vendor Training).   The claimant's costs to develop, update, and conduct training on street sweeping policies, procedures, to 

develop and produce documentation (manuals, forms, etc.), and the training costs of all claimant and vendor employees who perform tasks necessary to 

implement conveyance system inspection and cleaning and related functions during the life of the Permit.

20. Note 11 (Equipment Maintenance).  Annual equipment maintenance costs, including parts, supplies (e.g., water), and personnel costs.  This also 

includes the cost of operating, renting, leasing, or contracting for facilities to store and maintain equipment and supplies.

21. Note 12 (Contract Management Costs).  The costs of preparing requests for proposals or requests for bids, negotiating or drafting third party 

contracts, and subsequently administering service contracts for the time they are performing these tasks.  For Worksheets C and D, contract 

management costs should only include those necessary to carry out the Copermittees' in-house conveyance system inspection and cleaning activities 

(e.g., contracted equipment use, waste disposal, etc.).  Contract costs associated with contractor inspection and cleaning activities are included in 

Worksheet E (See Note 19). 

22. Note 14 (Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance).   Annual maintenance costs, including parts, supplies (e.g., water), and personnel costs.  This also 

includes the cost of operating, renting, leasing, or contracting for facilities to store and maintain  vehicles, equipment, and supplies.
23. Note 15 (Fuel).   The actual cost of fuel necessary to run the conveyance system inspection and cleaning equipment and equipment used to transport 

collected materials.

Tab D. In-house Cleaning Costs 
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24. Note 16 (Conveyance System Cleaning Operations and Related Costs).  Please report only the portion of costs allocated to conveyance system 

cleaning or related functions.  If these costs are intermingled with inspection-related costs, please estimate the proportion allocated to cleaning 

functions, and describe the assumptions used to derive this estimate under "Source of Information" (see Note 6)

25. Note 2 (Staff Person).  Indicate, by names if possible, and by job classifications, the numbers of your staff persons who perform the indicated 

inspection  functions.  

26. Note 3 (Annual Salary).  Please report the salary earned by an employee during 2007-08.   

27. Note 4 (Benefit Rate).  Please indicate the percentage of salary provided by your employer as an employee benefit rate during 2007-08.  

28. Note 5 (Indirect Cost Rate).  Please use the annual indirect cost or overhead rate as a percentage of salary for FY 2007-08. If none is available use 

10%, the State's default rate.

29. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.

30. Note 7 (Source of Cleaning Results).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used to derive the reported values.

Tab E.  Contractor Costs 
31. Note 17 (Contractor Costs).  Please  allocate a portion of the cost associated with conveyance system inspections and a portion  with conveyance 

system cleaning functions.  If these costs are intermingled, please estimate the proportion allocated to each, and describe the assumptions used to 

derive these estimates under "Source of Contract Cost Information" (see Note 6).  Also please note that contract costs do not allow for itemization of 

specific costs (e.g., fuel, equipment maintenance, etc.).  For the purposes of this survey, it is assumed that such costs are included within the broader 

categories of "Conveyance System Inspection" and "Conveyance System Cleaning." If such itemization is part of your contract activities, please indicate 
32. Note 18 (Supplemental In-house Costs).  This section includes in-house personnel and non-personnel costs incurred in supporting contractors' 

mandated services.  Note: It is not intended to replace Worksheets C and D, which correspond to all activities related to in-house inspections and 

cleaning.  Worksheet E should describe only those supplemental activities related to contract inspection and cleaning.

33. Note 10 (Contract Management Costs).  Costs of managing  conveyance system inspection and cleaning contracts. 

34. Note 6 (Source of Information).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used for reported costs.  Also document any assumptions used to 

derive the reported values.
35. Note 7 (Source of Inspection and Cleaning Results).  Please indicate the documents and assumptions used to derive the reported values.
36. Note 19 (Contract Management Costs).  The costs of preparing requests for proposals or requests for bids, negotiating or drafting third party 

contracts, and subsequently administering service contracts for the time they are performing these tasks.  For Worksheet E, contract management costs 

should only include those necessary to carry out the contracted conveyance system inspection and cleaning activities .  Contract costs associated with in-

house inspection and cleaning activities (e.g., contracted equipment use, waste disposal, etc.) are included in Worksheets C and D (See Note 12). 

3EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet B: Unit Cost Summary Sheet            

Part 1: General Information

Jurisdiction :

Contact Person : Alternate:

      Phone :    Phone: 

      E-Mail : E-Mail: 

Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Part 2: Cost Information  

A. In-house Costs (complete Worksheets C and D)

Personnel Costs

Conveyance System Inspection $324,037 $445,010 $572,951
Conveyance System Cleaning Operations $0 $0 $0

Reporting $3,079 $0 $3,171 $0 $3,266 $0

Employee Supervision and Management $8,349 $0 $10,749 $0 $13,286 $0

Employee and Vendor Training $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Equipment Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Contract Management $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-personnel Costs

Equipment Maintenance $52,394 $0 $82,914 $0 $98,900 $0

Fuel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Training Materials and Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

        

Total In-house Costs $387,858 $0 $541,844 $0 $688,403 $0

B. Contractor Costs (complete Worksheet E)

Conveyance System Inspection Contract $0 $2 $2
Conveyance System Cleaning Operations Contract $0 $0 $0

Reporting $3,079 $0 $2 $0 $2 $0
Contract Management $8,349 $0 $10,749 $3 $13,286 $0

Employee and Vendor Training $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance $0 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2

Non-personnel Costs

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Fuel $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $1

Training Equipment and Supplies $1 $1 $0 $1 $1 $0

 

Total Contract Costs $11,428 $4 $10,756 $6 $13,293 $3

Total Costs (In-house + Contractor) $399,286 $4 $552,600 $6 $701,696 $3

Part 3: Inspection and Cleaning Totals (Note 3)

Inspection Results

a. In-house Results

Number of Inspections 2 2 2

Unit Cost per Inspection  $193,928.87 $270,921.91 $344,201.40

b. Contract Results

Number of Inspections 450 450 450

Unit Cost per Inspection  $25.40 $23.90 $29.54

c. Combined Results

Number of Inspections 452 452 452

Unit Cost per Inspection  $883.38 $1,222.57 $1,552.42

Cleaning Results
a. In-house Results

Number of Cleanings 1 1 1

Unit Cost per Cleaning $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

b. Contract Results

Number of Cleanings 250 225 200

Unit Cost per Cleaning $0.02 $0.03 $0.02

c. Combined Results

Number of Cleanings 251 226 201

Unit Cost per Cleaning $0.02 $0.03 $0.01

Susan.Jones@city.gov

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

John.smith@city.gov

Susan Jones

619-123-1237

John Smith

619-123-1234

City or County

4
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Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results
 

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for 

inspections

Part 1: Conveyance System Inspection Costs (Note 1)

1 Division I StormwaterEquipment Operator 9 $80,546 0 49 $120,014 15 $162,018 20 $222,505 25 $286,475

2 Division II StormwaterEquipment Operator 9 $80,546 0 49 $120,014 15 $162,018 20 $222,505 25 $286,475

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

21 $0 $0 $0

TOTALS $324,037 $445,010 $572,951

Part 2: Other Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Inspections (Note 1)

Staff Person (Note 

2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

1 Vanessa Cabiling Administrative Analyst 1 $103,309 0 49 $153,930 2 $3,079 2 $3,171 2 $3,266

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$3,079 $3,171 $3,266

Based on the FY 07-08 Blended Labor 

Rates. $59/hour for 1751 productive 

hours.

Source of Information (Note 6)

Source of Information (Note 6)

Source of Inspection Cost Information

Based on the FY 07-08 Blended Labor 

Rates. $46/hour for 1751 productive 

hours for each staff.

Source of Reporting Cost Information

Personnel Cost Calculations 

Use line 21 if inserting total inspection costs for each year

Use lines 1-20 if auto-calculating annual inspection costs for each year

Use line 6 to insert total reporting costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 to auto-calculate annual reporting costs for each year

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

CostsAnnualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

a. Reporting (Note 8)

Reporting Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 5EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results
 

1 Thomas Herzberger LUEG Program Manager 1 $140,080 0 49 $208,719 4 $8,349 5 $10,749 6 $13,286

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$8,349 $10,749 $13,286

c. Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10)

1 Enter Name Supervisor (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

d. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 11)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

e. Contract Management (Note 12)

1 Enter Name Analyst II (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

Source of Supervision & Management 

Cost Information

Based on the FY 07-08 Blended Labor 

Rates. $80/hour for 1751 productive 

hours.

Source of Training Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Equipment Maintenance 

Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Source of Contract Management Cost 

Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total training costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual contract management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual equipment maintenance costs for each year

Use line 6 if inserting total equipment maintenance costs for each year

Equipment Maintenance Totals

b. Supervision and Management (Note 9)

Supervision and Management Totals

Training Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual supervision and management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual training costs for each year

Use line 6 if inserting total supervision and management costs for each year

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 6EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results
 

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Use line 6 if inserting total contract management costs for each year

Contract Management Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 7EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet C: In-house Conveyance System Inspection Costs and Results
 

Part 3: Non-Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Inspections (Note 1)

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

1 $52,394 $82,914 $98,900

2 $0 $0 $0

3 $0 $0 $0

$52,394 $82,914 $98,900

Part 4: Total Costs (Personnel + Non-personnel) FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

$387,858 $541,844 $688,403

Part 5: Inspection Results
FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Number of Inspections 2 2 2

Unit Cost per Inspection  ########## ########## ##########

A percentage of Oracle's total equipment 

charges for vehicles and equipment for 

Divisions I and II Stormwater Crews. 

(15%, 20%, 25% for the consecutive 

fiscal years)

Source of Non-personnel Cost 

Information

Source of Inspection Results (Note 7)

Identify the source of inspection results. 

Also use this space to document any 

assumptions used to calculate inspection 

results.

Total

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14)

Fuel (Note 15)

Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10)

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections of open channels. 8EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for cleaning

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for cleaning

% of time 

dedicated to 

inspections

Annual cost 

for cleaning

Part 1: Conveyance System Cleaning Operations Costs (Note 16)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

7 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

21 $0 $0 $0

TOTALS $0 $0 $0

Part 2: Other Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance System Cleaning (Note 16)

Staff Person      

(Note 2) Job Classification

Number 

in Class

Annual 

Salary 

(Note 3) 

Benefit 

rate (%) 

(Note 4) 

Indirect 

cost rate 

%)         

(Note 5) 

  Salaries, 

Benefits, 

Indirect 

Totals

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

% of time 

dedicated to 

function

Annual cost 

of function

1 Enter Name Analyst (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 4 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information Costs Costs Costs

Source of Information (Note 6)

Personnel Cost Calculations

Annualized FY 2007-08 Salary Information

FY 2007-08 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2008-09 Personnel 

Costs

FY 2009-10 Personnel 

Costs

Use lines 1-20 if auto-calculating annual inspection costs for each year Source of Cleaning Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 21 if inserting total inspection costs for each year

Source of Information (Note 6)

a. Reporting (Note 8)

Use lines 1-5 to auto-calculate annual reporting costs for each year Source of Reporting Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 9EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Use line 6 to insert total reporting costs for each year

Reporting Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 10EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

1 Enter Name Program Mgr (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

c. Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10)

1 Enter Name Supervisor (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

d. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 11)

1 Enter Name Equip. Operator (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

e. Contract Management (Note 12)

1 Enter Name Analyst II (example) 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

2 Multiple Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

3 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

b. Supervision and Management (Note 9)

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual supervision and management costs for each year

Source of Supervision & Management 

Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total supervision and management costs for each year

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual contract management costs for each year

Source of Contract Management Cost 

Information

Supervision and Management Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual training costs for each year Source of Training Cost Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total training costs for each year

Training Totals

Use lines 1-5 if auto-calculating annual equipment maintenance costs for each year

Source of Equipment Maintenance Cost 

Information

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total equipment maintenance costs for each year

Equipment Maintenance Totals

Describe source of salary and personnel 

cost information.  Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

calculate costs.

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 11EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

4 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

5 Enter Name Enter Job Classification 1 $0 0 10 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0

6 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

calculate costs.

Use line 6 if inserting total contract management costs for each year

Contract Management Totals

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 12EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet D: In-house Conveyance System Cleaning Costs and Results

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

1 $0 $0 $0

2 $0 $0 $0

3 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

Part 4: Total Costs (Personnel + Non-personnel) FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

$0 $0 $0

Part 5: Cleaning Results

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Number of Cleanings 1 1 1

Unit Cost per Cleaning -$             -$             -$             

Source of Cleaning Results (Note 17)

Identify the source of inspection results. 

Also use this space to document any 

assumptions used to calculate cleaning 

results.

Source of Non-personnel Cost 

Information

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) Describe source of non-personnel cost 

information. Also use this space to 

document any assumptions used to 

determine non-personnel costs.

Fuel (Note 15)

Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10)

Total

Part 3: Non-Personnel Costs Related to Conveyance Cleaning

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include cleaning 
of open channels. 13EXHIBIT B



Conveyance System Inspection and Cleaning - Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology Unit Cost Survey

Worksheet E: Contractor Costs and Results

Part 1: Contract Costs

Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Contractor Costs (Note 17)

1 Conveyance System Inspection (Note 1) $0 $2 $2

2 Conveyance System Cleaning (Note 16) $0 $0 $0

Supplemental In-house Costs (Note 18)
Personnel Costs

1 Reporting (Note 8) $3,079 $0 $2 $0 $2 $0

2 Contract Management (Note 19) $8,349 $0 $10,749 $3 $13,286 $0

3 Employee and Vendor Training (Note 10) $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0

4 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) $0 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2

Non-personnel Costs

1 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Note 14) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

2 Fuel (Note 15) $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $1

3 Training Materials and Supplies (Note 10) $1 $1 $0 $1 $1 $0

Total Contract Costs $11,428 $4 $10,756 $6 $13,293 $3

Part 2: Inspection and Cleaning Results 

Inspections Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings Inspections Cleanings

Number of Inspections 450 450 450

Unit Cost per Inspection  25.40$         23.90$         29.54$         

Cleanings

Number of Cleanings 250 225 200

Unit Cost per Cleaning 0.02$           0.03$           0.02$           

Source of Inspection and Cleaning Results (Note 7)

Describe source of inspection and cleaning results. Also use this space to document any assumptions used to calculate inspection and cleaning results.

Source of Contract Cost Information (Note 6)

Describe source of contract cost information. Also use this space to document any assumptions used to calculate costs.

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10

Note: Only report statistics for catch basins and inlets.  Do not include inspections or cleaning of open channels. 14
EXHIBIT B



Activity

Cleaning Costs

In-house # of inspections

In-house # of cleanings

Contract # of inspections

Contract # of cleanings

Contractor Cost - Contract Management

Contractor Costs - Reporting

In-house non-personnel fuel

EXHIBIT B



Comment

No cleaning cost reported at all.

actual number not reported

actual number not reported

appears numbers not added, looks like default from template. Did any contract work occur?

appears numbers not added, looks like default from template. Did any contract work occur?

Where contract used for inspection and/or cleanings?

Where contract used for reporting? Appears to be a duplicate to in-house reporting costs

Are fuel charges included as maintenace?  

EXHIBIT B



93939.30001\43039634.1 
 

  
 

1 
 

DECLARATION OF JOHN QUENZER 
IN SUPPORT OF REASONABLE REIMBURSEMENT METHODOLOGY 

07-TC-09-R – Response to State Comments 

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 D-Max Supporting Documents filed in 
the Claimants’ Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines1 Volume 14, pages 1-7. 

4. I have worked at D-Max Engineering for twenty (20) 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 

                                                 
1 Citations to the Claimants’ Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines Volumes 
filed on February 20, 2024 will be referred as “Volume”. 
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other than San Diego County Regional Airport Authority and San Diego Unified Port 
District) on other various stormwater program needs during this time. My experience 
includes completing projects in each of the following areas: 

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 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 (Vol. 1, pp. 1-376 and Declaration of Lara 
Barrett2 Exhibits A and B).  

                                                 
2 The County of San Diego’s Co-Permittee surveys that included catch basin cleaning and reporting costs was 
inadvertently left out of the original submittal, but the standard cost was developed based on a data set including the 
County’s data. The County’s surveys are referred to as County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2 and are being 
submitted as part of Lara Barrett’s declaration.  
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b. Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743).  

c. JURMP Annual Reports (Vols. 2-11).  

d. Water Quality Improvement Project (“WQIP”) Annual Reports (Vol. 12).  

e. WURMP Annual Reports (Vol. 13, pp 1-10756).  

f. County Fiscal Analysis Documents (Vol. 13, pp. 10757-10784).  

g. Cost-Sharing Memorandums of Understanding (“MOUs”) (Vol. 13, pp. 10785-
10907).  

h. County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 13, pp. 10908-10916).  

i. Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10917-13074) 

j. D-Max Files (Vol. 14, pp. 8-189). 

These documents included cost information from a representative sample of the Co-
Permittees.  

8. In my role as a consultant to all Municipal Claimants in connection with the development 
of a reasonable reimbursement methodology, I also reviewed the following documents:  

a. Finance’s Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines filed October 14, 2024. 

b. Controller’s Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines filed October 14, 2024. 

c. Water Board’s Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines (Volumes 1-3) filed October 14, 2024. 

These documents included comments from the Department of Finance, State Controller’s 
Office, and State Water Quality Control Board and the San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (hereinafter referred to as “State Comments”) relating to the 
reasonable reimbursement methodology.  

9. I considered these documents, the State Comments, and the variation in costs among Co-
Permittees to implement the state mandates to create and then revise the reasonable 
reimbursement methodologies (“RRM”) 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 Co-Permittee 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 the Co-Permittees for each Test Claim Mandate 
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for the 2007 Permit. Additionally, in response to the State Responses, I have made a few 
minor revisions to the RRMs and have added additional detail to the RRM descriptions. 

REIMBURSEMENT FORMULAE 

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

a. Reimbursement formulae provide an outline of how the Co-Permittees will submit 
claims for reasonable reimbursement. 

b. All costs and monetary values are in United States dollars. 

c. The term “fiscal year” (FY) means the period from July 1 of one year to June 30 
of the next year. For example, FY 2007/2008 is the period from July 1, 2007 to 
June 30, 2008. Common conventions for referring to fiscal years used by the Co-
Permittees include FY [Year 1]/[Year 2] (e.g., FY 2007/2008), [Year 1]/[Year 2] 
(e.g., 2007/2008), [last two digits of Year 1]/[last two digits of Year 2] (e.g., 
07/08), FY [Year 2] (FY 2008), or FY[last two digits of Year 2] (e.g., FY08). 

d. Reimbursement formulae are articulated with summation notation to indicate the 
time frame in which the unfunded mandate was imposed as described below: 

∑ [𝑥]𝑡,𝑐

𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝐵

𝑡=𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝐴

 

In this formula, x shall refer to the specific unfunded mandate element in 
question, t, for time, refers to the fiscal year where the mandate applied, and c, 
refers to values specific to the individual Co-Permittee. The reimbursement 
formulae shall be used as a tool for the Co-Permittees to make individual claims, 
which would occur after approval of reasonable reimbursement methodologies. 

e. The time periods considered for the reimbursement formulae included below 
represent three distinct periods during which activities performed by the Co-
Permittees (and outlined by the Permit) can be considered unfunded mandates: 

i. Between the effective date of 2007 Permit (January 24, 2007) to March 
23, 2008, which is the day before updated JURMPs prepared per the 2007 
Permit were required to be implemented.  

ii. From March 24, 2008, to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the 
effective date of the 2013 Permit. 

iii. June 27, 2013, which is the effective day of the 2013 Permit, to June 26, 
2015, which is the day before the 2013 Permit required Co-Permittees to 
submit and begin implementing Jurisdictional Runoff Management 
Programs (“JRMP”) updated to meet 2013 Permit requirements. Provision 
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E of the 2013 Permit states that Co-Permittees (and other parties subject to 
the 2013 Permit) were required to continue implementing their existing 
jurisdictional programs (i.e., JURMPs prepared per the 2007 Permit 
requirements) until they began implementing their new JRMPs prepared 
per the 2013 Permit requirements. 

f. Where the unit costs utilized in reimbursement formulae 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. The CPI adjustment values were determined by referencing the 
Historic Consumer Price Index values, CPI for all Urban Consumers in the San 
Diego-Carlsbad, CA area, reported by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics3 and 
calculating the ratio of the CPI for a given year to the CPI reported for a given 
base year.  

Since the BLS reports CPI on a calendar year basis rather than a fiscal year basis, 
the year used to determine the adjustment ratio for a given fiscal year was the 
earlier calendar year included in the fiscal year. 

Fiscal Year 

CPI 
Adjustment 

(Ratio), 
2007/2008 

Base 

CPI 
Adjustment 

(Ratio), 
2008/2009 

Base 

CPI 
Adjustment 

(Ratio), 
2009/2010 

Base 

Reported 
San Diego 

CPI-U 

Year (for 
CPI-U 
value) 

FY 2006/2007 0.9776 0.9413 0.9415 228.100 2006 

FY 2007/2008 1.0000 0.9629 0.9631 233.321 2007 

FY 2008/2009 1.0385 1.0000 1.0002 242.313 2008 

FY 2009/2010 1.0384 0.9998 1.0000 242.270 2009 

FY 2010/2011 1.0520 1.0130 1.0132 245.464 2010 

FY 2011/2012 1.0840 1.0437 1.0439 252.910 2011 

FY 2012/2013 1.1013 1.0605 1.0606 256.961 2012 

FY 2013/2014 1.1157 1.0743 1.0745 260.317 2013 

FY 2014/2015 1.1364 1.0942 1.0944 265.145 2014 

 

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

The total reimbursement for this category is determined by combining the cost to report 
on the conveyance system cleaning and street sweeping as described below. Formulae to 
calculate these costs and details about the period considered for summation of costs and 
rationale for selection of inputs to these formulae are provided below.  

                                                 
3 https://data.bls.gov/pdq/SurveyOutputServlet?data_tool=dropmap&series_id=CUURS49ESA0,CUUSS49ESA0 
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a. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for reporting on street sweeping and conveyance system 
cleaning is from March 24, 2008, which is the date that Co-Permittees were 
required to begin implementing their JURMP developed per the 2007 Permit 
requirements, to, June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 
2013 Permit. Street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning reporting are part 
of the JURMP. While per Provision E of the 2013 Permit each Co-Permittee was 
required to continue implementing its 2007 Permit JURMP until the new JRMP 
required by the 2013 Permit was implemented (by June 27, 2015), based on my 
experience the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (“San Diego 
Water Board”) allowed Co-Permittees to stop reporting on street sweeping and 
conveyance system cleaning after the 2013 Permit went into effect. Specifically, 
for jurisdictional annual reports due after the effective date of the 2013 Permit, the 
San Diego Water Board allowed Co-Permittees to submit the simplified two-page 
JRMP annual report included in the 2013 Permit instead of the much longer 
JURMP annual reports required under the 2007 Permit. The simplified 2013 
JRMP annual report does not require conveyance system cleaning or street 
sweeping to be reported. Some Co-Permittees continued to prepare longer, 2007 
Permit style JURMP annual reports that did include street sweeping and 
conveyance system reporting after the effective date of the 2013 Permit, but to be 
conservative that reporting cost is not included in the proposed reimbursement 
methodology. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following conservative 
adjustments are proposed to the street sweeping and reporting costs for the 
2007/2008 and 2012/2013 fiscal years. The 2007/2008 reporting cost claimed 
should be 27.05% of the standard unit cost for reporting. This reflects that 99 days 
of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 2008. The 
2012/2013 reporting cost claimed should be 98.90% of the standard unit cost for 
reporting. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on 
or before June 26, 2013. 

b. Rationale for selection of cost formula formats used for this category 

A standard unit cost approach was used for both conveyance cleaning reporting 
and street sweeping reporting because information about these costs were 
available from a subset of, but not all, Co-Permittee. Further, in my experience 
preparing and reviewing stormwater fiscal analysis reporting for Co-Permittee 
and based on my review of the reporting surveys submitted by Co-Permittee (see 
references in items 12.c and 12.d below), Co-Permittee staff time and cost 
tracking systems do not break out conveyance system reporting and street 
sweeping reporting into separate, distinct categories such that reporting actual 
costs would be reasonably feasible for these activities. The reason that the cost 
reporting surveys were prepared was that additional, supplemental fiscal data 
analysis and interviews with staff involved in conveyance system reporting and 
street sweeping reporting were necessary to develop cost estimates for 
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conveyance system reporting. The surveys are the outputs from that additional, 
supplemental data collection that was specifically designed to collect cost 
estimates in support of the unfunded mandates test claim. Standard unit costs 
were also used because in my experience the process of reviewing and analyzing 
conveyance system cleaning data and street sweeping data to provide the 
reporting metrics required by the 2007 Permit would be expected to be relatively 
independent of agency size. 

c. Reporting on Conveyance System Cleaning 

Reimbursement for this category was determined to be best represented with a 
formula based on a standard unit cost. The formula and components of the 
formula were determined by reviewing data reported by Municipal Claimants in 
the County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys (Vol. 1, pp. 1-376) and the County 2011 
County Permittee Survey 2; the specific surveys referenced within the County 
2011 Co-Permittee Surveys documentation were those reporting costs for 
conveyance system inspection and cleaning (Vol. 1, pp. 22-239). Using this 
information, I have determined that a reasonable standard unit cost for annual 
conveyance system reporting costs, or Conveyance Reporting Costs, is 
$5,784.854.  

The reasonable reimbursement formula is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑦𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌 12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌 07/08

  

where, Conveyance Reporting Costs refers to the annual reporting cost per 
permittee to cover the conveyance system cleaning reporting requirements 
adjusted annually by the CPI. The period of summation for this formula is 
described in item 12.a above.  

The Conveyance Reporting Cost standard unit cost represents the median of the 
permittee’s average annual conveyance system cleaning reported costs between 
FY 2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010 as reported by the Co-Permittees in submitted 
County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on conveyance system cleaning (Vol. 
1, pp 22-239; the County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2). These surveys were 
signed and certified by Municipal Claimant representatives. The unit cost was 
identified by compiling the average annual costs for reporting on conveyance 
system cleaning for the Municipal Claimant that submitted this data5 for FY 
2007/2008 through FY2009/10, and then calculating the median value of all the 
individual Municipal Claimant conveyance system reporting costs. The median 
was selected as a representative value for a standard unit cost for this unfunded 

                                                 
4 If the County’s data is excluded from the data set, the standard unit cost would be $8,431.02. 
5 Data from the following agencies was included: the County of San Diego and the cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, 
El Cajon, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Solana Beach. 
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mandate as it is a more conservative value than that obtained by utilizing the 
average of costs reported by the subset of Municipal Claimant.  

d. Reporting on Street Sweeping 

Reimbursement for this category was determined to be best represented with a 
formula based on a standard unit cost. The formula and components of the 
formula were determined by reviewing data reported by Municipal Claimants in 
the County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on street sweeping (Vol. 1, pp. 
240-376). Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable standard 
unit cost for annual conveyance system reporting costs, or Sweeping Reporting 
Cost, is $6,143.67. 

The reasonable reimbursement formula is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [𝑆𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑅𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡]𝑡

𝐹𝑌 12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌 07/08

  

were, “Sweeping Reporting Cost” refers to the annual reporting cost per permittee 
to cover the street sweeping reporting requirements adjusted annually by the CPI. 
The period of summation for this formula is described in item 12.a above. 

The Sweeping Reporting Cost refers to the annual cost per Co-Permittee to cover 
street sweeping reporting adjusted annually by the CPI. The standard unit cost for 
Sweeping Reporting Cost represents the median of the Municipal Claimants’ 
average annual reporting costs to cover street sweeping reporting between FY 
2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010 as reported by the subset of Municipal Claimants that 
prepared and submitted County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on street 
sweeping6 (Vol. 1, pp 240-376). The unit cost was identified by compiling the 
average annual costs for reporting on street sweeping reported by each Municipal 
Claimant for FY 2007/2008 to FY 2009/2010 and calculating the median value 
across the subset of Municipal Claimants that submitted street sweeping reporting 
cost data. The median was selected as a representative value for a standard unit 
cost for this unfunded mandate as it is a more conservative value than that 
obtained by utilizing the average of costs reported by the subset of Municipal 
Claimants.  

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

The total reimbursement for this category is determined by combining the costs to clean 
different elements of the conveyance system as described below. Formulae to calculate 
these costs and details about the period considered for summation of costs and rationale 
for selection of inputs to these formulae are provided below.  

                                                 
6 This includes data from the following agencies: the County of San Diego and the cities of Chula Vista, Coronado, 
El Cajon, Escondido, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, and San Diego. 
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a. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for reporting on street sweeping and conveyance system 
cleaning is from March 24, 2008, which is the date that Co-Permittees were 
required to begin implementing JURMP developed per the 2007 Permit 
requirements, to, June 26, 2015, which is the day before Co-Permittees were 
required to submit and begin implementing JRMPs that reflected requirements of 
the 2013 Permit. Conveyance system cleaning is part of the JURMP. Provision E 
of the 2013 Permit requires each permittee to continue implementing its 2007 
Permit JURMP until the new JRMP required by the 2013 Permit was 
implemented. New JRMPs were required to be submitted by June 27, 2015, with 
implementation of the new JRMPs beginning that same day.  

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following conservative 
adjustments are proposed to the conveyance system cleaning for the 2007/2008 
and 2012/2013 fiscal years. The 2007/2008 reporting cost claimed should be 
27.05% of the standard unit cost. This reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in 
fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 2008. The 2014/2015 cost 
claimed should be 98.90% of the standard unit cost. This reflects that 361 of the 
365 days in fiscal year 2014/2015 were on or before June 26, 2015. 

b. Rationale for selection of cost formula formats used for this category 

A standard unit cost approach was used for both conveyance system cleaning 
because information about these costs were available from a subset of, but not all, 
Co-Permittees. Further, in my experience preparing and reviewing stormwater 
fiscal analysis reporting for Co-Permittees and based on my review of the 
reporting surveys submitted by Co-Permittees (see references later in this 
section), Co-Permittees’ staff time and cost tracking systems do not break out 
conveyance system cleaning costs into separate, distinct categories (e.g., 
separating cleaning costs from inspection costs) such that reporting actual costs 
would be reasonably feasible for these activities. The reason that the cost 
reporting surveys were prepared was that additional, supplemental fiscal data 
analysis and interviews with staff involved in conveyance system cleaning was 
necessary to develop cost estimates for conveyance system cleaning. The surveys 
are the outputs from that additional, supplemental data collection that was 
specifically designed to collect cost estimates in support of the unfunded 
mandates test claim. Standard unit costs were also used because in my experience 
conveyance system cleaning costs are not expected to vary significantly across 
Co-Permittees since the methods to clean conveyance system are fairly consistent 
across agencies. Further, reported unit cost data for similar activities from similar 
agencies was available for comparison, and the standard unit costs developed for 
Co-Permittees was comparable to those numbers. This further supports the 
reasonability of a standard unit cost approach to estimating conveyance system 
cleaning costs. 

c. Conveyance system cleaning cost formula 



93939.30001\43039634.1 
 

  
 

10 
 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on conveyance cleaning (Vol. 1, pp. 
22-239; the County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2), the Co-Permittee 
Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743), and the JURMP Annual Reports submitted by 
Co-Permittees (Vols. 2-11). Using this information, I have determined that 
reimbursement for this category is best represented with standard unit costs 
developed for three types of conveyance system cleaning: cleaning of storm drain 
inlets or catch basins, cleaning of MS4 pipe, and the cleaning of MS4 open 
channels. The period of summation for this formula is described in item 13.a 
above. 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

= ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑆(#𝑆)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+ ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝑃(𝑃)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

+  ∑ [(𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡)𝐶(𝐶)]𝑡]

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

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

The (Unit Cost)S, (Unit Cost)P, and (Unit Cost)C are collectively referred to as the 
“Unit Costs” and were developed based on reported costs in the 2011 Co-
Permittee Surveys focused on conveyance cleaning (Vol. 1, pp. 22-239) and data 
included JRMP Annual Reports previously submitted to the Water Board by Co-
Permittees (Vols. 2-11). The value of the (Unit Cost)S represents the median cost 
to clean one storm drain inlet or catch basin during FY 2007/2008. The value of 
the (Unit Cost)P represents the median cost to clean one linear foot of the pipe 
during FY 2007/2008. The value of the (Unit Cost)C represents the median cost to 
clean one linear foot of the channel during FY 2007/2008. The processes and 
assumptions to determine each of the Unit Costs are described below. 

d. Standard unit cost for storm drain inlet or catch basin cleaning, (Unit Cost)S 

The (Unit Cost)S of $150.667 represents the median cost to clean one inlet or 
storm drain basin during FY 2007/2008 as calculated from data compiled from the 

                                                 
7 If the County’s data is excluded from the data set, the standard unit cost would be $124.46. 
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County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on MS4 cleaning (Vol. 1, pp. 22-239; 
the County 2011 County Permittee Survey 2). The data compiled were reported 
values for storm drain inlet or catch basin cleaning unit costs reported by 16 Co-
Permittees8 within the surveys. The median was selected as the summary statistic 
to be used as the reasonable standard unit cost for the RRM formula as it was a 
more conservative estimate than the average. 

e. Standard unit costs for cleaning storm drain pipe, (Unit Cost)P, and MS4 open 
channels, (Unit Cost)C 

The standard unit costs for cleaning linear MS4 features (Unit Cost)P of $6.77 per 
linear foot cleaned and (Unit Cost)C of $8.52 per linear foot cleaned were derived 
from reviewing the stormwater conveyance system cleaning data reported in the 
Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743), in the County 2011 Co-
Permittee Surveys focused on conveyance cleaning (Vol. 1, pp. 22-239), and in 
JURMP Annual reports for FY 2007/2008.9 

The standard unit cost estimates were calculated by first identifying reasonable 
estimates of the conveyance system cleaning costs reported by permittees in the 
Co-Permittee Declarations that were spent on cleaning linear MS4 features. This 
was determined by subtracting the estimated costs for MS4 structure cleaning for 
a Co-Permittee in FY07/08 (based on the previously established (Unit Cost)s and 
the number of structures reported cleaned in County 2011 Co-Permittee Surveys) 
from the reported overall MS4 cleaning costs reported in the Co-Permittee 
Declarations. Once the estimates of costs for linear MS4 feature cleaning in 
FY07/08 were determined, cost per linear foot of feature cleaned was determined 
by identifying the length of MS4 pipe and channel cleaned by each Co-Permittee 
in FY07/08 as reported in JURMP annual reports and dividing the linear MS4 
cleaning costs in the table below proportionally for the length of each linear MS4 
feature type. 

f. The 2005 State Survey shows that the RRM unit costs are reasonable  
 
To further evaluate reasonableness of the conveyance system unit costs as 
developed above, the Unit Costs were compared to those found in the 2005 State 
Survey. The 2005 State Survey was a study prepared by the Office of Water 
Programs at Sacramento State University for the State Water Resource Control 
Board. The 2005 State Survey determined that the average cost of catch basin 
cleaning in the City of Santa Clarita was one hundred and seventy dollars ($170) 
per basin, which is similar to but slightly more than the storm drain inlet and catch 
basin cleaning unit cost of $150.66 developed above. Additionally, the State 
Survey found that the average cost of drain line and channel cleaning in the City 

                                                 
8 This includes data from the following agencies: the County of San Diego and the cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, 
El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San 
Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, and Vista. 
9 Data from the following agencies was included in the calculation: the cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Escondido, 
Imperial Beach, and Vista. The JURMP Annual reports can be found in Volumes 2-11. 
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of Corona was eight dollars and thirty cents per linear foot ($8.30/ft), which is 
comparable to the MS4 pipe and channel cleaning costs of $6.77 and $8.52, 
respectively, calculated as described above. While the 2005 State Survey values 
are not being directly used in the proposed reimbursement calculation approach, 
the fact that the State Survey values for other Southern California municipalities 
from a few years before the period used to calculate Co-Permittees’ proposed 
standard unit costs are comparable to the unit costs calculated above based on 
data from the Co-Permittees in the San Diego region supports that the unit costs 
are reasonable estimates. 
 

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 determined by combining the regional outreach 
shared costs and jurisdictional educational programs as described in detail below. 

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

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for Residential Education Program Development 
and Implementation is from January 24, 2007, which is the effective date 
of the 2007 Permit, to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective 
date of the 2013 Permit. Development of the Regional Outreach 
Residential Education Program was undertaken prior to the 
implementation date of the 2007 Permit so Co-Permittees could meet the 
requirements of implementing said program as soon as the date of delayed 
Permit implementation (March 24, 2008). Regional Education Program 
Implementation requirements outlined in the 2007 Permit ended once the 
new 2013 Permit became effective. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the Residential Education 
Program Development and Implementation costs for the 2006/2007 and 
2012/2013 years. The 2006/2007 Residential Education Program 
Development and Implementation cost claimed should be reduced to 
43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 158 of the 365 days in fiscal year 
2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007. The 2012/2013 costs 
claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 
days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula formats used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743), Cost-
Sharing Memorandums of Understanding (“MOUs”) (Vol. 13, pp. 10,785-



93939.30001\43039634.1 
 

  
 

13 
 

10,907), and the Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 
10908-10916). Using this information, I determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula based on reported actual costs should be used 
because costs for this category were at first incurred by a lead Co-
Permittee (in this case the County of San Diego) and the distribution of 
responsibility for costs between all Co-Permittees was determined by 
established MOUs.  

iii. Residential Education Program Development cost formula 

The reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of Residential 
Education Program Development and Implementation is: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

where “County Education Costs” are the annual shared costs for 
developing and implementing the Residential Education Program, and 
“MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional share of the cost. 

iv. Calculation of reported actual costs for Residential Education Program 
Development and Implementation 

The yearly County Education Costs that were the responsibility of each 
Co-Permittee per the MOU distribution were reported in the Co-Permittee 
Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743) for FY2007/2008 to FY 2011/2012; 
only 18 Co-Permittees are represented in this data due to the declaration 
appendix documentation being unavailable for the City of Santee. For FY 
2012/2013, the County Education Costs were determined by reviewing 
Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10,917-13,074). The 
data from both sources were summarized by year to calculate total annual 
Regional Education Program Development and Implementation Cost 
incurred by the Co-Permittees throughout the reimbursement time period 
are presented in the table below. A description of how the fiscal 
responsibility of each Co-Permittee was determined during this time 
period is outlined in the MOUs included in submitted documentation (Vol. 
13. Pp. 10.785-10,907). 

Fiscal Year County Education Cost Location of Data 
FY 2006/2007 - N/A 
FY 2007/2008 $219,226.90 

Co-Permittee 
Declarations 

(Vol. 1, pp. 377-743) 

FY 2008/2009 $438,452.75 
FY 2009/2010 $876,907.50 
FY 2010/2011 $920,752.90 
FY 2011/2012 $966,791.36 
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FY 2012/2013 $138,040.00 
Regional Cost Sharing 
Documentation (Vol. 

13, p. 12,830) 
 

b. Jurisdictional Educational Programs 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for jurisdictional educational programs is from 
March 24, 2008, which is the date that permittees were required to begin 
implementing their JURMP developed per the 2007 Permit requirements 
to June 26, 2015, which is the day before Co-Permittees were required to 
submit and begin implementing JRMPs that reflected requirements of the 
2013 Permit. Jurisdictional educational program implementation is part of 
the JURMP requirements outlined in the 2007 Permit and Provision E of 
the 2013 Permit requires each Co-Permittee to continue implementing 
their 2007 JURMP until the new JRMP was implemented. New JRMPs 
were required to be submitted by June 27, 2015, with implementation of 
the new JRMPs beginning that same day. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the street sweeping and 
reporting costs for the 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 fiscal years. The 
2007/2008 cost claimed should be 27.05% of the standard unit cost. This 
reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or 
after March 24, 2008. The 2014/2015 cost claimed should be 98.90% of 
the standard unit cost. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 
2014/2015 were on or before June 26, 2015. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the JURMP Annual Reports (Vols. 2-11), WURMP Annual 
Reports (Vol. 13, pp. 1-10756), D-Max Files (Vol. 14, pp. 8-189), and 
County Fiscal Analysis Documents (Vol. 13, pp. 10757-10784). Using this 
information I have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula 
based on a standard percentage of Co-Permittee stormwater expenditures 
is appropriate. A standard percentage was used because data to calculate 
the percentage of total stormwater expenditures that were budgeted for 
implementing jurisdictional educational program within each year were 
available from a subset of, but not all Co-Permittees. It is expected that the 
actual costs for implementation of jurisdictional educational programs 
would vary significantly between Co-Permittees based on factors such as 
jurisdiction size, population, etc. Generally, larger agencies with greater 
stormwater program expenditures have larger education expenditures. The 
use of a standard percentage allows for variability in the quantity Co-
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Permittees can claim directly in line with the amount that they reasonably 
would have spent based on the jurisdiction’s overall stormwater 
expenditures; this variability would not be appropriately incorporated if 
the formula were to be based on a standard unit cost. 

iii. Jurisdictional education program cost formula 

The reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of Jurisdictional 
Education Programs are as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌14/15

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

where “Education Costs” is the standard percentage of the total 
stormwater budget reported that is spent on jurisdiction education 
programs; and “Total” is a Co-Permittee’s total stormwater expenditures 
in a particular year. The value of Education Costs represents the average 
percentage of total stormwater expenditures reported by a subset of Co-
Permittees as education costs and is two and sixteen hundredths percent 
(2.16%).10  

iv. Standard percentage for jurisdictional education program costs 

The value of Education Costs was determined by compiling a dataset of 
the total stormwater expenditures as reported in JURMP Annual Reports 
(Vols. 2-11) and the jurisdictional education program expenditures as 
reported in JURMP Annual Reports (Vols. 2-11), WURMP Annual 
Reports (vol. 13 pp. 1-10,756), or D-Max Files (Vol. 14, pp. 8-189) to 
then calculate the percentage of each years reported total stormwater 
expenditures each Co-Permittee spent on jurisdictional educational costs. 
All 19 Co-Permittee were represented at least once in the dataset, but not 
all Co-Permittee had jurisdictional education costs available for all years 
considered. This is a representative sample of Co-Permittee expenditures 
data.  

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

                                                 
10 The calculation to identify this standard percentage included costs in FY06/07 and the entirety of FY 07/08. It is 
my understanding that the costs in these years include costs to develop education programs and begin educational 
activities required by the 2007 Permit before they were formally required to be implemented. As the 2007 Permit did 
not require Co-Permittees to incur Education Costs until March 24, 2008, it is my understanding that this FY06/07 
and some of FY07/08 are not actual costs spent during the term of this Permit. With that established, these values 
are useful in determining a general standard percentage spent on Education Costs. If these values are removed the 
standard percent estimate would increase slightly to 2.17%. As a conservative estimate for the purpose of the RRM 
the estimate has been left as originally calculated. 
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The total reimbursement for this element is determined by combining cost share 
contributions, jurisdictional watershed activities, regional WURMP costs and meeting 
cost as described in detail below. 

a. Watershed Workgroup Cost Share Contributions 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for watershed workgroup cost share 
contributions is from January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 
Permit, to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 
2013 Permit. The watershed workgroups are an element of Co-Permittee 
collaboration that required significant planning and development work that 
took place before Co-Permittees were required to begin implementing 
WURMPs that were developed per the 2007 Permit requirements. After 
WURMP implementation began, meetings to coordinate implementation 
of and reporting on the WURMPs continued throughout the period the 
2007 Permit was in effect. The requirements for watershed workgroup 
collaboration related to the WURMP did not carry over in the same 
capacity following the effective date of the 2013 Permit (June 27, 2013). 
After the effective date of the 2013 Permit, watershed groups meetings 
were primarily focused on work to develop and implement Water Quality 
Improvement Plans required under the 2013 Permit. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the watershed workgroup cost 
share costs for the 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 years. The 2006/2007 cost 
claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 158 of 
the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007. 
The 2012/2013 costs claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. This reflects 
that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 
26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula formats used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 
13, pp 10908-10916) and the Cost-Sharing MOUs (Vol. 13, pp. 10,785-
10,907). Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula based on reported costs should be used because 
the costs for this category were first incurred by a lead Co-Permittee, and 
the other Co-Permittees in each watershed workgroup then were 
responsible for a defined proportion of the costs to be paid to the lead Co-
Permittee. The distribution of responsibility for costs among all Co-
Permittees in each watershed that had shared costs was determined by 
established MOUs, cost share agreements, or similar agreements. 
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iii. Watershed Workgroup Cost Share Contribution cost formula 

The reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of Watershed 
Workgroup Cost Share Contributions is: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

where “Watershed Lead Costs” are the actual annual shared costs for the 
Watershed Workgroup, and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional 
share of the cost. Calculation of reported actual costs for Watershed 
Workgroup Cost Share Contributions 

The yearly Watershed Lead Costs that for the Watershed Workgroup lead 
Co-Permittee were determined by reviewing the watershed cost-share 
contributions paid by the County of San Diego included in the County 
Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 13, p 10908) and 
dividing the reported County costs by the percent of watershed costs that 
the County was responsible for in a given year to find the total watershed 
lead costs. The County’s % Cost responsibility was determined per the 
process outlined in the MOUs (Vol. 13, pp 10785-10907). Based on 
review of the documentation I have determined the yearly Watershed Lead 
Costs are: 

Watershed Fiscal Year County 
Reported 
Costs1,2 

County % Cost 
Responsibility 
per MOU 

Watershed Lead 
Costs 

Carlsbad 

FY06-07 $6,988.00 21.83% $32,010.99 
FY07-08 $5,335.00 21.83% $24,438.85 
FY08-09 $5,398.00 21.83% $24,727.44 
FY09-10 $5,668.00 21.83% $25,964.27 
FY10-11 $6,249.00 21.83% $28,625.74 
FY11-12 $6,561.00 21.83% $30,054.97 
FY12-13 $5,032.47 21.83% $23,053.00 

Los Peñasquitos 

FY06-072 - - - 
FY07-08 $64.09 2.67% $2,400.37 
FY08-09 $648.57 2.67% $24,291.01 
FY09-10 $633.84 2.67% $23,739.33 
FY10-11 $702.06 2.67% $26,294.38 
FY11-12 $710.59 2.79% $25,469.18 
FY12-13 $683.67 2.79% $24,504.30 

San Diego Bay 

FY06-072 - - - 
FY07-082 - - - 
FY08-092 - - - 
FY09-102 - - - 
FY10-112 - - - 
FY11-12 $3,820.00 25.59% $14,927.71 
FY10-11 $3,820.00 26.15% $14,608.03 
FY12-13 $3,820.00 25.59% $14,927.71 
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Watershed Fiscal Year County 
Reported 
Costs1,2 

County % Cost 
Responsibility 
per MOU 

Watershed Lead 
Costs 

San Diego River 

FY06-07 - - - 
FY07-08 $7,062.00 35.47% $19,909.78 
FY08-09 $10,511.00 35.47% $29,633.49 
FY09-10 $10,511.00 35.47% $29,633.49 
FY10-11 $10,511.00 35.47% $29,633.49 
FY11-12 $10,511.00 32.77% $32,075.07 
FY12-13 $4,927.00 32.77% $15,035.09 

San Dieguito 

FY06-072 - - - 
FY07-08 $834.30 48.41% $1,723.40 

FY08-09 $5,479.12 48.41% $11,318.16 

FY09-10 $8,616.78 48.41% $17,799.59 
FY09-10 $1,716.93 48.41% $3,546.64 
FY10-11 $11,458.10 48.41% $23,668.87 
FY11-12 $9,019.32 49.76% $18,125.64 
FY12-13 $12,030.08 49.76% $24,176.21 

Notes:  
1 Data location within submitted documentation is at Vol. 13, p 10,908. 
2 Overall watershed workgroup cost data was not identified for this fiscal year in documents reviewed (i.e., 
the documents provided all Volumes). Similarly, watershed workgroup costs were not identified for several 
watersheds in any year (Santa Margarita, San Luis Rey, Mission Bay, and Tijuana River). Should Co-
Permittees identify additional costs for these years or watersheds, it would also be appropriate to claim 
reimbursement for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when 
submitting their claims.  

b. Jurisdiction Watershed Activities  

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for jurisdiction watershed activities is from 
March 24, 2008, which is the date that permittees were required to begin 
implementing their JURMP developed per the 2007 Permit requirements, 
to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 
Permit. Jurisdiction Watershed Activities are elements of the Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP) requirements outlined in 
the 2007 Permit. The 2013 Permit did not include a provision requiring 
Co-Permittees to continue implementing WURMP requirements while 
Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIPs) were in development, which is 
why the period for Jurisdiction Watershed activities ends when the 2013 
Permit went into effect. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the jurisdiction watershed 
activities costs for the 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 years. The 2007/2008 
cost claimed should be 27.05% of the standard unit cost. This reflects that 
99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 
24, 2008. The 2012/2013 costs claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. 
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This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or 
before June 26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743). Using this 
information, I have determined that reimbursement for this category is 
best represented with a formula based on a standard unit cost because 
information about these costs were available from a subset of, but not all 
Co-Permittees. Further, based on my experience preparing and reviewing 
stormwater program fiscal analysis reporting on behalf of Co-Permittees 
and based on review of reported costs in Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 
1, pp. 377-743), Co-Permittees’ staff time and cost tracking systems do 
not break out stormwater program implementation costs into separate, 
distinct categories by individual watershed activity. Part of the reason that 
the Co-Permittee Declarations were developed was that additional, 
supplemental fiscal data analysis and interviews with staff intimately 
familiar with Co-Permittee stormwater program activities were necessary 
to determine estimates for costs of implementing jurisdiction watershed 
activities. A standard unit cost based on a median value (see additional 
discussion below) is also appropriate, in comparison to an average, 
because it removes the effect of a few agencies that did exceptionally 
expensive watershed activities and therefore is, in my experience, more 
representative of a typical level of effort across Co-Permittees of various 
sizes. 

iii. Jurisdiction Watershed Activities cost formula 

Following consideration of the Board’s comments I have reevaluated the 
reasonable reimbursement formula for jurisdiction watershed activities 
and have developed an updated unit cost and formula that better reflects 
the implementation of jurisdiction watershed activities during the period 
described above. 

The reasonable reimbursement formula presented in my original 
declaration is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [4 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡 

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

  

where “Jurisdictional Activities” is the cost to perform one jurisdictional 
activity per permittee adjusted annually for the CPI. This formula 
incorrectly did not account for the number of watersheds in which a Co-
Permittee would be required to implement jurisdiction watershed 
activities, and thus would underestimate the costs for Co-Permittees, such 
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as the County of San Diego that span eight (8) watersheds management 
areas.  

The updated reasonable reimbursement formula is as follows: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = ∑ [4 ∗ 𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑠 ∗ 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠]𝑡 

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

  

where “Jurisdictional Activities” is the cost to perform one jurisdictional 
activity per permittee adjusted annually for the CPI and “Watersheds” is 
the number of watersheds in which a Co-Permittee is located. For the 
purposed of the RRM, it is assumed that each Co-Permittee performed the 
minimum number of watershed activities required under the 2007 Permit 
in each watershed. 

iv. Standard unit cost for Jurisdiction Watershed Activities 

Following consideration of the San Diego Water Board’s comments, I 
have reevaluated the calculation of a standard unit cost per jurisdiction 
watershed activity. The previous standard unit cost per jurisdictional 
watershed activity was $8,125.00. The reevaluated standard unit cost that 
should be used for RRM is $2,500. The revised calculation divides the 
total watershed activity cost by 4 times the number of WURMPs the 
agency is included in, rather than just dividing by 4. This more accurately 
represents the level of effort per activity since Co-Permittees in multiple 
watersheds implemented activities specific to each watershed.  

The value of the Jurisdictional Activities represents the median cost to 
perform one jurisdictional activity in FY07/08 based on implementation 
costs reported in Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743). The 
unit cost for Jurisdictional Activities was determined by identifying the 
median cost per activity spent. The median was selected because it was a 
more conservative estimate of a reasonable unit cost given the range of 
jurisdictional activities costs reported by the Co-Permittees.11 The median 
was determined by calculating the estimated per watershed activity cost 
based on the total cost for watershed activities included in the Co-
Permittee Declarations and the number of watersheds in which each Co-
Permittee is located, with the assumption that each jurisdiction completed 
the minimum four (4) watershed activities, and then calculating the 
median of these per activity costs.  
 

                                                 
11 Data from the following agencies was included in the calculation to determine the unit cost: the County of San 
Diego and the cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, 
La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, San Diego, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista. Note that the cities of Poway 
and Santee submitted expected costs. Those data were not included in the calculation of the standard unit cost. 
However, also note that because Santee’s expected cost was below the median and Poway’s was above the median, 
including their data and then recalculating the median still results in the same overall median value of $2,500. 
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c. Regional Watershed Activities – WURMP 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for Regional Watershed Activities is from 
March 24, 2008, which is the date that permittees were required to begin 
implementing their JURMP developed per the 2007 Permit requirements, 
to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 
Permit. Regional Watershed Activities are elements of the WURMP 
requirements outlined in the 2007 Permit. The 2013 Permit did not include 
a provision requiring Co-Permittees to continue implementing WURMP 
requirements while WQIPs were in development, which is why the period 
for Regional Watershed Activities ends when the 2013 Permit went into 
effect. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10917-
13074), which identified regional WURMP costs as being shared among 
Co-Permittees per an agreed upon MOU or similar cost sharing 
agreement. 

iii. Regional Watershed Activities – WURMP cost formula 

The reasonable reimbursement formula for Regional Watershed Activities 
– WURMP is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

  

where “WURMP Costs” are the actual annual costs for the Regional 
WURMP Working Group to develop and maintain the Regional 
Watershed Activities Database, and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ 
proportional share of the cost based on the MOUs.  

The yearly WURMP Costs are: 

Fiscal Year WURMP Costs Location of Data 

FY 2008/2009 $2,737.91 Vol. 13, p 10982 

FY 2009/2010 
$3,287.23 Vol. 13, pp. 11630-

11650 
 

d. Watershed Workgroup Meetings  
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i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for watershed workgroup meetings contributions 
is from January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 
26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. 
The watershed workgroups are an element of Co-Permittee collaboration 
that required significant planning and development work that took place 
before Co-Permittees were required to begin implementing WURMPs that 
were developed per the 2007 Permit requirements. After WURMP 
implementation began, meetings to coordinate implementation of and 
reporting on the WURMPs continued throughout the period the 2007 
Permit was in effect. The requirements for watershed workgroup 
collaboration related to the WURMP did not carry over in the same 
capacity following the effective date of the 2013 Permit (June 27, 2013). 
After the effective date of the 2013 Permit, watershed groups meetings 
were primarily focused on work to develop and implement Water Quality 
Improvement Plans required under the 2013 Permit. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the watershed workgroup 
meetings costs for the 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 years. The 2006/2007 
cost claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 
158 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 
2007. The 2012/2013 costs claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. This 
reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or 
before June 26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components follow a format first developed in the Co-
Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743) and County 2011 Co-
Permittee Surveys focused on mandated meetings (Vol. 1, pp. 1-21), 
which applies an hourly rate for staff attending a meeting to a standard 
meeting duration. The meeting duration includes the meeting plus 
preparation and travel time. A standard unit cost based on the meeting 
duration and an average hourly rate was determined to be a reasonably 
representative approach. The average hourly rate was selected as a 
reasonably representative value because in my experience different levels 
of staff (senior versus junior, engineer versus planner, etc.) attended 
different meeting types over the years, depending on meeting content, staff 
availability, staff promotions and new hires, and other similar factors, so 
an average is reasonably representative of the range of staff who were 
likely to attend these meetings for a given Co-Permittee over the claim 
period.  

iii. Watershed workgroup meetings cost formula 
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The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743), County 
2011 Co-Permittee Surveys focused on mandated meetings (Vol. 1, pp. 1-
21). Using this information, I have determined that a formula based on a 
standard unit cost would be most appropriate for this category. The 
reasonable reimbursement formula for Watershed Workgroup Meetings is 
as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

  

where “Rate” is the cost of a Co-Permittee employee to attend one 
regional workgroup meeting; “# Attendees” is the number of 
representatives for each Co-Permittee that attended the watershed 
workgroup meeting; and “# Meetings” is the number of Watershed 
Workgroup meetings attended by a Co-Permittee.  

iv. Watershed workgroup meetings standard unit cost 

The value of Rate was determined to be two hundred and sixty-two dollars 
and eighty-eight cents ($262.88). The Rate represents the average cost for 
a Co-Permittee employee to attend a meeting in FY07/08 and is based on 
the average of hourly rate data for Municipal Claimant employees who 
attend meetings reported in the Co-Permittee Declarations12 (Vol. 1, pp. 
377-743) and the typical duration (meeting plus travel time and 
preparation) of three hours reflected in the declarations. The average and 
median are approximately the same, but the average was used because it is 
a slightly more conservative estimate than the median value.  

The data set is representative because it includes most Co-Permittees, and 
the salaries reported by Co-Permittees are reasonably representative as 
there was a range of seniority and specializations included in the set of 
positions listed. The Rate is adjusted annually for CPI for use in the 
summation formula.  

16. Regional Urban Runoff Management Program, “RURMP” (Parts F.1., F.2. & F.3). 

a. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

b. The period of summation for RURMP cost share contributions is from January 
24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 26, 2013, which is the 
day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. RURMP planning began after 

                                                 
12 Data from the following agencies was used in the calculation: the County of San Diego and the cities of Carlsbad, 
Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, 
Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, and Vista. 
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the 2007 Permit was adopted and continued until the effective date of the 2013 
Permit because the 2013 Permit did not require a RURMP or RURMP activities. 

c. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category  

RURMP costs were shared among Co-Permittees per an agreed upon MOU or 
similar cost sharing agreement and were documented in workgroup and cost 
sharing records as described in more detail below. This information can be used to 
identify the cost share of each Co-Permittee.  

d. RURMP cost formula and components 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 13, pp. 10908-10916) 
and Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10,917-13,074). Using 
this information, I have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula 
based on actual costs is most appropriate for this category. The reasonable 
reimbursement formula for the costs of the RURMP is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

where “Cost Share” is the annual cost share values invoiced by the County, and 
“MOU” is the Co-Permittee’s proportional share of the cost based on the MOUs. 
Actual costs were identified for only some years within the appropriate 
reimbursement time frame identified in item 16.a above. 

RURMP costs are Regional Workgroup Expenditures specifically designated as 
allocated for RURMP annual reporting. These expenditures were reported by the 
following workgroups: Fiscal, Reporting, and Assessment (FRA); Industrial and 
Commercial Sources (ICS), Monitoring (MON), Municipal (Muni), Watershed 
Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP), Education and Regional Sources 
(ERS), and Land Development (LD). The RURMP expenditures reported by these 
workgroups were removed from the workgroup expenditures presented for some 
of these workgroups in other categories (e.g., FRA expenses in item 17.b) to 
avoid double counting. Expenditures data can be found in the County Watershed 
Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 13, pp 10908-10916) and the Regional 
Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10917-13074). The yearly Regional 
Workgroup RURMP Costs are: 

Fiscal Year Cost Share 
FY 2008/2009 $2,928.91 
FY 2009/2010 $5,230.98 
FY 2010/2011 $1,926.50 
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17. Program Effectiveness Assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2). 

The total reimbursable for program effectiveness assessment is determined by combining 
the jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment and Regional Fiscal, Reporting, and 
Assessment (“FRA”) Workgroup expenditures as described in detail below. 

a. Jurisdictional Program Effectiveness Assessment 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for jurisdiction program effectiveness 
assessment is from March 24, 2008, which is the date that permittees were 
required to begin implementing their JURMP developed per the 2007 
Permit requirements, to June 26, 2013, which is the day before the 
effective date of the 2013 Permit. The rationale for ending this period at 
the effective date of the 2013 Permit is the same as that described for 
street sweeping and catch basin cleaning reported in item 12 above. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the program effectiveness 
assessment costs for the 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 years. The 2007/2008 
cost claimed should be 27.05% of the standard unit cost. This reflects that 
99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 
24, 2008. The 2012/2013 costs claimed should be 98.90% of the reported 
costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were 
on or before June 26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the JURMP Annual Reports (Vols 2-11) and D-Max Files (Vol. 
14, pp. 8-189), as described in more detail below. Using this information I 
have determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula based on a 
standard percentage of Co-Permittee stormwater expenditures is 
appropriate. A standard percentage was used because data to calculate the 
percentage of total stormwater expenditures that were budgeted for 
implementing jurisdictional program effectiveness assessments within 
each year were available from a subset of, but not all Co-Permittees. It is 
expected that the actual costs for implementation of jurisdictional program 
effectiveness assessments would vary significantly between Co-Permittees 
based on factors such as jurisdiction size, number of people and 
departments involved in implementing the stormwater program, etc. In my 
experience these costs generally increase as the size and cost of the 
stormwater program increases. The use of a standard percentage allows for 
variability in the quantity Co-Permittees can claim directly in line with the 
amount that they reasonably would have spent based on the jurisdiction’s 
overall stormwater expenditures; this variability would not be 
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appropriately incorporated if the formula were to be based on a standard 
unit cost. 

iii. Jurisdictional Program Effectiveness Assessment cost formula 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Co-Permittees’ JURMP Annual Reports (Volumes 2-11) 
and the D-Max Files (Vol. 14, pp 8-189). Using this information, I have 
determined that a reasonable reimbursement formula based on a standard 
percentage is most appropriate. The reimbursement formula for the costs 
of jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

where “Effectiveness” is the standard percentage of the total stormwater 
expenditures spent by Co-Permittees on jurisdictional program 
effectiveness assessment, and “Total” is the Co-Permittees’ annual total 
stormwater expenditures as reported in JURMP annual reports. 

iv. Standard percentage for Jurisdictional Program Effectiveness Assessment 
costs 

The standard percentage of Co-Permittees’ total stormwater budget 
reasonably estimated to be spent on jurisdictional program effectiveness 
assessment is 3.7213%. The standard percentage of total stormwater 
budget spent by Co-Permittees on assessing jurisdictional program 
effectiveness was determined by evaluating the actual costs charged to 
several Co-Permittees for work completed by D-Max to fulfill the program 
effectiveness assessment requirements (Vol. 14, pp 8-189) and costs for 
program effectiveness assessment implementation reported by Co-
Permittees in JURMP annual reports where available (Vols. 2-11).14  

I believe that it is reasonable to expect that other Co-Permittees spent a 
similar amount of effort and funds on evaluating jurisdiction program 
effectiveness proportional to their program size; thus, this standard 

                                                 
13 The calculation to identify this standard percentage included a value reported by the City of San Diego for 
FY06/07 which is lower than the percentage reported by the City in subsequent years. As the 2007 Permit did not 
require Co-Permittees to implement Program Effectiveness until March 24, 2008, it is my understanding that this 
FY06/07 value represents costs for the City to develop how they would implement program effectiveness 
assessment once the Permit became effective and as such does not represent the full costs of ongoing/routine 
program effectiveness assessment. If this value is removed the standard percent estimate would increase slightly to 
3.76%. As a conservative estimate for the purpose of the RRM the estimate has been left as originally calculated. 
14 Data from the following agencies was used in the calculation of the standard percentage: the cities of La Mesa, 
National City, Poway, San Diego, and Santee. 
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percentage of total annual stormwater expenditures is appropriate for the 
RRM. 

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

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for FRA workgroup expenditures is from 
January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 26, 
2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. FRA 
activities including developing standard assessment practices and methods 
for reporting them; this planning activity began after the 2007 Permit was 
adopted. The FRA workgroup continued to support Co-Permittees in their 
effectiveness assessment work throughout the duration of the 2007 Permit. 
After the 2013 Permit went into effect, program effectiveness reporting 
was no longer necessary for the same reason as described under item 17.a 
above, so FRA workgroup costs are not claimed after that date. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

FRA costs were shared among Co-Permittees per an agreed upon MOU or 
similar cost sharing agreement and were documented in workgroup and 
cost sharing records as described in more detail below. This information 
can be used to identify the cost share of each Co-Permittee.  

iii. FRA Workgroup Expenditure cost formula and components 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the County Watershed Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 
13, pp. 10908-10916) and Cost-Sharing MOUs (Vol. 13, pp 10785-
10907). Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula based on actual costs was most appropriate as 
there is an already known distribution of funds between the Co-Permittees 
(MOUs) to allow for later individual claims to be submitted. 

The reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the Regional FRA 
Workgroup Expenditures is: 

𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐹𝑅𝐴 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈)]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

where “FRA Workgroup Costs” are the shared costs for developing and 
implementing the Regional FRA Workgroup Expenditures, and “MOU” is 
the Co-Permittees’s proportional share of the cost based on the MOUs. 
The yearly FRA Workgroup Costs do not include costs reported by the 
FRA Workgroup to be associated with RURMP review and are as follows: 
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Fiscal Year FRA Workgroup Costs Location of Data 
FY 2008/2009 $24,466.92 Vol. 13, p. 11011 

FY 2009/2010 
$32,423.11 Vol. 13, pp. 

11605-11608 

FY 2010/2011 
$72,983.57 Vol. 13, pp. 

11665-11666 
Note: The Co-Permittees’ proportional shares of costs for the Long-Term Effectiveness 
Assessment and other Regional Workgroup costs are outlined in the MOUs included at Volume 
13, pages 10,785 to 10,907. 

Although reimbursement would be proper throughout the period defined 
above as this is when the 2007 Permit required this activity, there were 
only actual costs reported for a portion of this time. 

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

a. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment shared costs 
is from January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 26, 
2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. The Long-
Term Effectiveness Assessment was a work product prepared per the 
requirements of the 2007 Permit and submitted to the San Diego Water Board in 
June 2011. Practically speaking, the costs to develop the Long-Term 
Effectiveness Assessment were primarily incurred around and leading up to that 
time, as described in further detail below. 

b. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category  

Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment costs were shared among Co-Permittees per 
an agreed upon MOU or similar cost sharing agreement and were documented in 
workgroup and cost sharing records as described in more detail below. This 
information can be used to identify the cost share of each Co-Permittee. 

c. Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment cost formula and components 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by reviewing the 
Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10917-13074) and Cost-
Sharing MOUs (Vol. 13, pp. 10785-10907). Using this information, I have 
determined that reasonable reimbursement formula based on actual costs was 
most appropriate as there is an already known distribution of funds between Co-
Permittees (MOUs) to allow for later individual claims to be submitted.  

The reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the long-term 
effectiveness assessment is as follows: 
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𝑅𝑒𝑖𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =  ∑ [(𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠)(𝑀𝑂𝑈) ]𝑡

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌07/08

 

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

Fiscal Year Contractor Costs Location of Data 

FY 2010/2011 (FRA 
Workgroup Costs) 

$132,212.21 Vol. 13, p 11,665 

FY 2010/2011 
(Monitoring Workgroup 

Costs) 
$212,327.00 Vol. 13, p 11,719 

Total Contractor Costs $344,539.21  
Note: The Co-Permittees’ proportional shares of costs for the Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment and 
other Regional Workgroup costs are outlined in the MOUs included at Volume 13, pages 10,785 to 10,907. 

Although reimbursement would be proper throughout the period defined above as 
this is when the 2007 Permit required this activity, there were only actual costs 
reported for a portion of this time. 

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

The reimbursement for all permittee collaboration is determined by combining the 
support for costs for the regional workgroup meetings, the costs for participating in 
regional workgroup meetings, and the workgroup expenditures as described in detail 
below. 

a. Support for Regional Workgroup Meetings 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for regional workgroup meetings is from 
January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 26, 
2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. These 
meetings included program planning and development in response to 2007 
Permit requirements that began after the 2007 Permit was adopted. The 
regional workgroup continued to support Co-Permittees throughout the 
duration of the 2007 Permit. After the 2013 Permit went into effect, 
regional workgroup meetings were no longer required in the same way as 
they had been under the 2007 Permit, so regional workgroup costs are not 
claimed after that date. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 
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Regional Workgroup Meeting Support costs were shared among Co-
Permittees per an agreed upon MOU or similar cost sharing agreement and 
were documented in workgroup and cost sharing records as described in 
more detail below. This information can be used to identify the cost share 
of each Co-Permittee. 

iii. Regional Workgroup Meeting Support cost formula and components 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp 10917-
13074). Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula based on actual costs was most appropriate. The 
reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs associated with Support 
for Regional Workgroup Meetings is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

 

where “County Cost” are the actual costs spent to support the various all 
Co-Permittee meetings; and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional 
share of the costs based on the MOUs.  

The County Costs in this formula are Regional Workgroup Expenditures 
specifically designated as meeting support; these expenses do not overlap 
and are not included in other reimbursement formulae (e.g., FRA 
Workgroup expenses in Section 17.b). These expenditures were reported 
by the following workgroups: ERS, FRA, ICS, LD, MON, MUNI, PPS, 
WURMP. Expenditures data can be found in the County Watershed 
Workgroup Expenditure Records (Vol. 13, pp. 10908-10916-) and the 
Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 19017-13074). The 
yearly County Costs are: 

Fiscal Year County 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 for the full summation period 
described above, there were only actual costs reported for a portion of this 
time. 

b. Regional Workgroup Meeting Participation 

i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 
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The period of summation for regional workgroup meeting participation is 
from January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 
26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. 
The rationale is the same as that provided for item 19.a above. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following 
conservative adjustments are proposed to the regional workgroup meeting 
participation costs for the 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 years. The 2006/2007 
cost claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 
158 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 
2007. The 2012/2013 costs claimed should be 98.90% of the reported 
costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were 
on or before June 26, 2013. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

The formula and components for Regional Workgroup Meeting 
Participation are the same as that used for Watershed Workgroup Meeting 
Participation described in item 15.d above. The same unit cost was applied 
for both meeting types because the Co-Permittee Declarations included all 
types of meeting attendance (regional and watershed) in their reported 
meeting attendance data, and in my experience the group of Co-Permittee 
staff that attended regional meetings was comparable to the group of Co-
Permittee staff that attended watershed meetings. 

iii. Regional Workgroup Meeting Participation cost formula 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Co-Permittee Declarations (Vol. 1, pp. 377-743). Using this 
information, I have determined that a formula based on a standard unit 
cost would be most appropriate for this category. The reasonable 
reimbursement formula for Regional Workgroup Meetings is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=𝐹𝑌06/07

  

where “Rate” is the cost of the Co-Permittee employee’s time per regional 
workgroup meeting, and “# Meeting Attendances” is the number of times 
a representative of a Co-Permittee attended a regional workgroup meeting.  

iv. Regional Workgroup Meeting Participation standard unit cost 

The value of Rate is the same as described in Section 15.d above 
(Watershed Workgroup Meetings) and is $262.88.  

c. Regional Workgroup Expenditures 
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i. Period considered for summation of costs for this category 

The period of summation for regional workgroup meeting participation is 
from January 24, 2007, or the effective date of the 2007 Permit, to June 
26, 2013, which is the day before the effective date of the 2013 Permit. 
The rationale is the same as that provided for item 19.a above. 

ii. Rationale for selection of cost formula format used for this category 

Regional Workgroup Expenditure costs were shared among Co-Permittees 
per an agreed upon MOU or similar cost sharing agreement and were 
documented in workgroup and cost sharing records as described in more 
detail below. This information can be used to identify the cost share of 
each Co-Permittee. 

iii. Regional Workgroup Expenditure cost formula and components 

The formula and components of the formula were determined by 
reviewing the Regional Cost Sharing Documentation (Vol. 13, pp. 10917-
13074). Using this information, I have determined that a reasonable 
reimbursement formula based on actual costs was most appropriate. The 
reasonable reimbursement formula for the costs of the Workgroup 
Expenditures is as follows: 

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

𝐹𝑌12/13

𝑡=06/07

 

where “Workgroup Costs” are the actual costs of activities performed by 
the regional workgroups; and “MOU” is the Co-Permittees’ proportional 
share of the cost based on the MOUs.  

The Workgoup Costs included for summation in this category are those 
costs incurred by the Regional Workgroups designated as being 
specifically for coordination with working bodies. The only Regional 
Workgroup to report costs in this category was the Program Planning 
Subcommittee. The yearly Workgroup Costs are: 

Fiscal Year Workgroup Costs Location of Data 
FY 2008/2009 $270.97 Vol. 13, p 10,973 
FY 2009/2010 $147.13 Vol. 13, p 11,594 

 

Although reimbursement would be proper for the full period of summation 
outlined above, costs were only identified for a portion of this time. 

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



The foregoing RRMs allow for each Co-Permittee to submit individually for 
reimbursement in each of the categories with supporting documentation evidencing their 
participation in and implementation of each unfunded mandate category. The total 
reimbursement amount for each Co-Permittee will be the sum of the Co-Permittees' 
reimbursement amount for each category described above. Guidance on how 
reimbursement amounts may be calculated and claimed for each category is provided in 
Appendix A. 

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

1 z 3/202-4 Der , c4 
(Date and Place) 

.JoGet AAetlZe-e—

(Name) 

33 
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Appendix A. Guidance on Process for Co-Permittees to Calculate 
Reimbursable Amounts 

The following provides guidance for Co-Permittees on calculating reimbursable amounts per the 
identified cost formulae. 

12. Reporting on Street Sweeping and Conveyance System Cleaning (Part 

J.3.a.(3)(c) (iv)-(viii), (x)-(xv)) 

Tables illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and overall 
for each Co-Permittee for conveyance system cleaning reporting and street sweeping reporting 
are provided below. The “Reimbursable Amount” is the “Unit cost” times the “CPI adjustment” 
times the “Quantity of activity.” No CPI adjustment is applied to data from 2007/2008 through 
2009/2010 (i.e., a CPI adjustment of 1.0 was used) because the standard unit cost was developed 
based on data from these years. A CPI adjustment is applied to following years, beginning in 
2010/2011, using 2009/2010 as the base year.  

The 2007/2008 reporting cost claimed should be 27.05% of the standard unit cost for reporting. 
This reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 
2008. The 2012/2013 reporting cost claimed should be 98.90% of the standard unit cost for 
reporting. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 
26, 2013.  

Each Co-Permittee will need to certify that it completed the relevant type of reporting in each of 
the years shown below. If such reporting was not completed in any year, the Co-Permittee will 
reduce the “Quantity of activity” and reimbursement amount to zero (0) for that type of reporting 
for that fiscal year. Whether street sweeping and conveyance system cleaning reporting were 
completed is anticipated to be based primarily on JRMP annual reports, which were previously 
submitted to the San Diego Water Board and include signed certification statements from 
applicable Co-Permittees. 

Conveyance System Cleaning Reporting 

Year Unit cost 
CPI 

adjustment 
Quantity of 

activity* 
Reimbursable 

Amount 

FY 2007/2008 $5,784.85 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $5,784.85 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $5,784.85 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $5,784.85 1.0132 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $5,784.85 1.0439 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $5,784.85 1.0606 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Conveyance System 
Cleaning Reporting 

[3] 
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Street Sweeping Reporting 

Year Unit cost 
CPI 

adjustment 
Quantity of 

activity* 
Reimbursable 

Amount 

FY 2007/2008 $6,143.67 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $6,143.67 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $6,143.67 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $6,143.67 1.0132 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $6,143.67 1.0439 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $6,143.67 1.0606 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Street Sweeping 
Reporting 

[3] 

Notes for above tables 

* Quantities of activities in 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 have been adjusted to reflect implementation during partial 
fiscal years, as described in item 12.a. 

[1] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities. For all years except 2007/2008 and 2012/2013, enter “1” if reporting was 
completed. For 2007/2008, if reporting was completed, enter 0.2705. For 2012/2013, if reporting was completed, 
enter 0.9890.  

[2] To be calculated as Unit cost x CPI adjustment x Quantity of activity. 

[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 
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13. Conveyance System Cleaning (Part D.3.a.(3)(b)(iii)) 

Tables illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and overall 
for each Co-Permittee for conveyance system cleaning are provided below. The “Reimbursable 
Amount” is the “unit cost” times the “CPI adjustment” times the “Quantity of activity.” No CPI 
adjustment is applied to data from 2007/2008 (i.e., a CPI adjustment of 1.0 was used) because 
the standard unit cost was developed based on data from that year. A CPI adjustment is applied 
to following years, beginning in 2007/2008, using 2007/2008 as the base year. Each Co-
Permittee will need to fill in the quantities of activities completed (e.g., inlets or catch basins 
cleaned) in each of the years shown below. Quantities of cleaning completed are anticipated to 
be based primarily on JRMP and WURMP annual reports, which were previously submitted to 
the San Diego Water Board and include signed certification statements from applicable Co-
Permittees. 

In accordance with the reimbursement period described earlier in this section, the following 
adjustments are proposed to the conveyance system cleaning costs for the 2007/2008 and 
2014/2015 fiscal years. If Co-Permittees have data to identify the quantities of cleaning 
completed during the period when they were required to implement their 2007 Permit JURMPs 
in 2007/2008 and 2014/2015, they should use those quantities in the reimbursement formulae. If 
such data is not available, and only the quantities cleaned in each entire fiscal year are known, 
the quantities cleaned in 2007/2008 and 2014/2015 should be adjusted as follows. The 
2007/2008 quantities of cleaning performed should be 27.05% of the fiscal year total. This 
reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 2008. 
The 2014/2015 quantities of cleaning performed should be at most 98.90% of the fiscal year 
total. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2014/2015 were on or before June 26, 
2015. If a Co-Permittee submitted and began implementing its JRMP earlier than June 26, 2015, 
the percentage of fiscal year 2014/2015 included would be reduced accordingly. 

Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning 

Year Unit cost 
CPI 

adjustment 
Quantity of activity 

(drain cleanings) 
Reimbursable 

Amount 

FY 2007/2008* $150.66 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $150.66 1.0385 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $150.66 1.0384 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $150.66 1.0520 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $150.66 1.0840 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $150.66 1.1013 [1] [2] 

FY 2013/2014 $150.66 1.1157 [1] [2] 

FY 2014/2015** $150.66 1.1364 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning [3] 
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MS4 Pipe Cleaning 

Year Unit cost 
CPI 

adjustment 
Quantity of activity 
(linear feet cleaned) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2007/2008* $6.77 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $6.77 1.0385 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $6.77 1.0384 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $6.77 1.0520 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $6.77 1.0840 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $6.77 1.1013 [1] [2] 

FY 2013/2014 $6.77 1.1157 [1] [2] 

FY 2014/2015** $6.77 1.1364 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for MS4 Pipe Cleaning [3] 

 

Channel Cleaning 

Year Unit cost CPI adjustment 
Quantity of 

activity (linear 
feet cleaned) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2007/2008* $8.52 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $8.52 1.0385 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $8.52 1.0384 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $8.52 1.0520 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $8.52 1.0840 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $8.52 1.1013 [1] [2] 

FY 2013/2014 $8.52 1.1157 [1] [2] 

FY 2014/2015** $8.52 1.1364 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Channel Cleaning [3] 

Notes for above tables 

* For 2007/2008, based on quantity of activity on or after March 24, 2008. See text preceding tables for additional 
details. 

** For 2014/2015, based on quantity of activity on or before June 26, 2015, or the date of 2013 Permit JRMP 
submittal to the San Diego Water Board, whichever came first. See text preceding tables for additional details. 

[1] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities. 

[2] To be calculated as Unit cost x CPI adjustment x Quantity of activity. 

[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 
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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)) 

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

Implementation cost formula 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee for Regional Residential Education Program Development and 
Implementation are provided below. The “Reimbursable Amount” is the “County Regional 
Education Costs” times the “Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. No CPI adjustment is applied to 
this category as it is assumed that County costs are reported in dollar values for the year in which 
they were incurred. Each Co-Permittee will verify the value of the MOU responsibility for each 
year (represented as % of total costs a jurisdiction is responsible for covering). The Co-Permittee 
share of cost values will be based on calculations outlined in the Co-Permittee MOUs (Vol. 13, 
pp 10,785-10,907). 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following conservative adjustments are 
proposed to the Residential Education Program Development and Implementation costs for the 
2006/2007 and 2012/2013 years. The 2006/2007 Residential Education Program Development 
and Implementation cost claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 158 
of the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007. The 2012/2013 costs 
claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 
2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013.  

Year County 
Education Costs 

Co-Permittee 
Share of Costs (%) 

Quantity 
of Activity* 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY2006/2007 - [1] [2] [3] 
FY2007/2008 $219,226.90 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2008/2009 $438,452.75 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2009/2010 $876,907.50 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2010/2011 $920,752.90 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2011/2012 $966,791.36 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2012/2013 $138,040.00 [1] [2] [3] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Regional Residential Education 
Program Development and Implementation 

[4] 

Notes for above table 
* Quantity for activities implemented in 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 shall be adjusted to reflect implementation 
during partial fiscal years. See note [2] below for additional details. 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in percentage of County Regional Education Cost Co-Permittee was responsible for in a 
given year based on established calculation approaches in MOUs. 
[2] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities. For all years except 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 value will be “1”. For 
FY2006/2007, enter 0.4329. For 2012/2013, enter 0.9890. 
[3] To be calculated as County Regional Education Costs x MOU Responsibility x Quantity of Activity 
[4] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 

14.b Jurisdictional Educational Programs 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee for jurisdictional education program costs is provided below. The 
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“Reimbursable Amount” is determined by multiplying the “Standard %,” “Annual Stormwater 
Expenditures”, and “Quantity of Activity.” No CPI adjustment is applied in this formula because 
Annual Stormwater Expenditures will be reported in the dollar value of the respective year. Each 
Co-Permittee will need to fill in the value of their annual stormwater expenditures for each of the 
years in the table below. The annual stormwater expenditures values are anticipated to be based 
primarily on JRMP annual reports, which were previously submitted to the San Diego Water 
Board and include signed certification statements from applicable Co-Permittees. 

In accordance with the reimbursement period described earlier in this section, the following 
adjustments are proposed to the conveyance system cleaning costs for the 2007/2008 and 
2014/15 fiscal years. The 2007/2008 value of annual stormwater expenditures should be 27.05% 
of the fiscal year total. This reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were 
on or after March 24, 2008. The 2014/2015 value of annual stormwater expenditures should be at 
most 98.90% of the fiscal year total. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 
2014/2015 were on or before June 26, 2015. If a Co-Permittee submitted and began 
implementing its JRMP earlier than June 26, 2015, the percentage of fiscal year 2014/2015 
included would be reduced accordingly. 

Year 
Standard 

% 
Annual Stormwater 

Expenditures 
Quantity of 

Activity* 
Reimbursable 

Amount 
FY 2007/2008 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2008/2009 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2009/2010 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2010/2011 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2011/2012 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2012/2013 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2013/2014 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2014/2015 2.16% [1] [2] [3] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Jurisdictional Education 
Program Costs 

[4] 

Notes for above table 
* Quantity for activities implemented in 2007/2008 and 2014/2015 to be adjusted to reflect implementation during 
partial fiscal years, as described in item 14.b.i 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in value of annual total stormwater expenditures reported annually. 
[2] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities. For all years except 2007/2008 and 2014/2015 value will be “1” if Co-
Permittee contributed to County Costs. For FY2007/2008 if Co-Permittee will enter 0.2705. For 2014/2015, Co-
Permittee will enter 0.9890. 
[3] To be calculated as Standard % x Annual Stormwater Expenditures x Quantity of Activity 
[4] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 
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15. Watershed Activities and Collaboration in the WURMP (Part E.2.f & 

E.2.g) 

15.a Watershed Workgroup Cost Share Contributions 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by watershed, 
fiscal year, and Co-Permittee share of watershed costs is below. Co-Permittees in more than one 
watershed with shared costs would prepare one table per watershed. For such Co-Permittees, the 
total reimbursable amount for watershed workgroup cost share contributions would be the sum 
of the total reimbursable amount for each watershed in which the Co-Permittee had shared costs. 

Year 
Watershed Lead 

Cost 

Co-Permittee Share of 
Costs for Watershed [X] 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2007/2008 [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2008/2009 [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2009/2010 [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2010/2011 [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2011/2012 [1] [2] [3] 

FY 2012/2013 [1] [2] [3] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for [X] Watershed Workgroup Cost 
Share Contributions 

[4] 

Notes for above table 
* Within Fiscal Year 2006/2007, only work on or after January 24, 2007, the effective date of the 2007 Permit, may 
be claimed. 
[X] is the name of the watershed, e.g., San Dieguito. Co-Permittees in more than one watershed with shared costs 
would complete a separate table for each watershed. 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in total value of watershed workgroup shared costs for the given watershed and fiscal year. 
[2] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittees percent of the watershed workgroup shared costs for the given watershed 
and fiscal year. 
[3] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs for Watershed [X] times Co-Permittee Share of Costs for Watershed [X]. 
[4] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 

15.b Jurisdiction Watershed Activities 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee for jurisdiction watershed activities is provided below. The 
“Reimbursable Amount” is the “Unit Cost” times the “CPI adjustment” times the “Number of 
Watersheds” times the “Quantity of activity”. A CPI adjustment is applied to years following 
FY07/08 using FY07/08 as the base year because the standard unit cost was developed based on 
data from this year. Each Co-Permittee will need to certify that it completed watershed activities 
in the years shown below. Quantities of jurisdictional watershed activities are anticipated to be 
based primarily on WURMP annual reports, which were previously submitted to the San Diego 
Water Board and include signed certification statements from applicable Co-Permittees. 
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In accordance with the reimbursement period described earlier in this section, the following 
adjustments are proposed to the jurisdiction watershed activities costs for the 2007/2008 and 
2012/2013 fiscal years. The 2007/2008 quantities of activities should be 27.05% of the fiscal 
year total. This reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 2007/2008 were on or after 
March 24, 2008. The 2012/2013 quantities should be 98.90% of the fiscal year total. This reflects 
that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013. 

Year Unit 
Cost 

CPI 
Adjustment 

Number of 
Watersheds 

Quantity of 
Activity* 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY2007/2008 $2,500 1.0000 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2008/2009 $2,500 1.0385 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2009/2010 $2,500 1.0384 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2010/2011 $2,500 1.0520 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2011/2012 $2,500 1.0840 [1] [2] [3] 
FY2012/2013 $2,500 1.1013 [1] [2] [3] 
Total Reimbursable Amount of Jurisdiction Watershed Activities [4] 

Notes for above table 
* Quantity for activities implemented in 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 to be adjusted to reflect implementation during 
partial fiscal years, as described in item 15.b.i 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in value of number of watersheds jurisdiction is located in. 
[2] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities with adjustments for 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 years as appropriate.  
[3] To be calculated as Unit Cost x CPI Adjustment x Number of Watersheds x Quantity of Activity 
[4] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 

15.c Regional Watershed Activities – WURMP 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s Regional Watershed Activities – WURMP costs is provided 
below. Each Co-Permittee will need to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the 
Co-Permittee MOU in place at that time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total 
Shared Costs” times the “Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable 
amount is the sum of the Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs 
identified to date are shown in the table below.  

Year 
WURMP 

Costs  

Co-Permittee 
Share of Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2007/2008* - [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $2,737.91 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $3,287.23 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011* - [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012* - [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* - [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Regional 
Watershed Activities - WURMP 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
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* Regional Watershed Activity costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation reviewed. 
Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim reimbursement 
for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional watershed activities cost, based on MOU or 
similar agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs x Co-Permittee Share of Costs 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 

15.d Watershed Workgroup Meetings 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s Watershed Workgroup Meeting costs is provided below. Each 
Co-Permittee will need to input its quantity of watershed workgroup meeting attendances for 
each fiscal year. Co-Permittees that participated in multiple watershed (WURMP) workgroups 
will include the sum of all watershed meeting attendances in the “Quantity of activity” column. 
The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Unit cost” times the “CPI adjustment” times 
the “Quantity of activity.” The overall total reimbursable amount is the sum of the Reimbursable 
Amount for each year. Note that the CPI adjustment for FY 2006/2007 is less than 1.0 because 
the unit cost is based on FY 2007/2008 data. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following conservative adjustments are 
proposed to the watershed workgroup meetings costs for the 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 years. 
The 2006/2007 cost claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 158 of 
the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007. The 2012/2013 costs 
claimed should be 98.90% of the costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in fiscal year 
2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013. 

Meeting attendance data is anticipated to come primarily from WURMP annual reports (Vol. 13, 
pp. 1-10756). 

Year 
Unit cost for 1 

person to attend 1 
meeting 

CPI 
adjustment 

Quantity of 
activity (meeting 

attendances) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* $262.88 0.9776 [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008 $262.88 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $262.88 1.0385 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $262.88 1.0384 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $262.88 1.0520 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $262.88 1.0840 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013** $262.88 1.1013 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Watershed Workgroup Meetings [3] 

Notes for above table 
* For 2006/2007, only activities performed on or after January 24, 2007 (the effective date of the 2007 Permit) can 
be included in the "Quantity of activity". 
** For 2012/2013, only activities performed on or before June 26, 2013 (the day before the effective date of the 
2013 Permit) can be included in the "Quantity of activity". 
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[1] Co-Permittee to fill in quantity of meeting attendances. For example, 1 person attending 1 meeting is 1 meeting 
attendance. 
[2] To be calculated as Unit cost x CPI adjustment x Quantity of activity 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 
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16. Regional Urban Runoff Management Program, “RURMP” (Parts F.1., 

F.2. & F.3) 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s RURMP costs is provided below. Each Co-Permittee will need 
to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the Co-Permittee MOU in place at that 
time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total Shared Costs” times the “Co-
Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable amount is the sum of the 
Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs identified to date are shown in 
the table below.  

Year Cost Share 
Co-Permittee Share 
of Regional Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* - [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008* - [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $2,928.91  [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $5,230.98  [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $1,926.50  [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012* - [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* - [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Regional Urban Runoff 
Management Program 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
* Regional Urban Runoff Management Program costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation 
reviewed. Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim 
reimbursement for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when 
submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional watershed activities cost, based on MOU or 
similar agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs x Co-Permittee Share of Costs. 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 
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17. Program Effectiveness Assessment (Parts I.1 & I.2) 

17.a Jurisdictional Program Effectiveness Assessment 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee for jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment costs is 
provided below. The “Reimbursable Amount” is determined by multiplying the “Standard %,” 
“Annual Stormwater Expenditures,” and “Quantity of Activity.” No CPI adjustment is applied in 
this formula because Annual Stormwater Expenditures will be reported in the dollar value of the 
respective year. Each Co-Permittee will need to fill in the value of their annual stormwater 
expenditures for each of the years in the table below. The annual stormwater expenditures values 
are anticipated to be based primarily on JRMP annual reports, which were previously submitted 
to the San Diego Water Board and include signed certification statements from applicable Co-
Permittees. 

In accordance with the reimbursement period described earlier in this section, the following 
adjustments are proposed to the jurisdictional program effectiveness assessment costs for the 
2007/2008 and 2014/15 fiscal years. The 2007/2008 value of annual stormwater expenditures 
should be 27.05% of the fiscal year total. This reflects that 99 days of the 366 days in fiscal year 
2007/2008 were on or after March 24, 2008. The 2012/2013 value of annual stormwater 
expenditures should be at most 98.90% of the fiscal year total. This reflects that 361 of the 365 
days in fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013. If a Co-Permittee submitted and 
began implementing its JRMP earlier than June 26, 2013, the percentage of fiscal year 
2012/2013 included would be reduced accordingly. 

 

Year Standard % 
Annual Stormwater 

Expenditures 
Quantity of 

Activity* 
Reimbursable 

Amount 
FY 2007/2008 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2008/2009 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2009/2010 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2010/2011 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2011/2012 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 
FY 2012/2013 3.72% [1] [2] [3] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Jurisdictional Program 
Effectiveness Assessment 

[4] 

Notes for above table 
* Quantity for activities implemented in 2007/2008 and 2014/2015 to be adjusted to reflect implementation during 
partial fiscal years. See note [2] below. 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in value of annual total stormwater expenditures reported annually. 
[2] Co-Permittee to fill in quantities. For all years except 2007/2008 and 2012/2013 value will be “1” if Co-
Permittee contributed to County Costs. For FY2007/2008 if Co-Permittee will enter 0.2705. For 2012/2013, Co-
Permittee will enter 0.9890. 
[3] To be calculated as Standard % x Annual Stormwater Expenditures x Quantity of Activity 
[4] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 



93939.30001\43039634.1 
 

  
 

46 
 

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

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s FRA Workgroup costs is provided below. Each Co-Permittee 
will need to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the Co-Permittee MOU in place 
at that time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total Shared Costs” times the 
“Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable amount is the sum of the 
Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs identified to date are shown in 
the table below.  

Year 
FRA Workgroup 

Cost 

Co-Permittee Share 
of Regional Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* - [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008* - [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $24,466.92  [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $32,423.11  [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $72,983.57  [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012* - [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* - [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Fiscal, Reporting, and 
Assessment (FRA) Workgroup Expenditures 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
* FRA Workgroup Expenditures costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation reviewed. 
Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim reimbursement 
for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional expenditures cost, based on MOU or similar 
agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total FRA Workgroup Cost x Co-Permittee Share of Costs 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year 
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18. Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment (Part I.5) 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment costs is provided below. 
Each Co-Permittee will need to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the Co-
Permittee MOU in place at that time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total 
Shared Costs” times the “Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable 
amount is the sum of the Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs 
identified to date are shown in the table below.  

Year 
Contractor 

Costs 

Co-Permittee 
Share of Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $132,212.21  [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $212,327.00  [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* -  [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Long-Term 
Effectiveness Assessment 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
* Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation 
reviewed. Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim 
reimbursement for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when 
submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional expenditures cost, based on MOU or similar 
agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs x Co-Permittee Share of Costs. 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 
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19. All Permittee Collaboration (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)) 

19.a Support for Regional Workgroup Meetings 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 
overall for each Co-Permittee’s Support for Regional Workgroup Meetings costs is provided 
below. Each Co-Permittee will need to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the 
Co-Permittee MOU in place at that time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total 
Shared Costs” times the “Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable 
amount is the sum of the Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs 
identified to date are shown in the table below.  

Year County Costs 
Co-Permittee 
Share of Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* - [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008* - [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $57,285.40  [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $69,576.92  [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $44,665.30  [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $56,311.45  [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* - [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Support for Regional 
Workgroup Meetings 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
* Regional Workgroup Meetings costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation reviewed. 
Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim reimbursement 
for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional expenditures cost, based on MOU or similar 
agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs x Co-Permittee Share of Costs. 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 

19.b Regional Workgroup Meeting Participation 

The process to determine reimbursable amounts for Regional Workgroup Meeting Participation 
is the same as that describe for Section 15.d above (Watershed Workgroup Meetings), except 
that the “Quantity of activity” for Regional Workgroup meetings shall reflect the Co-Permittee’s 
number of attendances at Regional Workgroup meetings instead of watershed meetings. 
Regional Workgroups include the following workgroups: Fiscal, Reporting, and Assessment 
(FRA); Industrial and Commercial Sources (ICS), Monitoring (MON), Municipal (Muni), 
Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP), Education and Regional Sources 
(ERS), and Land Development (LD). Subgroups of these groups, such as the dry weather 
monitoring subgroup of the monitoring workgroup, are also counted as Regional Workgroups. 

In accordance with the above reimbursement period, the following conservative adjustments are 
proposed to the regional workgroup meeting participation costs for the 2006/2007 and 2012/2013 
years. The 2006/2007 cost claimed should be reduced to 43.29% of the cost. This reflects that 
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158 of the 365 days in fiscal year 2006/2007 were on or after January 24, 2007. The 2012/2013 
costs claimed should be 98.90% of the reported costs. This reflects that 361 of the 365 days in 
fiscal year 2012/2013 were on or before June 26, 2013 

Year 
Unit cost for 1 

person to attend 1 
meeting 

CPI 
adjustment 

Quantity of 
activity (meeting 

attendances) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* $262.88 0.9776 [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008 $262.88 1.0000 [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $262.88 1.0385 [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $262.88 1.0384 [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011 $262.88 1.0520 [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012 $262.88 1.0840 [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013 $262.88 1.1013 [1] [2] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for Regional Workgroup Meetings [3] 

Notes for above table 
* For 2006/2007, only activities performed on or after January 24, 2007 (the effective date of the 2007 Permit) can 
be included in the "Quantity of activity". 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in quantity of meeting attendances. For example, 1 person attending 1 meeting is 1 meeting 
attendance. 
[2] To be calculated as Unit cost x CPI adjustment x Quantity of activity. 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 

19.c Regional Workgroup Expenditures 

A table illustrating the inputs necessary to calculate the reimbursable amounts by year and 

overall for each Co-Permittee’s Regional Workgroup Expenditure costs is provided below. Each 

Co-Permittee will need to input its percent share of the overall costs, based on the Co-Permittee 

MOU in place at that time. The “Reimbursable Amount” for each year is the “Total Shared 

Costs” times the “Co-Permittee Share of Costs (%)”. The overall total reimbursable amount is 

the sum of the Reimbursable Amount for each year. The amounts of shared costs identified to 

date are shown in the table below.  

Year 
Workgroup 

Costs 

Co-Permittee 
Share of Costs 

(%) 

Reimbursable 
Amount 

FY 2006/2007* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2007/2008* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2008/2009 $270.97  [1] [2] 

FY 2009/2010 $147.13  [1] [2] 

FY 2010/2011* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2011/2012* -  [1] [2] 

FY 2012/2013* -  [1] [2] 
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Total Reimbursable Amount for Regional 
Workgroup Expenditures 

[3] 

Notes for above table 
* Regional Workgroup Expenditures costs for these fiscal years were not identified in the documentation reviewed. 
Should Co-Permittees identify additional costs for these years, it would also be appropriate to claim reimbursement 
for those expenses, provided that they provide appropriate supporting documentation when submitting their claims.  
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s percent share of regional expenditures cost, based on MOU or similar 
agreement. 
[2] To be calculated as Total Shared Costs x Co-Permittee Share of Costs. 
[3] Sum of the Reimbursable Amount values for each year. 
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20. Total Reimbursement (Part L.1.a.(3)-(6)) 

To calculate the total reimbursable amount, the Co-Permittee will sum the total for each of the 

categories above. The table below or a similar table may be used for this calculation. 

Category Reimbursable Amount 

12: Reporting on Street Sweeping [1] 

12: Reporting on Conveyance System Cleaning [1] 

13: Conveyance System Cleaning – Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning [1] 

13: Conveyance System Cleaning – MS4 Pipe Cleaning [1] 

13: Conveyance System Cleaning – Channel Cleaning [1] 

14.a: Educational Component – Regional Outreach Shared Costs – 
Residential Education Program Development and Implementation 

[1] 

14.b: Educational Component – Jurisdictional Educational 
Programs 

[1] 

15.a: Watershed Activities and WURMP – Watershed Workgroup 
Cost Share Contributions  

[1] 

15.b: Watershed Activities and WURMP – Jurisdiction Watershed 
Activities 

[1] 

15.c: Watershed Activities and WURMP – Regional Watershed 
Activities – WURMP 

[1] 

15.d: Watershed Activities and WURMP – Watershed Workgroup 
Meetings 

[1] 

16. Regional Urban Runoff Management Program [1] 

17.a: Program Effectiveness Assessment – Jurisdictional Program 
Effectiveness Assessment 

[1] 

17.b: Program Effectiveness Assessment – Regional Fiscal, 
Reporting, and Assessment (“FRA”) Workgroup Expenditures 

[1] 

18: Long-Term Effectiveness Assessment [1] 

19.a: All Permittee Collaboration – Support for Regional 
Workgroup Meeting  

[1] 

19.b: All Permittee Collaboration – Regional Workgroup Meeting 
Participation 

[1] 

19.c: All Permittee Collaboration – Regional Workgroup 
Expenditures 

[1] 

Total Reimbursable Amount for All Categories [2] 
Notes for above table 
[1] Co-Permittee to fill in Co-Permittee’s category total. If there are no reimbursable expenses for a given category, 
enter “0”. 
[2] To be calculated as the sum of all category totals. 

 



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 December 17, 2024, I served the: 

• Current Mailing List dated November 21, 2024 
• Claimants’ Rebuttal Comments filed December 16, 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, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El 
Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National 
City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, 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  
December 17, 2024 at Sacramento, California.  
 
 

             
____________________________ 
David Chavez 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 

 



12/17/24, 10:53AM Mailing List 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

Mailing List 

Last Updated: 11/21/24 

Claim 07-TC-09-R 
Number: 

Matter: 

Claimants: 

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, 1.1, 1.2, 1.5, 
J.3.a.(3)(c)iv-viii & x-xv, and L. 

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.) 
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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 

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 

Donna Apar, Finance Director, City of San Marcos 
Claimant Contact 
1 Civic Center Drive, San Marcos, CA 92069 
Phone: (760) 744-1050 
dapar@san-marcos.net 

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 
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Cindy Black, City Clerk, City of St. Helena 
1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574 
Phone: (707) 968-2742 
ctzafopoulos@cityofsthelena.org 

Mailing List 

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 

Serena Bubenheim, Assistant Chief Financial Officer, City of Huntington 
Beach 
2000 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648 
Phone: (714) 536-5630 
serena.bubenheim@surfcity-hb.org 

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 

Shelby Burguan, Budget Manager, City of Newport Beach 
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Phone: (949) 644-3085 
sburguan@newportbeachca.gov 

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 

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 
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Phone: (916) 324-5919 
ECalderon Yee@sco.ca.gov 

Mailing List 

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@munil.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 

Margaret Demauro, Finance Director, Town of Apple Valley 
14955 Dale Evans Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307 
Phone: (760) 240-7000 
mdemauro@applevalley.org 
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Tracy Drager, Auditor and Controller, County of San Diego 
Claimant Contact 
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 166, San Diego, CA 92101 
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 

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, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates 
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 323-3562 
juliana.gmur@csm.ca.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 

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 5/14 



12/17/24, 10:53AM Mailing List 

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 

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 

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 

Jason Jennings, Director, Maximus Consulting 
Financial Services, 808 Moorefield Park Drive, Suite 205, Richmond, VA 
23236 
Phone: (804) 323-3535 
SB90@maximus.com 

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 
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Anne Kato, Acting Chief, State Controller's Office 
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 322-9891 
akato@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 

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 0 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 
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Phone: (650) 599-1104 
kle@smcgov.org 

Mailing List 

Fernando Lemus, Principal Accountant - Auditor, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, 
CA90012 
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 
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, 
CA90012 
Phone: (213) 974-0324 
tmckendell@auditor.lacounty.gov 

Michelle Mendoza, MAX/MUS 
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403 
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Phone: (949) 440-0845 
michellemendoza@maximus.com 

Mailing List 

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: NIA 
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 95814 
Phone: (916) 322-3313 
Adriana.Nunez@waterboards.ca.gov 
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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 
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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 

Marco Rodriguez, Accounting Analyst, City of Lemon Grove 
3232 Main Street, Lemon Grove, CA 91945 
Phone: (619) 825-3822 
mrodriguez@lemongrove.ca.gov 

Lydia Romero, City Manager, City of Lemon Grove 
Claimant Contact 
3232 Main Street, Lemon Grove, CA 91945 
Phone: (619) 825-3819 
lromero@lemongrove.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 
j sankus@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 
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Cindy Sconce, Director, Government Consulting Partners 
5016 Brower Court, Granite Bay, CA 95746 
Phone: (916) 276-8807 
cindysconcegcp@gmail.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, Senior Legal Analyst, 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 

Paul Steenhausen, Principal Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's 
Office 
925 L Street, Suite 1000,, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 319-8303 
Paul.Steenhausen@lao.ca.gov 

Julie Testa, Vice Mayor, City of Pleasanton 
123 Main Street PO Box520, Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Phone: (925) 872-6517 
Jtesta@cityofpleasantonca.gov 

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT Consulting Group 
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815 
Phone: (916) 243-8913 
jolenetollenaar@gmail.com 

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 

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 
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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 (CSA C) 
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 327-7500 
awaelder@counties.org 

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 

Yuri Won, Attorney, Office of Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control 
Board 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1001 I Street, 22nd 
Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 327-4439 
Yuri. Won@waterboards.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 
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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 

Kally 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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