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Dear Ms. Halsey: 

The State Controller’s Office is transmitting our response to the above-named IRC. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the information provided is true and correct to the best of 
my personal knowledge, information, or belief. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 327-3138. 
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LISA KUROKAWA, Chief 
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Division of Audits 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
3301 C Street, Suite 725 
Sacramento, CA  95816 
Telephone No.: (916) 327-3138 

BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 

I, Lisa Kurokawa, make the following declarations: 

1) I am an employee of the State Controller’s Office (SCO) and am over the age of 18
years.

2) I am currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since February 15, 2018.
Before that, I was employed as an audit manager for seven years.

3) I reviewed the work performed by the SCO auditor.

4) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by the City of La
Puente or retained at our place of business.
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INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) 
ON: 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban 
Runoff Discharges Program 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Order No. 01-182, 
Permit CAS004001, Part 4F5c3 

CITY OF LA PUENTE, Claimant 

No.:  IRC 19-0304-I-05 

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF 
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5) The records include claims for reimbursement, along with any attached supporting
documentation, explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled Incorrect
Reduction Claim.

6) A desk review of the claims filed for fiscal year (FY) 2002-03 through FY 2011-12 started on
September 6, 2017 (initial contact email with the city) and ended on December 15, 2017
(issuance of the final letter report).

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and 

correct to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal  

observation, information, or belief. 

Date:  February 23, 2021 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

By:  _________________________________ 
Lisa Kurokawa, Chief 
Compliance Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller’s Office 
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STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY 

CITY OF LA PUENTE 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, 
FY 2007-08, FY 2008-09, FY 2009-10, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Order No. 01-182, Permit CAS004001, 

Part 4F5c3 

SUMMARY 
The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim 
(IRC) that the City of La Puente (city) submitted on June 10, 2020. The SCO performed a desk 
review of the city’s claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Municipal Storm Water and Urban 
Runoff Discharges Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2012. The SCO issued 
its letter report on December 15, 2017 (Exhibit D, Bates pages 87-100). 

The city submitted claims totaling $202,214—$21,029 for fiscal year (FY) 2002-03, $21,029 for FY 
2003-04, $21,029 for FY 2004-05, $21,029 for FY 2005-06, $21,029 for FY 2006-07, $21,029 for 
FY 2007-08, $21,029 for FY 2008-09, $21,154 for FY 2009-10, $21,216 for FY 2010-11, and 
$12,641 for FY 2011-12 (Exhibit E, Bates pages 120-149). Subsequently, the SCO performed a 
desk review of these claims and determined that all costs claimed are unallowable because the city 
did not offset the restricted revenues that were used to fund the mandated activities.  

The following table summarizes the review results: 

Actual Costs Allowable Review
Claimed per Review  Adjustment 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

Cost Elements



Actual Costs Allowable Review
Claimed per Review  Adjustment 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

Cost Elements



Actual Costs Allowable Review
Claimed per Review  Adjustment 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.74             $ 6.74             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,029         21,029         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,029) (21,029)           

Total program costs $ 21,029         - $ (21,029)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.78             $ 6.78             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,154         21,154         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,154) (21,154)           

Total program costs $ 21,154         - $ (21,154)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 6.80             $ 6.80             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 60 × 60 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 21,216         21,216         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (21,216) (21,216)           

Total program costs $ 21,216         - $ (21,216)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

Cost Elements



Actual Costs Allowable Review
Claimed per Review  Adjustment 

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Ongoing activities:
Reasonable reimbursement methodology factor $ 7.15             $ 7.15             $ - 
Number of transit receptacles × 34 × 34 × - 
Annual number of trash pickups × 52 × 52 × - 

Total ongoing costs 12,641         12,641         - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (12,641) (12,641)           

Total program costs $ 12,641         - $ (12,641)           
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ - 

Summary: July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2012

Total ongoing costs $ 202,214       $ 202,214       $ - 
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements - (202,214) (202,214)         

Total program costs $ 202,214       - $ (202,214)         
Less amount paid by the State - 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid -$  

Cost Elements

I. MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES PROGRAM
CRITERIA

Adopted Parameters and Guidelines–March 24, 2011

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Board), adopted a
2001 storm water permit (Permit CAS004001). Part 4F5c3 of Order No. 01-182 requires local
jurisdictions to (SCO Tab 3 page 2):

Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have shelters no later than August 1, 
2002, and at all other transit stops within its jurisdiction no later than February 3, 2003. All trash 
receptacles shall be maintained as necessary.  

On July 31, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) determined that Part 4F5c3 
of the permit imposes a state mandate reimbursable under Government Code (GC) section 17561 
and adopted the Statement of Decision (Tab 4). The Commission further clarified that each local 
agency subject to the permit but not subject to a trash total maximum daily load (TMDL) is 
entitled to reimbursement.  

The Commission also determined that the period of reimbursement for the mandated activities 
begins July 1, 2002, and continues until a new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit issued by the Board is adopted. On November 8, 2012, the Board adopted a 
new NPDES permit, Order No. R4-2012-0175, which became effective on December 28, 2012. 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and define the 
reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the parameters and guidelines on March 24, 
2011 (Exhibit C, Bates pages 79-86). In compliance with GC section 17558, the SCO issues 
claiming instructions to assist local agencies in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs. 



SCO Claiming Instructions 

The SCO annually issues mandated cost claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions 
for mandated cost programs. The SCO issued claiming instructions on May 31, 2011 
(Exhibit D, Bates pages 101-111). These claiming instructions are believed to be, for the 
purposes and scope of the review period, substantially similar to the version extant at the time 
that the city filed its FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12 mandated cost claims.  

II. UNREPORTED OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Issue

The SCO determined that the all costs claimed, totaling $202,214, are unallowable for the review
period (Exhibit D, Bates pages 87-100). The costs were overstated because the city did not
report any offsetting revenues. The SCO concluded that the city should have reported $202,214
in offsets received from Proposition A Local Return Funds used to pay for the ongoing
maintenance of transit stop trash receptacles. In an IRC filed on June 10, 2020, the city disagreed
with the SCO’s determination that Proposition A funds are considered offsetting revenues.

SCO Analysis:

The city believes that the SCO’s determination that $202,214 of the costs claimed by the city
were not eligible for reimbursement is erroneous, and that it should be fully reimbursed for the
amounts expended in connection with ongoing maintenance of trash receptacles. The ongoing
transit stop maintenance costs are recorded in Fund 210 – Proposition A, which is a special
revenue fund type (Tab 6). Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific
revenue sources that are legally restricted to expenditures for specified purposes. During the
review, the SCO confirmed that there were no General Fund transfers into the Proposition A
Local Return Fund during the review period. As the city used restricted Proposition A funds
authorized to be used on the mandated activities, it did not need to rely on the use of discretionary
general funds to pay for the mandated activities.

City’s Response:

CITY OF LA PUENTE STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES 
PROGRAM COST CLAIM 

The SCO concludes in its audit that the City should have deducted $202,214 in 
Proposition A funds used to pay for the ongoing maintenance of transit stop trash 
receptacles during the period claimed. The City respectfully disagrees.  

Parameters and Guidelines, section VIII. Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements, state: 

Any offsetting revenue the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the 
same statute or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted from the 
costs claimed . In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any federal, state 
or non-local source shall be identified and deducted from this claim.  

Government Code sections 17556(e) and 17570 3.(d)(l)(D) define funding sources as those 
“additional revenues specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate” ... and 
those “dedicated ... for the program.”  



The City did not experience any revenue in the same program as a result of the same 
statutes of executive orders found to contain the mandate. Nor did it receive any 
reimbursement specifically intended for or dedicated for this mandate, therefore it was not 
required to offset costs with those funds. The funding sources cited by the SCO were 
general in nature and the City did not have to use them for this specific purpose. 

Proposition A funds are not a federal, state, or non-local source within the meaning of 
the Parameters and Guidelines. 

Proposition A programs are funded by a one-half cent sales tax approved by Los Angeles 
County voters in 1980. The tax is imposed on the sale of tangible personal property at 
every retailer in the County and upon the storage, use or other consumption in the County 
of tangible personal property purchased from any retailer for storage, use or other 
consumption in the County. See Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority Administrative Code, sections 3-05-020 and 3-05-030.  

Proposition A provides that twenty-five percent of the sales tax revenue will be returned to 
local jurisdictions for local transit purposes. These funds are generally referred to as 
[“Local Return” (LR) funds]. Transit purposes are broadly defined and include a long list 
of different types of eligible projects and services.  

Proposition A is a local tax, generated from sales tax imposed on local citizens; therefore, 
not a “federal, state or non-local” source that required to be deducted from the City’s 
claims. 

The City did not receive any reimbursement specifically intended for or dedicated for 
this mandate: Proposition A funds did not have to be expended for the Mandate 
Program. 

Under guidelines adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the funds could 
have been used for various transportation related City priorities such as street 
improvements, congestion management programs and supplementing local transit 
programs.  

Purchasing and maintaining additional trash receptacles at transit locations was not a City 
priority and would not have been required had it not been mandated by the state. 

The City has the ability to pay back Proposition A funds if State Mandate 
reimbursement payments are received and then to use those funds for true city 
priorities, and not those mandated by the state. 

It was entirely proper for the City to use Proposition A funds as an advance, with the 
expectation that the funds would be paid back to the Proposition A fund. 

The guidelines specifically provide the Proposition A Local Return funds may be used as 
an advance with respect to a project, with the funds subsequently being returned to the 
Proposition A account when the advance is reimbursed from another source. The 
guidelines specifically provide, “Local Return funds may be used to advance a project 
which will subsequently be reimbursed by federal, state or local grant funding, or private 
funds, if the project itself is eligible under the Local Return Guidelines. The 
reimbursement must be returned to the appropriate Proposition A Local Return 
fund.” (Guidelines, Section IV.C.10) 



Thus, it cannot be said that the City’s lawful use of Proposition A funds to advance the 
installation and maintenance of the trash receptacles, with the understanding that, upon 
reimbursement through the State Mandate Claims, those funds would be returned to the 
appropriate Proposition A fund for use on other transit projects, was reimbursement from a 
non-local source. Because the Proposition A funds will be returned to the Proposition A 
fund to be used for other purposes (City priorities), the advance (not payment) of those 
funds was not a reimbursement.  

To find differently would be contrary to article XIII, section 6, of the California 
Constitution. That section was adopted to protect local government’s tax revenues. There 
would be no reduction of the City’s claim if the City had used other sales tax revenue to 
pay for the installation and maintenance of the trash receptacles. Proposition A funds are 
no different. They are also derived from a one-half cent sales tax, no different from any 
other sales tax. 

County of Fresno v. State of California held that Article XIII, section 6 was designed to 
protect the tax revenues of local governments from state mandates that would require 
expenditures of such revenues. (County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) [53 Cal.3d 
482, 487]). Based on this holding, the Controller’s office noted that “costs” within the 
mean[ing] of Article XIII, section 6, excludes expenses recoverable from sources other 
than taxes. Here, however, Proposition A is a local sales tax, one which falls directly within 
the protection of Article XIII B, section 6. Reimbursement of these tax revenues is 
therefore not inconsistent with the County of Fresno.  

The Commission’s decision in Animal Adoption, Commission on State Mandates Case 
No. 13- 9811-1-02, is also inapplicable. This Improper Reduction Claim addressed the use 
of Proposition F funds, which were funds obtained through bonds issued pursuant to a 
ballot measure. Again, that is not the case here. Proposition A is a local sales tax. 

The Commission’s decisions in the Two-Way Traffic Signal Program and [the] Behavioral 
Intervention Plans claims are likewise inapplicable. In Two-Way Signal the funds were 
derived from a state gas tax, not a local sales tax which Article XIII B, section 6 is meant to 
protect. Similarly, in Behavioral Intervention Plans, the funds were also state funds, not 
sales taxes. As the Commission said in Behavioral Intervention Plans “when funds other 
than the local proceeds of taxes are thus applied, the Controller may reduce reimbursement 
accordingly.” (Commission on State Mandates, [Behavioral Intervention Plans, CSM-4464 
Parameters and Guidelines Statement of Decision, 2013, p.54])... 

It would be arbitrary and capricious to find that the Parameters and Guidelines 
retroactively prohibited an advancement of Proposition A funds in a way that was 
lawful when those funds were advanced. 

There is another reason why the SCO’s reduction is erroneous. The City commenced the 
advancement of Proposition A funds on or around FY 2002-03, the commencement of the 
first audit period, or shortly thereafter. As discussed above, at the time the City advanced 
the Proposition funds for the maintenance of the trash receptacles, the Proposition 
guidelines specifically provided that the City could advance these funds and then return 
them to this Proposition A account when the expenditures were reimbursed. The 
Parameters and Guidelines, on the other hand, were not adopted until March 24, 2011. It 
would be arbitrary and capricious to find that the Parameters and Guidelines retroactively 



prohibited an advancement of Proposition A funds in a way that was lawful when those 
funds were advanced.  

In this regard, as a general rule a regulation will not be given a retroactive effect unless it 
merely clarifies existing law. (People ex rel. Deukmejian v. CHE, Inc. (1983) 
[150 Cal.App.3d 123, 135]). Retroactivity is not favored in the law. (Aktar v. Anderson 
(1957) [58 Cal.App.4th 1166, 1179]). Regulations that “substantially change the legal 
effect of past events” cannot be applied retroactively. (Santa Clarita Organization for 
Planning and the Environment v. Abercrombie (2015) [240 Cal.App.4th 300, 315]).  

That rule applies here. At the time the City advanced its Proposition A funds to use for the 
maintenance of the trash receptacles, it was operating under the understanding, consistent 
with Proposition A Guidelines, that the City could advance those funds and then return 
them to the Proposition A and C account for other use once the City obtained a subvention 
of funds from the state. To retroactively apply the Parameters and Guidelines, adopted in 
2011, to preclude a subvention, i.e., to now find that the City did not use its Proposition A 
fund as an advance only, substantially changes the legal effect of these past events. Such an 
application is unlawful.  

The City has the legal authority to repay and transfer monies received from the State 
Mandate payments back to those original funding sources and to use those funds for true 
City priorities. Denying reimbursement to the most vulnerable cities who have scarce 
General Funds to pay for costly State Mandated programs violates the intent the law and 
the obligations required by the California Constitution . The City requests restoration of 
reductions made by the SCO relating to all “Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements.” 

The City requests restoration of reductions made by the SCO relating to all “Offsetting 
Revenues and Reimbursements” 

SCO Comment 

In its IRC, the city first contends that the SCO improperly classified Proposition A funds as 
offsetting revenues. Second, the city contends that Proposition A funds are a local tax, not a 
“federal, state, or non-local source” and therefore should not be offset from the claims. Third, 
the city contends that it did not receive any reimbursement specifically for this mandated 
program. Finally, the city contends that the Controller’s disallowance of reimbursement based 
on the Parameters and Guidelines is an unlawful retroactive application of those guidelines. We 
will address these four arguments in the order presented. 

Proposition A funds as offsetting revenues 

As outlined in the final report letter (Exhibit D, Bates pages 87-100), the program’s parameters 
and guidelines, section VIII., Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements, state: 

Any offsetting revenue the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same 
statute or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted from the costs 
claimed.  In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any federal, state or 
non-local source shall be identified and deducted from this claim. 

Both the Commission’s parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions require 
the identification and reporting of offsetting revenues and reimbursements. Section VIII. of the 
parameters and guidelines states that reimbursement from federal, state, and non-local sources 



shall be identified and deducted from the claim. We believe that the Proposition A Local 
Return funds used by the city to maintain the transit trash receptacles are restricted funds that 
should be reported and offset against claimed costs.   

Proposition A is a half-cent supplementary sales tax measure approved by Los Angeles County 
voters in 1980 to finance transit programs. Twenty-five percent of the sales tax revenue is 
dedicated to the Local Return Program, to be used for the development and/or improvement of 
public transit and related transportation infrastructure. 

We disagree with the city’s comment that “The funding sources cited by the SCO were general 
in nature and the city did not have to use them for this specific purpose.” The Proposition A 
Local Return funds are restricted solely for the development and/or improvement of public 
transit services, which is not “general in nature.” The Proposition A and C guidelines state, in 
part (Exhibit B, Bates page 018): 

The Proposition A and Proposition C Ordinances specify that LR funds are to be used for “public 
transit purposes” as defined by the following: “A proposed expenditure of funds shall be deemed to 
be for public transit purposes to the extent that it can reasonably be expected to sustain or improve 
the quality and safety of and/or access to public transit services by the general public or those 
requiring special public transit assistance.” 

Proposition A funds are not a federal, state, or non-local source within the meaning of the 
Parameters and Guidelines. 

The city believes that the Proposition A funds “fall directly within the protection of Article XIII 
B, section 6.” We disagree. A mandate payment from the State is a subvention of funds to 
reimburse local government for the “costs” of a program. “Costs” are defined by Government 
Code section 17556(d) as being paid from the proceeds of taxes.  

Proposition A Local Return funds are generated by a special supplementary sales tax approved 
by Los Angeles County voters in 1980, and are restricted solely for the development and/or 
improvement of public transit services. A special supplementary sales tax is not the same as an 
unrestricted general sales tax, which can be spent for any general governmental purpose, 
including public employee salaries and benefits. 

The city has not provided any records to show that the Proposition A sales tax revenue is included 
in its Gann Limit. Such documentation would show that Proposition A sales tax revenue is a 
“proceed of taxes” and thus subject to the appropriations limit. When a local agency has raised 
revenues outside its appropriation limit to cover the cost of mandated activities, funds thus 
expended are not reimbursable.   

The city did not receive any reimbursement specifically intended for or dedicated for this 
mandate: Proposition A funds did not have to be expended for the Mandate Program. 

The city states: 
The City did not experience any revenue in the same program as a result of the same statutes of 
executive orders round to contain the mandate. Nor did it receive any reimbursement specifically 
intended for or dedicated for this mandate, therefore it was not required to offset costs with those 
funds.  



We disagree with this statement.  The Proposition A and Proposition C Local Return Guidelines, 
section II. Project Eligibility (Exhibit B, Bates page 020), identify reimbursement for ongoing 
trash receptacle maintenance as follows [emphasis added]:  

2. BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE (Codes 150, 160, & 170)

Examples of eligible Bus Stop Improvement and Maintenance projects include 
installation/replacement and/or maintenance of:   

• Concrete landings – in street for buses and at sidewalk for passengers
• Bus turn-outs
• Benches
• Shelters
• Trash receptacles
• Curb cuts
• Concrete or electrical work directly associated with the above items

As evidenced above, the ongoing maintenance of the transit stop trash receptacles is an eligible 
use of Proposition A funds. Based on language in the Local Return Guidelines, the city 
appropriately used the Proposition A funds.   

Our records show that the city spent $277,456 in Proposition A funds (Fund 210) on Bus Shelter 
Maintenance for the period of FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12 (SCO Tab 6 page 012). 

In its Statement of Decision for the Two-Way Traffic Control Signal Program, the Commission 
of State Mandates states: 

However, there is no mandate requiring local agencies to use the gas tax funds specifically for 
the two-way communications program. Rather, local agencies have the discretion to prioritize 
the projects to be funded. 

Therefore, the Commission concluded that the funds received by local agencies from the gas tax 
may be used to fund the cost of obtaining the standard two-way traffic signal communications 
software. Accordingly, reimbursement is not required to the extent local agencies use their gas 
tax proceeds to fund the test claim legislation (Tab 5, page 004).  

The same principle applies to the Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
Program. The city chose, at its discretion, to use the Proposition A Local Return Funds for 
maintaining transit stop trash receptacles. Therefore, reimbursement for mandated costs is not 
required to the extent that the city used its Proposition A Local Return Funds to fund the 
mandated activities.   

It would be arbitrary and capricious to find that the Parameters and Guidelines 
retroactively prohibited an advancement of Proposition A funds in a way that was lawful 
when those funds were advanced. 

The city states: 
It would be arbitrary and capricious to find that the Parameters and Guidelines retroactively 
prohibited an advancement of Proposition A funds in a way that was lawful when those funds were 
advanced.   



We disagree with this statement because the mandated program’s parameters and guidelines do 
not “retroactively prohibit an advancement of Proposition A funds.” 

The city states that it “commenced advancement of Proposition A funds on or around 
FY 2002-03, the commencement of the first audit period, or shortly thereafter.” We disagree. 
The city entered into an agreement with Social Vocational Services on November 28, 2000 
(Tab 7, page 001), not FY 2002-03. In addition, any comments regarding the advancement of 
Proposition A funds is a deflection from the issue of whether Proposition A funds that the city 
used to fund mandated activities should be offset from claimed costs. 

The city states: 

At the time the City advanced its Proposition A funds to use for the maintenance of the trash 
receptacles, it was operating under the understanding, consistent with Proposition A Guidelines, 
that the City could advance those funds and then return them to the Proposition A and C account for 
other use once the City obtained a subvention of funds from the state.  

We disagree with the notion that the city was using its Proposition A funds as an advance until 
the city “obtained a subvention of funds from the state.” The Statement of Decision for the 
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharge Program was adopted in 2009; therefore, 
the city could not have known, when it first contracted with Social Vocational Services for 
transit stop maintenance in November 2000, that it would obtain a “subvention of funds” from 
the State. In addition, the city has provided no records to show that the Proposition A funds are 
merely an “advancement.”  

It is clear from reading the city’s agenda report (Tabs 7 and 8) that the city used Proposition A 
funds to pay for contractual bus stop cleaning services. Therefore, we have concluded that the 
Proposition A Local Return funds are being used for their intended purpose, which is to 
finance the city’s trash receptacle maintenance program at designated bus shelters/stops. 

The city concludes that the SCO is punishing “the most vulnerable cities who have scarce 
General Funds to pay for the costly state mandated programs….” To the contrary, the city had 
Proposition A Local Return funds available to fund the mandated program, and did not have to 
rely on the use of its “scarce general funds.” 

III. CONCLUSION

The SCO performed a desk review of the City of La Puente’s claims for costs of the legislatively
mandated Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Program (Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Order No. 01-182, Permit CAS004001, Part 4F5c3) for
the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2012. The city claimed $202,214 for the mandated
program. Our review found that all costs claimed are unallowable. The costs are unallowable
because the city did not offset the restricted revenues used to fund the mandated activities.

The Commission should find that: (1) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2002-03 claim
by $21,029; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2003-04 claim by $21,029; (3) the SCO
correctly reduced the city’s FY 2004-05 claim by $21,029; (4) the SCO correctly reduced the
city’s FY 2005-06 claim by $21,029; (5) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2006-07 claim
by $21,029; (6) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2007-08 claim by $21,029; (7) the SCO
correctly reduced the city’s FY 2008-09 claim by $21,029; (8) the SCO correctly reduced the



city’s FY 2009-10 claim by $21,154; (9) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2010-11 claim 
by $21,216; and (10) the SCO correctly reduced the city’s FY 2011-12 claim by $12,641.  

IV. CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify by my signature below that the statements made in this document are true and
correct of my own knowledge, or, as to all other matters, I believe them to be true and correct
based upon information and belief.

Executed on February 23, 2021 at Sacramento, California, by:

__________________________________ 
Lisa Kurokawa, Chief 
Compliance Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller’s Office 
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Ensure that no banned or unregistered pesticides are stored or 
applied; 

e) Ensure that staff applying pesticides are certified by the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture, or are under the direct 
supervision of a certified pesticide applicator; 

f) Implement procedures to encourage retention and planting of 
native vegetation and to reduce water, fertilizer, and pesticide 
needs; 

g) Store fertilizers and pesticides indoors or under cover on paved 
surfaces or use secondary containment; 

h) Reduce the use, storage, and handling of hazardous materials to 
reduce the potential for spills; and 

i) Regularly inspect storage areas. 

5. Storm Drain Operation and Management 

a) Each Permittee shall designate catch basin inlets within its 
jurisdiction as one of the following: 

Priority A; 

Priority B: 

Priority C: 

Catch basins that are designated as 
consistently generating the highest volumes 
of trash and/or debris . 

Catch basins that are designated as 
consistently generating moderate volumes 
of trash and/or debris. 

Catch basins that are designated as 
generating low volumes of trash and/or 
debris. 

b) Permittees subject to a trash TMDL (Ballona Creek WMA) shall 
continue to implement the requirements listed below until trash 
TMDL implementation measures are adopted. Thereafter, the 
subject Permittees shall implement programs in conformance with 
the TMDL implementation schedule, which shall include an 
effective combination of measures s,uch as street sweeping, catch 
basin cleaning, installation of treatment devices and trash 
receptacles, or other BMPs. Default requirements include: 

(1) Inspection and cleaning of catch basins between May 1 
and September 30 of each year; 

(2) Additional cleaning of any catch basin that is at least 40% 
full of trash and/or debris; 

(3) Record keeping of catch basins cleaned; and 

(4) Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste 
collected. 

Amended by Orders ~4-2006-0074, R4-2007-0042, and R4-2009-0130 
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If the implementation phase for the Los Angeles River and 
Ballena Creek Trash TMDLs has not begun by October 2003, 
subject Permittees shall implement the requirements described 
below in subsection 5(c), until such time programs in conformance 
with the subject Trash TMDLs are being implemented. 

Permittees subject to the Los Angeles River Watershed Trash 
TMDL shall implement the requirements set forth in Part 7. Total 
Maximum Daily Load Provisions, subsection 1 "TMDL for Trash in 
the Los Angeles River Watershed". 

c) Permittees not subject to a trash TMDL shall: 

d) 

(1) Clean catch basins according to the following schedule: 

(2) 

(3) 

Priority A: 

Priority B: 

Priority C: 

A minimum of three times during the wet 
season and once during the dry season 
every year. 

A minimum of once during the wet season 
and once during the dry season every year. 

A minimum of once per year. 

In addition to the schedule above, between February 1, 
2002 and July 1, 2003, Permittees shall ensure that any 
catch basin that is at least 40% full of trash and/or debris 
shall be cleaned out. After July 1, 2003, Permittees shall 
ensure that any catch basin that is at least 25% full of 
trash and debris shall be cleaned out. 

For any special event that can be reasonably expected to 
generate substantial quantities of trash and litter, include 
provisions that require for the proper management of trash 
and litter generated, as a condition of the special use 
permit issued for that event. At a minimum, the 
municipality who issues the permit for the special event 
shall arrange for either temporary screens to be placed on 

~ catch basins or for catch basins in that area to be cleaned 
out subsequent to the event and prior to any rain event. 

Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its 
jurisdiction that have shelters no later than August 1, 2002, 
and at all other transit stops within Its jurisdiction no later 

· than February 3, 2003. All trash receptacles shall be 
maintained as necessary. 

Each Permlttee shall inspect the legibility of the catch basin stencil 
or label nearest the inlet. Catch basins with illegible stencils shall 
be recorded and re-stenciled or re-labeled within 180 days of 
inspection . 

Amended by Orders R4-2006-0074, R4-2007-0042, and R4-2009-0130 
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BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board 
Order No. 01-182  
Permit CAS004001 
Parts 4C2a., 4C2b, 4E & 4F5c3 

Filed September 2, 2003, (03-TC-04)  
September 26, 2003 (03-TC-19) 
by the County of Los Angeles, Claimant  

Filed September 30, 2003 (03-TC-20 &        
03-TC-21) by the Cities of Artesia, Beverly
Hills, Carson, Norwalk, Rancho Palos Verdes,
Westlake Village, Azusa, Commerce, Vernon,
Bellflower, Covina, Downey, Monterey Park,
Signal Hill, Claimants

Case Nos.:  03-TC-04, 03-TC-19,
03-TC-20, 03-TC-21

Municipal Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Discharges 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE 
SECTION 17500 ET SEQ.; TITLE 2, 
CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7. 

(Adopted July 31, 2009) 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (“Commission”) heard and decided this test claim during a 
regularly scheduled hearing on July 31, 2009.  Leonard Kaye and Judith Fries appeared on behalf 
of the County of Los Angeles.  Howard Gest appeared on behalf of the cities.  Michael Lauffer 
appeared on behalf of the State Water Resources Control Board and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  Carla Castaneda and Susan Geanacou appeared on behalf of the Department of 
Finance.  Geoffrey Brosseau appeared on behalf of the Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association. 

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code 
section 17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission adopted the staff analysis to partially approve the test claim at the hearing by a 
vote of 4-2. 

Summary of Findings 
The consolidated test claim, filed by the County of Los Angeles and several cities, allege various 
activities related to placement and maintenance of trash receptacles at transit stops and 
inspections of various facilities to reduce stormwater pollution in compliance with a permit 
issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The Commission finds that the following activity in part 4F5c3 of the permit is a reimbursable 
state mandate on local agencies subject to the permit that are not subject to a trash total 
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maximum daily load:1 “Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have 
shelters no later than August 1, 2002, and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction no later than 
February 3, 2003.  All trash receptacles shall be maintained as necessary.”   

The Commission also finds that the remainder of the permit (parts 4C2a, 4C2b & 4E) does not 
impose costs mandated by the state within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution because the claimants have fee authority (under Cal. Const. article 
XI, § 7) within the meaning of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), sufficient to 
pay for the activities in those parts of the permit.   

BACKGROUND 
The claimants allege various activities related to placement and maintenance of trash receptacles 
at transit stops and inspections of restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, 
automotive dealerships, phase I industrial facilities (as defined) and construction sites to reduce 
stormwater pollution in compliance with a permit issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (LA Regional Board), a state agency.   

History of the test claims 

The test claims were filed in September 2003,2 by the County of Los Angeles and several cities 
within it (the permit covers the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 84 cities in 
Los Angeles County, all except Long Beach).  The Commission originally refused jurisdiction 
over the permits based on Government Code section 17516’s definition of “executive order” that 
excludes permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) or 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (regional boards).  After litigation, the Second District 
Court of Appeal held that the exclusion of permits and orders of the State and Regional Water 
Boards from the definition of “executive order” is unconstitutional.  The court issued a writ 
commanding the Commission to set aside the decision “affirming your Executive Director’s 
rejection of Test Claim Nos. 03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20 and 03-TC-21” and to fully 
consider those claims.3   

The County of Los Angeles and the cities re-filed their claims in October and November 2007.  
The claims were consolidated by the Executive Director in December 2008.  Thus, the 

1 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.     
2 Originally, test claims 03-TC-04 (Transit Trash Receptacles) and 03-TC-19 (Inspection of 
Industrial/Commercial Facilities) were filed by the County of Los Angeles on 
September 5, 2003.  Test claim 03-TC-21 (Stormwater Pollution Requirements) was filed by the 
Cities of Baldwin Park, Bellflower, Cerritos, Covina, Downey, Monterey Park, Pico Rivera, 
Signal Hill, South Pasadena, and West Covina on September 30, 2003.  Test claim 03-TC-20 
(Waste Discharge Requirements) was filed by Cities of Artesia, Beverly Hills, Carson, La 
Mirada, Monrovia, Norwalk, Rancho Palos Verdes, San Marino, and Westlake Village on 
September 30, 2003.   
3 County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 898. 
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reimbursement period is as though the claims were filed in September 2003, i.e., beginning 
July 1, 2002.4 

Before discussing the specifics of the permit, an overview of municipal stormwater pollution 
puts the permit in context. 

Municipal stormwater 

One of the main objectives of the permit is “to assure that stormwater discharges from the MS4 
[Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems]5 shall neither cause nor contribute to the exceedance 
of water quality standards and objectives nor create conditions of nuisance in the receiving 
waters, and that the discharge of non-stormwater to the MS4 has been effectively prohibited.” 
(Permit, p. 13.) 

Stormwater runoff flows untreated from urban streets directly into streams, lakes and the ocean.  
To illustrate the effect of stormwater6 on water pollution, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal has 
stated the following: 

Storm water runoff is one of the most significant sources of water pollution in the 
nation, at times “comparable to, if not greater than, contamination from industrial 
and sewage sources.” [Citation omitted.]  Storm sewer waters carry suspended 
metals, sediments, algae-promoting nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus), floatable 
trash, used motor oil, raw sewage, pesticides, and other toxic contaminants into 
streams, rivers, lakes, and estuaries across the United States.  [Citation omitted.]  
In 1985, three-quarters of the States cited urban storm water runoff as a major 
cause of waterbody impairment, and forty percent reported construction site 
runoff as a major cause of impairment. Urban runoff has been named as the 
foremost cause of impairment of surveyed ocean waters. Among the sources of 
storm water contamination are urban development, industrial facilities, 
construction sites, and illicit discharges and connections to storm sewer systems.7  

                                                 
4 Government Code section 17557, subdivision (e). 
5 Municipal separate storm sewer means a conveyance or system of conveyances (including 
roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains):  (i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, 
district, association, or other public body (created by or pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction 
over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other wastes, including special 
districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage district, or 
similar entity, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and 
approved management agency under section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the 
United States;  (ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water;  (iii) Which is not a 
combined sewer; and (iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as 
defined at 40 CFR 122.2.  (40 C.F.R. § 122.26 (b)(8).) 
6 Storm water means “storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.” 
(40 C.F.R. § 122.26 (b)(13).) 
7  Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A. (2003) 344 F.3d 832, 840-841.   
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Because of the stormwater pollution problems described by the Ninth Circuit above, California 
and the federal government regulate stormwater runoff as described below. 

California law 

The California Supreme Court summarized the state statutory scheme and regulatory agencies 
applicable to this test claim as follows: 

In California, the controlling law is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
(Porter-Cologne Act), which was enacted in 1969. (Wat. Code, § 13000 et seq., 
added by Stats.1969, ch. 482, § 18, p. 1051.)  Its goal is “to attain the highest 
water quality which is reasonable, considering all demands being made and to be 
made on those waters and the total values involved, beneficial and detrimental, 
economic and social, tangible and intangible.” (§ 13000.) The task of 
accomplishing this belongs to the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Board) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards; together the State 
Board and the regional boards comprise “the principal state agencies with primary 
responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality.” (§ 13001.) As 
relevant here, one of those regional boards oversees the Los Angeles region (the 
Los Angeles Regional Board).  

Whereas the State Board establishes statewide policy for water quality control 
(§ 13140), the regional boards “formulate and adopt water quality control plans
for all areas within [a] region” (§ 13240).8

Much of what the regional board does, especially as pertaining to permits like the one in 
this claim, is based in federal law as described below. 

Federal law 

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) was amended in 1972 to implement a permitting system 
for all discharges of pollutants9 from point sources10 to waters of the United States, since 

8 City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 613, 619.   
9 According to the federal regulations, “Discharge of a pollutant” means: (a) Any addition of any 
“pollutant” or combination of pollutants to “waters of the United States” from any “point 
source,” or (b) Any addition of any pollutant or combination of pollutants to the waters of the 
“contiguous zone” or the ocean from any point source other than a vessel or other floating craft 
which is being used as a means of transportation.  This definition includes additions of pollutants 
into waters of the United States from: surface runoff which is collected or channeled by man; 
discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other 
person which do not lead to a treatment works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other 
conveyances, leading into privately owned treatment works. This term does not include an 
addition of pollutants by any “indirect discharger.”  (40 C.F.R. § 122.2.)
10 A point source is “any discernible, confined and discrete conveyance, including but not limited 
to any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, 
concentrated animal feeding operation, or vessel or other floating craft, from which pollutants 
are or may be discharged.” 33 U.S.C. § 1362(14). 
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discharges of pollutants are illegal except under a permit.11  The permits, issued under the 
national pollutant discharge elimination system, are called NPDES permits.  Under the CWA, 
each state is free to enforce its own water quality laws so long as its effluent limitations12 are not 
“less stringent” than those set out in the CWA (33 USCA 1370).  The California Supreme Court 
described NPDES permits as follows: 

Part of the federal Clean Water Act is the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES), “[t]he primary means” for enforcing effluent 
limitations and standards under the Clean Water Act. (Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 
supra, 503 U.S. at p. 101, 112 S.Ct. 1046.) The NPDES sets out the conditions 
under which the federal EPA or a state with an approved water quality control 
program can issue permits for the discharge of pollutants in wastewater. (33 
U.S.C. § 1342(a) & (b).) In California, wastewater discharge requirements 
established by the regional boards are the equivalent of the NPDES permits 
required by federal law. (§ 13374.)13 

In the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Wat. Code, §§ 13370 et seq.), the Legislature 
found that the state should implement the federal law in order to avoid direct regulation by the 
federal government.  The Legislature requires the permit program to be consistent with federal 
law, and charges the State and Regional Water Boards with implementing the federal program 
(Wat. Code, §§ 13372 & 13370).  The State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) 
incorporates the regulations from the U.S. EPA for implementing the federal permit program, so 
both the Clean Water Act and U.S. EPA regulations apply to California’s permit program 
(Cal.Code Regs., tit. 23, § 2235.2).   

When a regional board adopts an NPDES permit, it must adopt as stringent a permit as U.S. EPA 
would have (federal Clean Water Act, § 402 (b)).  As the California Supreme Court stated: 

The federal Clean Water Act reserves to the states significant aspects of water 
quality policy (33 U.S.C. § 1251(b)), and it specifically grants the states authority 
to “enforce any effluent limitation” that is not “ less stringent ” than the federal 
standard ( id. § 1370, italics added).  It does not prescribe or restrict the factors 
that a state may consider when exercising this reserved authority, and thus it does 
not prohibit a state-when imposing effluent limitations that are more stringent 

                                                 
11 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 122.21 (a).  The section applies to U.S. EPA-issued 
permits, but is incorporated into section 123.25 (the state program provision) by reference. 
12 Effluent limitation means any restriction imposed by the Director on quantities, discharge 
rates, and concentrations of “pollutants” which are “discharged” from “point sources” into 
“waters of the United States,” the waters of the “contiguous zone,” or the ocean. (40 C.F.R. 
§ 122.2.) 
13 City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd., supra, 35 Cal.4th 613, 621.  Actually, 
State and regional board permits allowing discharges into state waters are called “waste 
discharge requirements” (Wat. Code, § 13263).   
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than required by federal law-from taking into account the economic effects of 
doing so.14   

Actions that dischargers must implement as prescribed in permits are commonly called “best 
management practices” or BMPs.15 

Stormwater was not regulated by U.S. EPA in 1973 because of the difficulty of doing so.  This 
exemption from regulation was overturned in Natural Resources Defense Council v. Costle 
(1977) 568 F.2d 1369, which ordered U.S. EPA to require NPDES permits for stormwater 
runoff.  By 1987, U.S. EPA still had not adopted regulations to implement a permitting system 
for stormwater runoff.  The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals explained the next step as follows:   

In 1987, to better regulate pollution conveyed by stormwater runoff, Congress 
enacted Clean Water Act § 402(p), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p), “Municipal and 
Industrial Stormwater Discharges.” Sections 402(p)(2) and 402(p)(3) mandate 
NPDES permits for stormwater discharges “associated with industrial activity,” 
discharges from large and medium-sized municipal storm sewer systems, and 
certain other discharges. Section 402(p)(4) sets out a timetable for promulgation 
of the first of a two-phase overall program of stormwater regulation.16  

NPDES permits are required for “A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer system 
serving a population of 250,000 or more.”17  The federal Clean Water Act specifies the following 
criteria for municipal storm sewer system permits: 

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis; 

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges 
into the storm sewers; and 

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and 
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants.18 

In 1990, U.S. EPA adopted regulations to implement Clean Water Act section 402(p), defining 
which entities need to apply for permits and the information to include in the permit application.  

                                                 
14 City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd., supra, 35 Cal.4th 613, 627-628.   
15 Best management practices, or BMPs, means “schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 
maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of 
“waters of the United States.” BMPs also include treatment requirements, operating procedures, 
and practices to control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage 
from raw material storage.” (40 CFR § 122.2.) 
16 Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A., supra, 344 F.3d 832, 841-842.   
17 33 USCA 1342 (p)(2)(C). 
18 33 USCA 1342 (p)(3)(B). 
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The permit application must propose management programs that the permitting authority will 
consider in adopting the permit.  The management programs must include the following:  

[A] comprehensive planning process which involves public participation and 
where necessary intergovernmental coordination, to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using management practices, control 
techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other 
provisions which are appropriate.19 

General state-wide permits 

In addition to the regional stormwater permit at issue in this claim, the State Board has issued 
two general statewide permits,20 as described in the permit as follows: 

To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, the State Board has issued two 
statewide general NPDES permits for stormwater discharges: one for stormwater 
from industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial Activity Storm 
Water Permit (GIASP)] and the other for stormwater from construction sites 
[NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
(GCASP)]. … Facilities discharging stormwater associated with industrial 
activities and construction projects with a disturbed area of five acres or more are 
required to obtain individual NPDES permits for stormwater discharges, or to be 
covered by a statewide general permit by completing and filing a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) with the State Board.  The U.S. EPA guidance anticipates coordination of 
the state-administered programs for industrial and construction activities with the 
local agency program to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MS4.  
The Regional Board is the enforcement authority in the Los Angeles Region for 
the two statewide general permits regulating discharges from industrial facilities 
and construction sites, and all NPDES stormwater and non-stormwater permits 
issued by the Regional Board.  These industrial and construction sites and 
discharges are also regulated under local laws and regulations.  (Permit, p. 11.) 

The State Board has statutory fee authority to conduct inspections to enforce the general state-
wide permits.21  The statewide permits are discussed in further detail in the analysis. 

The Los Angeles Regional Board permit (Order No. 01-182, Permit CAS004001) 

To obtain the permit, the County of Los Angeles, on behalf of all permittees, submitted on 
January 31, 2001 a Report of Waste Discharge, which constitutes a permit application, and a 
Stormwater Quality Management Program, which constituted the permittees’ proposal for best 
management practices that would be required in the permit.22 

                                                 
19 40 Code of Federal Regulations section 122.26 (d)(2)(iv). 
20 A general permit means “an NPDES ‘permit’ issued under [40 CFR] §122.28 authorizing a 
category of discharges under the CWA within a geographical area.” (40 CFR § 122.2.)   
21 Water Code section 13260, subdivision (d)(2)(B)(i) - (iii). 
22 State Water Resources Control Board, comments submitted April 18, 2008, page 8 and 
attachment 36.  
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The permit states that its objective is: “to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in 
Los Angeles County.”23  The permit was upheld by the Second District Court of Appeal in 2006, 
which described it as follows: 

The 72-page permit is divided into 6 parts. There is an overview and findings 
followed by a statement of discharge prohibitions; a listing of receiving water 
limitations; the Storm Water Quality Management Program; an explanation of 
special provisions; a set of definitions; and a list of what are characterized as 
standard provisions. The county, the flood control district, and the 84 cities are 
designated in the permit as the permittees.24  

After finding that “the county, the flood control district, and the 84 cities discharge and 
contribute to the release of pollutants from “municipal separate storm sewer systems” (storm 
drain systems)” and that the discharges were the subject of regional board permits in 1990 and 
1996, the regional board found that the storm drain systems in the county discharged a host of 
specified pollutants into local waters.  The permit summed up by stating: “Various reports 
prepared by the regional board, the Los Angeles County Grand Jury, and academic institutions 
indicated pollutants are threatening to or actually impairing the beneficial uses of water bodies in 
the Los Angeles region.”25 

The permit also specifies prohibited and allowable discharges, receiving water limitations, the 
implementation of the Storm Water Quality Management Program “requiring the use of best 
management practices to reduce pollutant discharge into the storm drain systems to the 
maximum extent possible.”26   As the court described the permit: 

In the prohibited discharges portion of the permit, the county and the cities were 
required to “effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges” into their storm 
sewer systems. This prohibition contains the following exceptions: where the 
discharge is covered by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination permit for 
non-stormwater emission; natural springs and rising ground water; flows from 
riparian habitats or wetlands; stream diversions pursuant to a permit issued by the 

                                                 
23 Permit page 13.  The permit also says: “This permit is intended to develop, achieve, and 
implement a timely comprehensive, cost-effective storm water pollution control program to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) 
from the permitted areas in the County of Los Angeles to the waters of the US subject to the 
Permittees’ jurisdiction.”   
24 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board (2006) 143 
Cal.App.4th 985, 990. 
25 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board , supra,143 
Cal.App.4th 985, 990 
26 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board,, supra, 143 
Cal.App.4th 985, 994. 
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regional board; “uncontaminated ground water infiltrations” … and waters from 
emergency fire-fighting flows.27   

There is also a list of permissible discharges that are incidental to urban activity, as specified 
(e.g., landscape irrigation runoff, etc.).  In the part on receiving water limitations, the permit 
prohibits discharges from storm sewer systems that “cause or contribute” to violations of “Water 
Quality Standards” objectives in receiving waters as specified in state and federal water quality 
plans.  Storm or non-stormwater discharges from storm sewer systems which constitute a 
nuisance are also prohibited.28  

To comply with the receiving water limitations, the permittees must implement control measures 
in accordance with the permit.29   

The permittees are also to implement the Storm Water Quality Management Program (SQMP) 
that meets the standards of 40 Code of Federal Regulations, part 122.26(d)(2) (2000) and reduces 
the pollutants in stormwaters to the maximum extent possible with the use of best management 
practices. And the permittees must revise the SQMP to comply with specified total maximum 
daily load (TMDL) allocations.30  If a permittee modified the countywide SQMP, it must 
implement a local management program.  Each permittee is required by November 1, 2002, to 
adopt a stormwater and urban runoff ordinance.  By December 2, 2002, each permittee must 
certify that it had the legal authority to comply with the permit through adoption of ordinances or 
municipal code modifications.31 

                                                 
27 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 143 
Cal.App.4th 985, 991-992.    
28 “‘Nuisance’ means anything that meets all of the following requirements: (1) is injurious to 
health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so 
as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property; (2) affects at the same time an 
entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, although the extent 
of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be unequal; (3) occurs during, or as a 
result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.”  Id. at 992.   
29 If the Storm Water Quality Management Program did not assure compliance with the receiving 
water requirements, the permittee must immediately notify the regional board; submit a 
Receiving Water Limitations Compliance Report that describes the best management practices 
currently being used and proposed changes to them; submit an implementation schedule as part 
of the Receiving Water Limitations Compliance Report; and, after approval by the regional 
board, promptly implement the new best management practices. If the permittee makes these 
changes, even if there were further receiving water discharges beyond those addressed in the 
Water Limitations Compliance Report, additional changes to the best management practices need 
not be made unless directed to do so by the regional board. Id. at 993.   
30 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.  See 
<http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/tmdl> as of October 3, 2008. 
31 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 143 
Cal.App.4th 985.   
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The permit gives the County of Los Angeles additional responsibilities as principal permittee, 
such as coordination of the SQMP and convening watershed management committees.  In 
addition, the permit contains a development construction program under which permittees are to 
implement programs to control runoff from construction sites, with additional requirements 
imposed on sites one acre or larger, and more on those five acres or larger.  Permittees are to 
eliminate all illicit connections and discharges to the storm drain system, and must document, 
track and report all cases.   

In this claim, however, claimants only allege activities in parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E and 4F5c3 of the 
permit.  These parts concern placement and maintenance of trash receptacles at transit stops, and 
inspections of restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, automotive 
dealerships, phase I industrial facilities (as defined) and construction sites, as quoted below. 

Co-Claimants’ Position 
Co-claimants assert that parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E and 4F5c3 of the LA Regional Board’s permit 
constitute a reimbursable state-mandate within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, and 
Government Code section 17514. 

Transit Trash Receptacles: Los Angeles County (“County”) filed test claims 03-TC-04 and       
03-TC-19.  In 03-TC-04, Transit Trash Receptacles, filed by the County, and 03-TC-20, Waste 
Discharge Requirements, filed by the cities, the claimants allege the following activities as stated 
in the permit part 4F5c3 (Part 4, Special Provisions, F. Public Agency Activities Program, 
5. Storm Drain Operation and Management): 

c. Permittees not subject to a trash TMDL32 shall: [¶]…[¶] 
(3) Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have 
shelters no later than August 1, 2002, and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction 
no later than February 3, 2003.  All trash receptacles shall be maintained as 
necessary.   

Claimant County asserts that this permit condition requires the following: 

1. Identifying all transit stops within its jurisdiction except for the Los Angeles River 
and Ballona Creek Watershed Management areas. 

2. Selecting proper trash receptacle design and evaluating proper placement of trash 
receptacles. 

3. Designing receptacle pad improvement, if needed. 
4. Constructing and installing trash receptacle units. 
5. Collecting trash and maintaining receptacles. 

Inspection of Industrial and Commercial Facilities: In claim 03-TC-19, Inspection of Industrial/ 
Commercial Facilities, filed by the County, and 03-TC-20, Waste Discharge Requirements, filed 
by the cities, claimants allege the following activities as stated in the permit parts 4C2a and 4C2b 
(Part 4, Special Provisions, C. Industrial/Commercial Facilities Control Program): 

                                                 
32 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.  See 
<http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/tmdl> as of October 3, 2008.   
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2. Inspect Critical Sources – Each Permittee shall inspect all facilities in the categories 
and at a level and frequency as specified in the following subsections:  

a) Commercial Facilities 

(1) Restaurants 

Frequency of Inspections: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided 
that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 
Level of Inspections-: Each Permittee, in cooperation with its appropriate 
department (such as health or public works), shall inspect all restaurants within its 
jurisdiction to confirm that stormwater BMPs are being effectively implemented 
in compliance with State law, County and municipal ordinances, Regional Board 
Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP [Storm Water Quality Management Program].  
At each restaurant, inspectors shall verify that the restaurant operator: 

 has received educational materials on stormwater pollution prevention 
practices; 

 does not pour oil and grease or oil and grease residue onto a parking lot, 
street or adjacent catch basin; 

 keeps the trash bin area clean and trash bin lids closed, and does not fill 
trash bins with washout water or any other liquid; 

 does not allow illicit discharges, such as discharge of washwater from 
floormats, floors, porches, parking lots, alleys, sidewalks and street areas 
(in the immediate vicinity of the establishment), filters or garbage/trash 
containers; 

 removes food waste, rubbish or other materials from parking lot areas in a 
sanitary manner that does not create a nuisance or discharge to the storm 
drain. 

(2) Automotive Service Facilities 

Frequency of Inspections: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided 
that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 

Level of Inspections: Each permittee shall inspect all automotive service facilities 
within its jurisdiction to confirm that stormwater BMPs are effectively 
implemented in compliance with County and municipal ordinances, Regional 
Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP.  At each automotive service facility, 
inspectors shall verify that each operator: 

 maintains the facility area so that it is clean and dry without evidence of 
excessive staining; 

 implements housekeeping BMPs to prevent spills and leaks;  
 properly discharges wastewaters to a sanitary sewer and/or contains 

wastewaters for transfer to a legal point of disposal; 
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 is aware of the prohibition on discharge of non-stormwater to the storm 
drain; 

 properly manages raw and waste materials including proper disposal of 
hazardous waste;  

 protects outdoor work and storage areas to prevent contact of pollutants 
with rainfall and runoff; 

 labels, inspects, and routinely cleans storm drain inlets that are located on 
the facility’s property; and 

 trains employees to implement stormwater pollution prevention practices. 

(3) Retail Gasoline Outlets and Automotive Dealerships 

Frequency of Inspection: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided that 
the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that BMPs are being effectively 
implemented at each RGO [Retail Gasoline Outlet] and automotive dealership 
within its jurisdiction, in compliance with the SQMP, Regional Board Resolution 
98-08, and the Stormwater Quality Task Force Best Management Practice Guide 
for RGOs.  At each RGO and automotive dealership, inspectors shall verify that 
each operator: 

 routinely sweeps fuel-dispensing areas for removal of litter and debris, and 
keeps rags and absorbents ready for use in case of leaks and spills; 

 is aware that washdown of facility area to the storm drain is prohibited; 
 is aware of design flaws (such as grading that doesn’t prevent run-on, or 

inadequate roof covers and berms), and that equivalent BMPs are 
implemented;  

 inspects and cleans storm drain inlets and catch basins within each 
facility’s boundaries no later than October 1st of each year; 

 posts signs close to fuel dispensers, which warn vehicle owners/operators 
against “topping off” of vehicle fuel tanks and installation of automatic 
shutoff fuel dispensing nozzles; 

 routinely checks outdoor waste receptacle and air/water supply areas, 
cleans leaks and drips, and ensures that only watertight waste receptacles 
are used and that lids are closed; and  

 trains employees to properly manage hazardous materials and wastes as 
well as to implement other stormwater pollution prevention practices. 
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b) Phase I Facilities33 

Permittees need not inspect facilities that have been inspected by the Regional 
Board within the past 24 months.  For the remaining Phase I facilities that the 
Regional Board has not inspected, each Permittee shall conduct compliance 
inspections as specified below. 

Frequency of Inspection 

Facilities in Tier 1 Categories:34 Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that 
there is a minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection 
and the second compliance inspection. 

Facilities in Tier 2 Categories:35 Twice during the 5-year term of the permit, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, Permittees 
need not perform additional inspections at those facilities determined to have no 
risk of exposure of industrial activity36 to stormwater.  For those facilities that do 

                                                 
33 On page 62 of the permit, U.S. EPA Phase I Facilities are defined as “facilities in specified 
industrial categories that are required to obtain an NPDES permit for storm water discharges, as 
required by 40 CFR 122.26(c).  These categories include: (i) facilities subject to storm water 
effluent limitation guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent 
standards (40 CFR N); (ii) manufacturing facilities; (iii) oil and gas/mining facilities; 
(iv) hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities; (v) landfills, land application sites, 
and open dumps; (vi) recycling facilities; (vii) steam electric power generating facilities; 
(viii) transportation facilities; (ix) sewage or wastewater treatment works; (x) light 
manufacturing facilities.   
34 Attachment B of the Permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 1 categories as follows (with Phase I 
facilities listed in italics): “Municipal landfills …;  Hazardous Waste Treatment, Disposal and 
Recovery Facilities; Facilities Subject to SARA Title III …; Restaurants; Wholesale trade (scrap, 
auto dismantling)…; Automotive service facilities; Fabricated metal products …; Motor freight 
…; Chemical/allied products …; Automotive Dealers/Gas Stations …; Primary Metals.”   
35 Attachment B of the Permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 2 categories as follows (with Phase I 
facilities listed in italics): “Electric/Gas/Sanitary…; Air Transportation …; 
Rubbers/Miscellaneous Plastics …; Local/Suburban Transit …; Railroad Transportation …; Oil 
& Gas Extraction …; Lumber/Wood Products…; Machinery Manufacturing …; Transportation 
Equipment …; Stone, Clay, Glass, Concrete …; Leather/Leather Products…; Miscellaneous 
Manufacturing …; Food and kindred Products…; Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals …; Printing 
and Publishing …; Electric/Electronics …; Paper and Allied Products …; Furniture and 
Fixtures …; Laundries …; Instruments…; Textile Mills Products …; Apparel …”   
36 “Storm water discharge associated with industrial activity means the discharge from any 
conveyance that is used for collecting and conveying storm water and that is directly related to 
manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas at an industrial plant. … The following 
categories of facilities are considered to be engaging in "industrial activity" for purposes of 
paragraph (b)(14): [¶]…[¶] (x) Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation, 
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have exposure of industrial activities to stormwater, a Permittee may reduce that 
frequency of additional compliance inspections to once every 5 years, provided 
that the Permittee inspects at least 20% of the facilities in Tier 2 each year.   

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that each operator: 
 has a current Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number for facilities 

discharging stormwater associated with industrial activity, and that a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan is available on-site, and  

 is effectively implementing BMPs in compliance with County and municipal 
ordinances, Regional Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP. 

Inspection of Construction Sites: In claims 03-TC-20 and 03-TC-21, Waste Discharge 
Requirements, the cities allege the activities in permit parts 4C2a, 4C2b, and 4F5c3, as listed in 
the test claims cited above, in addition to the following activities as stated in part 4E of the 
permit (Part 4, Special Provisions, E. Development Construction Program): 

 For construction sites one acre or greater, each Permittee shall comply with all conditions 
in section E1 above and shall: … 

(b) Inspect all construction sites for stormwater quality requirements during routine 
inspections a minimum of once during the wet seasons.  The Local SWPPP [Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan] shall be reviewed for compliance with local codes, ordinances, 
and permits.   For inspected sites that have not adequately implemented their Local 
SWPPP, a follow-up inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 weeks.  If 
compliance has not been attained, the Permittee will take additional actions to achieve 
compliance (as specified in municipal codes).  If compliance has not been achieved, and 
the site is also covered under a statewide general construction stormwater permit, each 
Permittee shall enforce their local ordinance requirements, and if non-compliance 
continues the Regional Board shall be notified for further joint enforcement actions. 

Part 4E3 of the Order provides, in relevant part, as follows: 

3. For sites five acres and greater, each Permittee shall comply with all conditions in 
Sections E1 and E2 and shall: 

a) require, prior to issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage under the 
state general permit,37 proof of a Waste Discharger Identification (WDID) number for 
filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the GCASP [General Construction 

                                                                                                                                                             

except operations that result in the disturbance of less than five acres of total land area. 
Construction activity also includes the disturbance of less than five acres of total land area that is 
a part of a larger common plan of development or sale if the larger common plan will ultimately 
disturb five acres or more;” [40 CFR §122.26 (b)(14), Emphasis added.] 
37 A general permit means “an NPDES ‘permit’ issued under [40 CFR] §122.28 authorizing a 
category of discharges under the CWA [Clean Water Act] within a geographical area.” (40 CFR 
§ 122.2.)  California has issued one general permit for construction activity and one for industrial 
activity.  
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Activity Storm Water Permit]38 and a certification that a SWPPP has been prepared 
by the project developer.  A Local SWPPP may substitute for the State SWPPP if the 
Local SWPPP is at least as inclusive in controls and BMPs as the State SWPPP. 

b) Require proof of an NOI and a copy of the SWPPP at any time a transfer of 
ownership takes place for the entire development or portions of the common plan of 
development where construction activities are still on-going. 

c) Use an effective system to track grading permits issued by each Permittee.  To satisfy 
this requirement, the use of a database or GIS system is encouraged, but not required. 

Both county and city claimants allege more than $1000 in costs in each test claim to comply with 
the permit activities. 

In comments submitted June 4, 2009 on the draft staff analysis, the County of Los Angeles 
asserts that local agencies do not have fee authority to collect trash from trash receptacles that 
must be placed at transit stops, and that voter approval under Proposition 218 would be required 
to do so.  The County also argues that voter approval under Proposition 218 would be required 
for stormwater inspection costs, and cites as evidence the City of Santa Clarita’s stormwater 
pollution prevention fee, as well as legislative proposals now in the legislature that would, if 
enacted, provide fee authority.  

In comments submitted June 8, 2009 on the draft staff analysis, the cities disagree with the 
conclusion that they have fee authority to recoup the costs of the transit-stop trash receptacles, 
and disagree that they have fee authority to inspect facilities covered by the state-issued general 
stormwater permits, as discussed in more detail below.  

State Agency Positions 
Department of Finance: Finance, in comments filed March 27, 2008 on all four test claims, 
alleges that the permit does not impose a reimbursable mandate within the meaning of section 6 
of article XIII B of the California Constitution because “The permit conditions imposed on the 
local agencies are required by federal laws” so they are not reimbursable pursuant to 
Government Code section 17556, subdivision (c).  Finance asserts that “requirements of the 
permit are federally required to comply with the NPDES [National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System] program … [and] is enforceable under the federal CWA [Clean Water 
Act].”   

Finance also argues that the claimants had discretion over the activities and conditions to include 
in the permit application.  The permittees submitted a Storm Water Quality Management 
Program prevention report with their applications, in which they had the option to use “best 
management practices” to identify alternative practices to reduce water pollution.  Since the local 
agencies prescribed the activities to be included in the permit, the requirements are a downstream 
result of the local agencies’ decision to include the particular activities in the permit.  Finance 
cites the Kern case,39 which held that if participation in the underlying program is voluntary, the 
resulting new consequential requirements are not reimbursable mandates. 

                                                 
38 See page 11, paragraph 22 of the permit for a description of the statewide permits.   
39 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 
30 Cal.4th 727 
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Finally, Finance states that some local agencies are using fees for funding the claimed permit 
activities, so should the Commission find that the permit constitutes a reimbursable mandate, the 
fees should be considered as offsetting revenues. 

Finance submitted comments on the draft staff analysis on June 19, 2009, agreeing that the local 
agencies have fee authority sufficient to pay for the mandated activities.  Finance disagrees, 
however, with the portion of the analysis that finds that the activities are not federal mandates. 

State Water Resources Control Board: The State Board filed comments on the four test claims on 
April 18, 2008, noting that the federal CWA mandates that municipalities apply for and receive 
permits regulating discharges of pollutants from their municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4) to waters of the United States.  “Pursuant to federal regulations, the Permit contains 
numerous requirements for the cities and County to take actions to reduce the flow of pollutants 
into the rivers and the Bay, known as Best Management practices (BMPs).”   

The State Board asserts that the permit is mandated on the local governments by federal law, and 
applies to many dischargers of stormwater, both public and private, so it is not unique to local 
governments.  The federal mandate requires that the permit be issued to the local governments, 
and the specific requirements challenged are consistent with the minimum requirements of 
federal law.  According to the State Board, even if the permit were interpreted as going beyond 
federal law, any additional state requirements are de minimis.  And the costs are not subject to 
reimbursement because the programs were proposed by the cities and County themselves, and 
because they have the ability to fund these requirements through charges and fees and are not 
required to raise taxes.   

In comments filed with the State Board on April 10, 2008 (attached to the State Board comments 
on the test claim), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) asserts that 
the permit conditions reduce pollutants to the “maximum extent practicable.”  The transit trash 
receptacle and inspection programs, according to U.S. EPA, are founded in section 402 (p) of the 
Clean Water Act, and are well within the scope of the federal regulations (40 CFR § 122.26 
(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3)). 

In its comments on the draft staff analysis submitted June 5, 2009, the State Board agrees with 
the conclusion and staff recommendation to deny the test claim, but disagrees with parts of the 
analysis.  The State Board asserts that federal law: (1) requires local agencies to obtain NPDES 
permits from California Water Boards, and (2) mandates the permit, which is less stringent than 
permits for private industry.  The State Board also states that the permit does not exceed the 
minimum federal mandate, as found by a court of appeal.  Finally, the State Board argues that the 
federal stormwater law is one of general application, and therefore does not impose a state 
mandate. 

Interested Party Positions 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association: In comments on the draft staff 
analysis received June 3, 2009 (although the letter is dated April 29, 2009) the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) states that this matter is of 
statewide importance with broad implications, and fundamentally a matter of public finance.  
BASMAA also urges keeping the voters’ objectives paramount.  BASMAA agrees that the 
permit requirements are a new program or higher level of service and that the requirements go 
beyond the federal Clean Water Act’s mandates.  As for the portion of the draft staff analysis that 

SCO Tab 4 016



 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21 

Statement of Decision  

17

discusses local agency fee authority, BASMAA calls it “myopic” saying it “falls short in its 
consideration of all potentially relevant issues and appellate court precedents that need to be 
presented to the Commission to serve the interest of the public.” (Comments p. 3.)  BASMAA 
contends that many permit requirements relate to local communities and their residents rather 
than specific business activities, and require public services that are essentially incident to real 
property ownership, and/or may only be financed via fees that remain subject to the Proposition 
218 voting requirement or increased property taxes.  BASMAA also states that many permit 
activities would fall on joint power authorities or special districts that have no fee authority, or 
for which exemptions from Proposition 218 would not be applicable.  BASMAA requests that 
the analysis be revised to revisit the conclusions regarding “funded vs. unfunded” requirements, 
and to recognize and distinguish the many types of stormwater activities for which regulatory 
fees would not apply. 

League of California Cities and California State Association of Counties (CSAC): In joint 
comments on the draft staff analysis received June 4, 2009, the League of Cities and CSAC agree 
with the draft staff analysis that the permit is a mandate, but question whether the Connell and 
County of Fresno decisions are still valid as applied to Government Code section 17556, 
subdivision (d), which prohibit the Commission from finding costs mandated by the state if the 
local agency has fee authority.  This is because of the voters’ approval of Proposition 218 in 
1996.  The League and CSAC urge the Commission not to find that fee authority exists for local 
agencies (1) to the extent there may be doubt about whether a local agency has it, and (2) to the 
extent that there is no person upon which the local agency can impose the fee. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The courts have found that article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution40 recognizes 
the state constitutional restrictions on the powers of local government to tax and spend.41  “Its 
purpose is to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out 
governmental functions to local agencies, which are ‘ill equipped’ to assume increased financial 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIII A and XIII B 
impose.”42  A test claim statute or executive order may impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program if it orders or commands a local agency or school district to engage in an activity or 

                                                 
40 Article XIII B, section 6, subdivision (a), provides:  

(a) Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or 
higher level of service on any local government, the State shall provide a 
subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of the 
program or increased level of service, except that the Legislature may, but need 
not, provide a subvention of funds for the following mandates:  (1) Legislative 
mandates requested by the local agency affected.  (2) Legislation defining a new 
crime or changing an existing definition of a crime.  (3) Legislative mandates 
enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or executive orders or regulations initially 
implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975. 

41 Kern High School Dist., supra, 30 Cal.4th 727, 735. 
42 County of San Diego v. State of California (County of San Diego)(1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 
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task.43  In addition, the required activity or task must be new, constituting a “new program,” or it 
must create a “higher level of service” over the previously required level of service.44   

The courts have defined a “program” subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that carries out the governmental function of providing public services, or a 
law that imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts to implement a state 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.45  To determine if the 
program is new or imposes a higher level of service, the test claim legislation must be compared 
with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of the test claim 
legislation.46  A “higher level of service” occurs when the new “requirements were intended to 
provide an enhanced service to the public.”47 

Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs mandated by 
the state.48     

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of 
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.49  In making its 
decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6, and not apply it as an 
“equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 
priorities.”50   

The permit provisions in the consolidated test claim are discussed separately to determine 
whether they are reimbursable state-mandates. 

 

                                                 
43 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174.   
44 San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859, 878 
(San Diego Unified School Dist.); Lucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 
830, 835-836 (Lucia Mar). 
45 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874, (reaffirming the test set out in 
County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 
Cal.3d 830, 835.) 
46 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
835. 
47 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878. 
48 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284 (County of Sonoma); 
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556. 
49 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552.   
50 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citing City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 

SCO Tab 4 018



 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21 

Statement of Decision  

19

Issue 1:          Are the permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) subject to 
article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution? 

The issues discussed here are whether the permit provisions are an executive order within the 
meaning of Government Code section 17516, whether they are discretionary, and whether they 
constitute a federal mandate.  

A.  Are the permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) an executive order within 
the meaning of Government Code section 17516?   

The Commission has jurisdiction over test claims involving statutes and executive orders as 
defined by Government Code section 17516, which defines an “executive order” for purposes of 
state mandates, as “any order, plan, requirement, rule, or regulation issued by any of the 
following:  

(a) The Governor.  
(b) Any officer or official serving at the pleasure of the Governor.   
(c) Any agency, department, board, or commission of state government.”51 

The LA Regional Water Board is a state agency.52 The permit it issued is both a plan for 
reducing water pollution, and contains requirements for local agencies toward that end.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the permit is an executive order within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 and Government Code section 17516. 

B.  Are the permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) the result of claimants’ 
discretion? 

The permit provisions require placing and maintaining trash receptacles at transit stops and 
inspecting specified facilities and construction sites. 

The Department of Finance, in comments submitted March 27, 2008, asserts that the claimants 
had discretion over what activities and conditions to include in the permit application, so that any 
resulting costs are downstream of the claimant’s decision to include those provisions in the 
permit.  Thus, Finance argues that the costs are not mandated by the state. 

Similarly, the State Board, in its April 18, 2008 comments, cites the Stormwater Quality 
Management Program (SQMP) submitted by the county that constituted the claimants’ proposal 
for the BMPs required under the permit.  The State Water Board refers to (on p. 28 of the 
SQMP) the county’s proposal to “collect trash along open channels and encourage voluntary 
trash collection in natural stream channels.”  The State Water Board further states that the SQMP 
(pp. 22-23) contains the municipalities’ proposal for (1) site visits to industrial and commercial 
facilities, including automotive service businesses and restaurants to verify evidence of BMP 
                                                 
51 Section 17516 also states: “"Executive order" does not include any order, plan, requirement, 
rule, or regulation issued by the State Water Resources Control Board or by any regional water 
quality control board pursuant to Division 7 (commencing with Section 13000) of the Water 
Code.”  The Second District Court of Appeal has held that this statutory language is 
unconstitutional.  County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 150 
Cal.App.4th 898, 904. 
52 Water Code section 13200 et seq. 
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implementation, and (2) maintaining a database of automotive and food service facilities 
including whether they have NPDES stormwater permit coverage. 

Claimant County of Los Angeles, in its June 23, 2008 rebuttal comments (pp.3-4), stated whether 
or not most jurisdictions place transit receptacles at transit stops is not relevant to the existence 
of a state mandate because Government Code section 17565 provides that if a local agency has 
been incurring costs for activities that are subsequently mandated by the state, the activities are 
still subject to reimbursement.  The County also states that the permit application only proposed 
an industrial/commercial educational site visit program, not an inspection program.  The 
claimants allege that the inspection program was previously the state’s duty, but that the permit 
shifted it to the local agencies. 

Claimant cities in their June 28, 2008 comments also construe the SQMP proposal as involving 
only educational site visits, which they characterize as very different from compliance 
inspections.  And cities assert that “nowhere in the Report of Waste Discharge do the applicants 
propose compliance inspections of facilities that hold general industrial and general construction 
stormwater permits for compliance with those permits.”  According to the cities, the city and 
county objected orally and in writing to the inspection permit provision.   

In determining whether the permit provisions at issue are a downstream activity resulting from 
the discretionary decision by the local agencies, the following rule stated by the Supreme Court 
in the Kern High School Dist. case applies:  

[A]ctivities undertaken at the option or discretion of a local government entity … 
do not trigger a state mandate and hence do not require reimbursement of funds—
even if the local entity is obliged to incur costs as a result of its discretionary 
decision to participate in a particular program or practice.53 

The Commission finds that the permit activities at issue were not undertaken at the option or 
discretion of the claimants.  The claimants were required by state and federal law to submit the 
NPDES permit application in the form of a Report of Waste Discharge and SQMP.  Submitting 
them was not discretionary.  According to the record,54 the county on behalf of all claimants, 
submitted on January 31, 2001 a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD), which constitutes a 
permit application, and a SQMP, which constitutes the claimants’ proposal for best management 
practices that would be required in the permit.   

The duty to apply for an NPDES permit is not within the claimants’ discretion.  According to the 
federal regulation: 

a) Duty to apply. (1) Any person55 who discharges or proposes to discharge 
pollutants … and who does not have an effective permit …  must submit a 

                                                 
53 Kern High School Dist., supra, 30 Cal.4th 727, 742. 
54 State Water Resources Control Board, comments submitted April 18, 2008, page 8 & 
attachment 36.   
55 Person means an individual, association, partnership, corporation, municipality, State or 
Federal agency, or an agent or employee thereof (40 CFR § 122.2). 
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complete application to the Director in accordance with this section and part 124 
of this chapter.56 

Moreover, the ROWD (tantamount to an NPDES permit application) is required by California 
law, as follows: “Any person discharging pollutants or proposing to discharge pollutants to the 
navigable water of the United States within the jurisdiction of this state … shall file a report of 
the discharge in compliance with the procedures set forth in Section 13260 …”57  Thus, 
submitting the ROWD is not discretionary. 

Federal regulations also anticipate the filing of an application for a stormwater permit, which 
contains the information in the SQMP.  The regulation states in part: 

(d) Application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm 
sewer discharges. The operator of a discharge from a large or medium municipal 
separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is designated by the 
Director under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a jurisdiction-wide 
or system-wide permit application. Where more than one public entity owns or 
operates a municipal separate storm sewer within a geographic area (including 
adjacent or interconnected municipal separate storm sewer systems), such 
operators may be a coapplicant to the same application.58  

According to the permit, section 122.26, subdivision (d), of the federal regulations contains the 
essential components of the SQMP (p. 32), which is an enforceable element of the permit (p. 45).  
Section 122.26, subdivision (d)(2)(iv)(C), in the federal regulations is interpreted in the permit to  
“require that MS4 permittees implement a program to monitor and control pollutants in 
discharges to the municipal system from industrial and commercial facilities that contribute a 
substantial pollutant load to the MS4.” (p. 35.)  In short, the claimants were required by law to 
submit the ROWD and SQMP, with specified contents.   

Because the claimants do not voluntarily participate in the NPDES program, the Commission 
finds that the Kern High School Dist. case does not apply to the permit, the contents of which 
were not the result of the claimants’ discretion. 

C.  Are the permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) a federal mandate within 
the meaning of article XIII B, sections 6 and 9, subdivision (b)? 

The next issue is whether the parts of the permit at issue are federally mandated, as asserted by 
the State Board and the Department of Finance (whose comments are detailed below).  If so, the 
parts of the permit would not constitute a state mandate. 

In County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, the court stated as follows regarding 
this permit: “We are not convinced that the obligations imposed by a permit issued by a Regional 
Water Board necessarily constitute federal mandates under all circumstances.”59  But after 
                                                 
56 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 122.21 (a).  The section applies to U.S. EPA-issued 
permits, but is incorporated into section 123.25 (the state program provision) by reference.  
57 Water Code section 13376. 
58 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 122.26 (d).   
59 County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 150 Cal.App.4th 898, 914. 
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summarizing the arguments on both sides, the court declined to decide the issue, stating: 
“Resolution of the federal or state nature of these [permit] obligations therefore is premature and, 
thus, not properly before this court.”60  The court agreed with the Commission (calling it an 
“inescapable conclusion”) that the federal versus state issues in the test claims must be addressed 
in the first instance by the Commission.61

 

The California Supreme Court has stated that “article XIII B, section 6, and the implementing 
statutes … by their terms, provide for reimbursement only of state- mandated costs, not federally 
mandated costs.”62   

When analyzing federal law in the context of a test claim under article XII B, section 6, the court 
in Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates held that “[w]hen the federal government imposes 
costs on local agencies those costs are not mandated by the state and thus would not require a 
state subvention.  Instead, such costs are exempt from local agencies’ taxing and spending 
limitations” under article XIII B.63  When federal law imposes a mandate on the state, however, 
and the state “freely [chooses] to impose the costs upon the local agency as a means of 
implementing a federal program, then the costs are the result of a reimbursable state mandate 
regardless whether the costs were imposed upon the state by the federal government.”64 

Similarly, Government Code section 17556, subdivision (c), states that the Commission shall not 
find “costs mandated by the state” if “[t]he statute or executive order imposes a requirement that 
is mandated by a federal law or regulation and results in costs mandated by the federal 
government, unless the statute or executive order mandates costs that exceed the mandate in that 
federal law or regulation.” 

In Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California,65 the court considered whether a state 
executive order involving school desegregation constituted a state mandate.  The court held that 
the executive order required school districts to provide a higher level of service than required by 
federal constitutional or case law because the state requirements went beyond federal 
requirements.66  The Long Beach court stated that unlike the federal law at issue, “the executive 

                                                 
60 Id. at page 918. 
61 Id. at page 917.  The court cited Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal. 3d 
830, 837, in support. 
62  San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 
879-880, emphasis in original. 
63 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates (1992) 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593, citing City of 
Sacramento v. State of California, supra, 50 Cal.3d 51, 76; see also, Government Code sections 
17513 and 17556, subdivision (c). 
64 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1594. 
65 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155. 
66 Id. at page 173. 
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Order and guidelines require specific actions … [that were] required acts.  These requirements 
constitute a higher level of service.”67 

In analyzing the permit under the federal Clean Water Act, we keep the following in mind.  First, 
each state is free to enforce its own water quality laws so long as its effluent limitations are not 
“less stringent” than those set out in the Clean Water Act.68  Second, the California Supreme 
Court has acknowledged that an NPDES permit may contain terms that are federally mandated 
and terms that exceed federal law.69 The federal Clean Water Act also allows for more stringent 
measures, as follows:70 

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers [¶]…[¶] (iii) shall require 
controls to reduce the discharges of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, 
including management practices, control techniques and system, design and 
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the … State determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollutants. (33 U.S.C.A. 1342 (p)(3)(B)(iii).) 

As discussed further below, the Commission finds that the permit activities are not federally 
mandated because federal law does not require the permittees to install and maintain trash 
receptacles at transit stops, or require inspections of restaurants, automotive service facilities, 
retail gasoline outlets or automotive dealerships.  As to inspecting phase I facilities or 
construction sites, the federal regulatory scheme authorizes states to perform the inspections 
under a general statewide permit, making it possible to avoid imposing a mandate on the local 
agencies to do so. 

In its June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, the State Board disagrees that specific 
mandates in the permit exceed the federal requirements, the State Board argues: 

This approach fails to recognize that NPDES storm water permits, whether issued 
by U.S. EPA or California’s Water Boards, are designed to translate the general 
federal mandate into specific programs and enforceable requirements.  Whether 
issued by U.S. EPA or the California’s Water Boards, the federal NPDES permit 
will identify specific requirements for municipalities to reduce pollutants in their 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable.  The federally required pollutant 
reduction is a federal mandate. … The fact that state agencies have responsibility 
for specifying the federal permit requirements for municipalities does not convert 
the federal mandate into a state mandate.71  

The Commission disagrees.  Based on the Long Beach Unified School Dist. case discussed above 
and applied in the analysis below, the specific requirements in the permit may constitute a state 
mandate even though they are imposed in order to comply with the federal Clean Water Act. 

                                                 
67 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 173. 
68  33 U.S.C. § 1370. 
69 City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 35 Cal.4th 613, 618, 628.   
70 33 USCA section 1370. 
71 State Board comments submitted June 2009, page 6.  
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Finance, in its June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, distinguishes this permit from the 
issue in the Long Beach Unified School Dist. case.  According to Finance, in Long Beach, the 
courts had suggested certain steps and approaches that might help alleviate racial discrimination,   
although the state’s executive order and guidelines required specific actions.  But in this claim, 
federal law requires NPDES permits to include specific requirements.   

The Commission agrees that NPDES permits are required to include specific measures.  But as 
discussed in more detail below, those measures are not the same as the specific requirements at 
issue in this permit (in Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3).   

The State Board’s June 2009 comments also discuss County of Los Angeles v. State Water 
Resources Control Board,72 which involved the same permit as in this test claim.  The State 
Board asserts that this case holds, in an unpublished part, that “the permit did not exceed the 
federal minimum requirements for the MS4 program.”73  (Comments, p. 5.)  The State Board 
asserts that the Commission is bound by this decision. 

The Commission reads the County of Los Angeles case differently than the State Board.  The 
plaintiffs (permittees and others) in that case challenged the permit on a variety of issues, 
including that the regional board did not have jurisdiction to issue it, and that it violated the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  The court did not, however, discuss the permit conditions 
at issue in this test claim.  In the portion cited by the State Board, the court was addressing the 
consideration of the permit’s economic effects.  One of the plaintiffs’ challenges to the permit 
was that the regional board was required to consider the economic effects in issuing the permit.  
By alleging the regional board had not done so, the plaintiffs argued that the permit imposed 
conditions more stringent than required by the federal Clean Water Act.  The court held that the 
plaintiff’s contentions were waived for failure to set forth all the documents received by the 
regional board, and that the regional board had considered the costs and benefits of 
implementation of the permit.  In other parts of the opinion, however, the court acknowledged 
the regional board’s authority to impose permit restrictions beyond the “maximum extent 
feasible”74   

The County of Los Angeles case is silent on the permit provisions at issue in this claim75 (Parts 
4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) except when it said: “we need no [sic] address the parties’ 

                                                 
72 County of Los Angeles v. State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 143 Cal.App.4th 985.   
73 The court’s opinion, including the unpublished parts, are in attachment 26 of the State Board’s 
comments submitted April 18, 2008.  
74 See page 18 of attachment 26 of the State Board’s comments submitted April 18, 2008.  
75 In County of Los Angeles, the plaintiffs also challenged the following parts of the permit: 
(1) part 2.1 that deals with receiving water restrictions and that prohibits all water discharges that 
violate water quality standards or objectives regardless of whether the best management practices 
are reasonable; (2) part 3.C, which requires the permittees to revise their storm water quality 
management programs in order to implement the total maximum daily loads for impaired water 
bodies, and (3) parts 3.G and 4., which authorize the regional board to require strict requirements 
with numeric limits on pollutants which are incorporated into the total maximum daily load 
restrictions.  The court held that these contentions were waived for failure to set forth all the 
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remaining contentions concerning trash receptacles.”76  The court also said inspections under the 
permit were not unlawful.  Nonetheless, the case is not binding on the Commission in deciding 
the issues in this claim.   

California in the NPDES program: By way of background, under the federal statutory scheme, 
a stormwater permit may be administered by the Administrator of U.S. EPA or by a state-
designated agency, but states are not required to have an NPDES program.  Subdivision (b) of 
section 1324 of the federal Clean Water Act, the section that describes the NPDES program (and 
which, in subdivision (p), describes the requirements for the municipal stormwater system 
permits) states in part: 

At any time after the promulgation of the guidelines required by subsection (i)(2) 
of section 1314 of this title, the Governor of each State desiring to administer its 
own permit program for discharges into navigable waters within its jurisdiction 
may submit to the Administrator [of U.S. EPA] a full and complete description of 
the program it proposes to establish and administer under State law or under an 
interstate compact.  [Emphasis added.] 

And the federal stormwater statute states that the permits: 

[S]hall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and 
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants. (33 USCA § 1342 (p)(3)(B)(iii).  [Emphasis added].) 

The federal statutory scheme indicates that California is neither required to have an NPDES 
program nor to issue stormwater permits.  According to section 1342 (p) quoted above, the 
Administrator of U.S. EPA would do so if California had no program.  The California 
Legislature, when adopting the NPDES program77 to comply with the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1972 stated the following findings and declaration in Water Code section 13370: 

(a) The Federal Water Pollution Control Act [citation omitted] as amended, provides for 
permit systems to regulate the discharge of pollutants …  to the navigable waters of the 
United States and to regulate the use and disposal of sewage sludge.   

(b) The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, provides that permits may be 
issued by states which are authorized to implement the provisions of that act. 

(c) It is in the interest of the people of the state, in order to avoid direct regulation by the 
federal government, of persons already subject to regulation under state law pursuant to 
this division, to enact this chapter in order to authorize the state to implement the 

                                                                                                                                                             

applicable evidence, and that the regional board has authority to impose restrictions beyond the 
maximum extent feasible. 
76 See page 22, attachment 26 of the State Board’s comments submitted April 18, 2008.  
77 Water Code section 13374 states: “The term ‘waste discharge requirements’ as referred to in 
this division is the equivalent of the term ‘permits’ as used in the Federal water Pollution Control 
Act, as amended.” 
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provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto, and federal regulations and guidelines issued pursuant thereto, 
provided, that the state board shall request federal funding under the Federal Water 
Pollution Act for the purpose of carrying out its responsibilities under this program. 

Based on this Water Code section 13370, in which California voluntarily adopts the permitting 
program, and on the federal statutes quoted above that authorize but do not expressly require 
states to have this program, the state has freely chosen78 to effect the stormwater permit program.   

Any further discussion in this analysis of federal “requirements” should be construed in the 
context of California’s choice to participate in the federal regulatory NPDES program.   

In its June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, the State Board argues as follows: 

[T]he … analysis treats the state’s decision to administer the NPDES permit 
program in 1972 as the ‘choice’ referred to in Hayes.  …The state’s ‘choice’ to 
administer the program in lieu of the federal government does not alter the federal 
requirement on municipalities to reduce pollutants in these discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable.79   

Finance, in its June 2009 comments, also disagrees with this part of the draft staff analysis, 
asserting that the duty to apply for a NPDES permit is required by federal law on public and 
private dischargers, which in this case are local agencies.   

Even though California opted into the NPDES program, further analysis is needed to determine 
whether the federal regulations impose a mandate on the local agencies.  To the extent that state 
requirements go beyond the federal requirements, there would be a state mandate.80  Thus, the 
permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) are discussed below in context of the 
following federal law governing stormwater permits:  Clean Water Act section 402(p) (33 USCA 
1342 (p)(3)(B)) and Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section 122.26.   

Placing and maintaining trash receptacles at transit stops (part 4F5c3): This part of the 
permit states: 

c. Permittees not subject to a trash TMDL81 shall: [¶]…[¶] 
(3) Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have 
shelters no later than August 1, 2002, and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction 
no later than February 3, 2003.  All trash receptacles shall be maintained as 
necessary. 

The comments of the State Water Board and U.S. EPA assert that the permit conditions merely 
implement a federal mandate under the federal Clean Water Act and its regulations.  The U.S. 
                                                 
78 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593-1594. 
79 State Board comments submitted June 2009, page 4.   
80 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 173. 
Government Code section 17556, subdivision (b). 
81 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.   

SCO Tab 4 026



 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21 

Statement of Decision  

27

EPA submitted a letter to the State Water Board regarding the permit conditions in April 2008, 
which the State Water Board attached to its comments.  Regarding the trash receptacles, the 
letter states:  

[M]aintaining trash receptacles at all public transit stops is well within the scope 
of these [Federal] regulations.  Among the minimum controls required to reduce 
pollutants from runoff from commercial and residential areas are practices for 
“operating and maintaining public streets, roads, and highways …  [40 CFR] 
§ 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3).82 

U.S. EPA also cites EPA’s national menu of BMPs for stormwater management programs, 
“which recommends a number of BMPs to reduce trash discharges.”  Among the 
recommendations is ‘improved infrastructure’ for trash management when necessary, which 
includes the placement of trash receptacles at appropriate locations based on expected need.”83 

The State Water Board, in comments filed April 18, 2008, states that part 4F of the permit 
(regarding trash receptacles) concerns “the municipalities’ own activities, as opposed to its 
regulation of discharges into its system by others.”  The State Water Board cites the same section 
122.26 regulation as U.S. EPA, and states that the requirements “reflect the federal requirement 
to reduce pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum extent practicable.  It is federal law that 
animates the requirement and federal law that mandates specificity in describing the BMPs.”  
The State Water Board alleges that two appellate courts84 have determined that the permit 
provisions constitute the “maximum extent practicable” standard, which is the minimum 
requirement under federal law.  

The Department of Finance also asserts that the permit requirements are a federal mandate. 

The County of Los Angeles, in comments filed June 23, 2008, states that “Nothing in the federal 
Clean Water Act requires the County to install trash receptacles at transit stops.  Nothing in the 
federal regulations or the Clean Water Act itself imposes this obligation.”  The county states that 
the U.S.EPA’s citation to BMPs for stormwater management programs “may be permitted under 
federal law … and even encouraged as ‘reasonable expectations.’  But such requirements are not 
mandated on the County by federal law.”  The County admits the existence of “an abundance of 
federal guidance and encouragement to have the County install and maintain trash receptacles at 
all public transit stops.  But these are merely federal suggestions, not mandates.”   

The city claimants, in comments filed June 25, 2008, also argue that the requirement for transit 
trash receptacles is not a federal mandate, stating that nothing in the Clean Water Act or the 
federal regulations requires cities to install trash receptacles at transit stops.  City claimants also 
submit a survey of other municipal stormwater permits, finding that none of those issued by 
U.S. EPA required installation of trash receptacles at transit stops. 
                                                 
82 Letter from Alexis Strauss, Director, Water Division, U.S. EPA, to Tam M. Doduc, Chair, and 
Dorothy Rice, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board, April 10, 2008, page 3. 
83 Id. at page 3. 
84 The State Water Board cites: City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control 
Board- Santa Ana Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377; County of Los Angeles v. California 
State Water Resources Control Board (2006) 148 Cal.App.4th 985. 
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The federal law applicable to this issue is section 402 of the Clean Water Act, which states:  

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers-- 

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis; 

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges 
into the storm sewers; and 

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and 
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Administrator85 or the State determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants. (33 USCA § 1342 (p)(3)(B).) 

The applicable federal regulations state as follows: 

(d) Application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm 
sewer discharges. The operator86 of a discharge87 from a large or medium 
municipal separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is 
designated by the Director under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a 
jurisdiction-wide or system-wide permit application. … Permit applications for 
discharges from large and medium municipal storm sewers or municipal storm 
sewers designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section shall include; [¶]…[¶] 

(2) Part 2 of the application shall consist of: [¶]…[¶] 

(iv) Proposed management program. A proposed management program covers the 
duration of the permit. It shall include a comprehensive planning process which 
involves public participation and where necessary intergovernmental 
coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable using management practices, control techniques and system, design 

                                                 
85 Administrator means the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, or an authorized representative. (40 CFR § 122.2.) 
86 “Owner or operator means the owner or operator of any “facility or activity” subject to 
regulation under the NPDES program.” (40 CFR § 122.2.) 
87 “Discharge when used without qualification means the “discharge of a pollutant.  Discharge of 
a pollutant means: (a) Any addition of any “pollutant” or combination of pollutants to “waters of 
the United States” from any “point source,” or (b) Any addition of any pollutant or combination 
of pollutants to the waters of the “contiguous zone” or the ocean from any point source other 
than a vessel or other floating craft which is being used as a means of transportation.   

This definition includes additions of pollutants into waters of the United States from: surface 
runoff which is collected or channeled by man; discharges through pipes, sewers, or other 
conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other person which do not lead to a treatment 
works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances, leading into privately owned 
treatment works. This term does not include an addition of pollutants by any “indirect 
discharger.”  (40 CFR § 122.2.) 
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and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. The 
program shall also include a description of staff and equipment available to 
implement the program. Separate proposed programs may be submitted by each 
coapplicant. Proposed programs may impose controls on a systemwide basis, a 
watershed basis, a jurisdiction basis, or on individual outfalls. Proposed programs 
will be considered by the Director when developing permit conditions to reduce 
pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Proposed 
management programs shall describe priorities for implementing controls. Such 
programs shall be based on:  

(A) A description of structural and source control measures88 to reduce pollutants 
from runoff from commercial and residential areas that are discharged from the 
municipal storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the life of the 
permit, accompanied with an estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant loads 
and a proposed schedule for implementing such controls. At a minimum, the 
description shall include: [¶]…[¶]  

(3) A description of practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads 
and highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of 
discharges from municipal storm sewer systems, including pollutants discharged 
as a result of deicing activities.  (40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3).) [Emphasis 
added.] 

The Commission finds that the plain language of the federal statute (33 USCA § 1342 (p)(3)(B)) 
and regulation (40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A)(3)) does not require the permitees to install and 
maintain trash receptacles at transit stops.   

Specifically, the state freely chose89 to impose the transit trash receptacle requirement on the 
permittees because neither the federal statute nor the regulations require it.  Nor do they require 
the permittees to implement “practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads and 
highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of discharges from 
municipal storm sewer systems”90 although the regulation requires a description of practices for 
doing so.  Because installing and maintaining trash receptacles at transit stops is not expressly 
required of cities or counties or municipal separate storm sewer dischargers in the federal statutes 
or regulations, these are activities that “mandate costs that exceed the mandate in the federal law 
or regulation.”91   

                                                 
88 Minimum control measures are defined in 40 CFR § 122.34 to include: 1) Public education 
and outreach on storm water impacts; (2) Public involvement/participation; (3) Illicit discharge 
detection and elimination. (4) Construction site storm water runoff control; (5) Post-construction 
storm water management in new development and redevelopment.; (6) Pollution 
prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. 
89 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593-1594. 
90 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3). 
91 Government Code section 17556, subdivision (c). 
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In Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California,92 the court considered whether a state 
executive order involving school desegregation constituted a state mandate.  The court held that 
the executive order required school districts to provide a higher level of service than required by 
federal constitutional or case law because the state requirements went beyond federal 
requirements.93  The Long Beach Unified School District court stated:  

Where courts have suggested that certain steps and approaches may be helpful [in 
meeting constitutional and case law requirements] the executive Order and 
guidelines require specific actions.  …[T]he point is that these steps are no longer 
merely being suggested as options which the local school district may wish to 
consider but are required acts.  These requirements constitute a higher level of 
service.94  [Emphasis added.] 

The reasoning of Long Beach Unified School Dist. is applicable to this claim.  Although 
“operating and maintaining public streets, roads and highways and procedures for reducing the 
impact on receiving waters of discharges from municipal storm sewer systems…”95 is a federal 
requirement on municipalities, the permit requirement to place trash receptacles at all transit 
stops and maintain them is an activity, like in Long Beach Unified School Dist., that is a specified 
action going beyond federal law.96 

Neither of the cases cited by the State Water Board demonstrate that placing trash receptacles at 
transit stops is required by federal law.  In City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality 
Control Board –Santa Ana Region97 the court upheld a stormwater permit similar to the one at 
issue in this claim.  The City of Rancho Cucamonga challenged the permit on a variety of 
grounds, including that it exceeded the federal requirements for stormwater dischargers to 
“reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable”98 and that it was overly 
prescriptive.  The court concluded that the permit did not exceed the maximum extent practicable 
standard and upheld the permit in all respects.  There is no indication in that case, however, that 
the permit at issue required trash receptacles at transit stops.  Similarly, in a suit regarding the 
same permit at issue in this case, the Los Angeles County99 court dismissed various challenges to 
the permit, but made no mention of the permit’s transit trash receptacle provision.   

                                                 
92 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155. 
93 Id. at page 173. 
94 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 173. 
95 40 Code of Federal Regulations, section 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A)(3). 
96 Ibid. 
97 City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board- Santa Ana Region, 
supra, 135 Cal.App.4th 1377. 
98 33 USCA section 1342 (p)(3(B)(iii). 
99 County of Los Angeles v. California State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 143 
Cal.App.4th 985. 
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Therefore, the Commission finds that placing and maintaining trash receptacles at all transit 
stops within the jurisdiction of each permittee, as specified, is not a federal mandate within the 
meaning of article XIII B, sections 6 and 9, subdivision (b). 

Part 4F5c3 of the permit states as follows: 

c. Permittees not subject to a trash TMDL shall:  (3) Place trash receptacles at all 
transit stops within its jurisdiction that have shelters no later than August 1, 2002, 
and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction no later than February 3, 2003.  All 
trash receptacles shall be maintained as necessary. 

Based on the mandatory language (i.e., “shall”) in part 4F5c3 of the permit, the Commission 
finds it is a state mandate for the claimants that are not subject to a trash TMDL to place trash 
receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have shelters no later than 
August 1, 2002, and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction no later than February 3, 2003, and 
to maintain all trash receptacles as necessary.   

Inspecting commercial facilities (part 4C2a): Section 4C2a of the permit requires inspections 
of restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets and automotive dealerships as 
follows:  

2. Inspect Critical Sources – Each Permittee shall inspect all facilities in the 
categories and at a level and frequency as specified in the following subsections:  

(a) Commercial Facilities 

(1) Restaurants 

Frequency of Inspections: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided 
that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 
Level of Inspections: Each Permittee, in cooperation with its appropriate 
department (such as health or public works), shall inspect all restaurants within its 
jurisdiction to confirm that stormwater BMPs are being effectively implemented 
in compliance with Statw law, County and municipal ordinances, Regional Board 
Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP.  At each restaurant, inspectors shall verify that 
the restaurant operator: 
 has received educational materials on stormwater pollution prevention 

practices; 
 does not pour oil and grease or oil and grease residue onto a parking lot, street 

or adjacent catch basin; 
 keeps the trash bin area clean and trash bin lids closed, and does not fill trash 

bins with washout water or any other liquid; 
 does not allow illicit discharges, such as discharge of washwater from 

floormats, floors, porches, parking lots, alleys, sidewalks and street areas (in 
the immediate vicinity of the establishment), filters or garbage/trash 
containers; 
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 removes food waste, rubbish or other materials from parking lot areas in a 
sanitary manner that does not create a nuisance or discharge to the storm 
drain. 

(2) Automotive Service Facilities 

Frequency of Inspections: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided 
that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 

Level of Inspections: Each permittee shall inspect all automotive service facilities 
within its jurisdiction to confirm that stormwater BMPs are effectively 
implemented in compliance with County and municipal ordinances, Regional 
Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP.  At each automotive service facility, 
inspectors shall verify that each operator: 
 maintains the facility area so that it is clean and dry without evidence of 

excessive staining; 
 implements housekeeping BMPs to prevent spills and leaks;  
 properly discharges wastewaters to a sanitary sewer and/or contains 

wastewaters for transfer to a legal point of disposal; 
 is aware of the prohibition on discharge of non-stormwater to the storm drain; 
 properly manages raw and waste materials including proper disposal of 

hazardous waste;  
 protects outdoor work and storage areas to prevent contact of pollutants with 

rainfall and runoff; 
 labels, inspects, and routinely cleans storm drain inlets that are located on the 

facility’s property; and 
 trains employees to implement stormwater pollution prevention practices. 

(3) Retail Gasoline Outlets and Automotive Dealerships 

Frequency of Inspection: Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, provided that 
the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that there is a 
minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection and the 
second compliance inspection. 

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that BMPs are being effectively 
implemented at each RGO and automotive dealership within its jurisdiction, in 
compliance with the SQMP, Regional Board Resolution 98-08, and the 
Stormwater Quality Task Force Best Management Practice Guide for RGOs.  At 
each RGO and automotive dealership, inspectors shall verify that each operator: 
 routinely sweeps fuel-dispensing areas for removal of litter and debris, and 

keeps rags and absorbents ready for use in case of leaks and spills; 
 is aware that washdown of facility area to the storm drain is prohibited; 
 is aware of design flaws (such as grading that doesn’t prevent run-on, or 

inadequate roof covers and berms), and that equivalent BMPs are 
implemented;  

SCO Tab 4 032



 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21 

Statement of Decision  

33

 inspects and cleans storm drain inlets and catch basins within each facility’s 
boundaries no later than October 1st of each year; 

 posts signs close to fuel dispensers, which warn vehicle owners/operators 
against “topping off” of vehicle fuel tanks and installation of automatic 
shutoff fuel dispensing nozzles; 

 routinely checks outdoor waste receptacle and air/water supply areas, cleans 
leaks and drips, and ensures that only watertight waste receptacles are used 
and that lids are closed; and  

 trains employees to properly manage hazardous materials and wastes as well 
as to implement other stormwater pollution prevention practices.  [¶]…[¶]   

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that each operator: 

 has a current Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number for facilities 
discharging stormwater associated with industrial activity, and that a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan is available on-site, and  

 is effectively implementing BMPs in compliance with County and municipal 
ordinances, Regional Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP. 

The state asserts that these inspection requirements in permit part 4C2a are a federal mandate.   

In comments filed April 18, 2008, the State Water Board quotes from the MS4 Program 
Evaluation Guide issued by U.S. EPA, asserting that it requires inspections of businesses.  The 
State Water Board also states:  

The federal regulations also specifically require local stormwater agencies, as part 
of their responsibilities under NPDES permits, to conduct inspections.  [citing 40 
CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C).]  Throughout the federal law, there are numerous 
requirements for entities that discharge pollutants to waters of the United States to 
monitor and inspect their facilities and their effluent.  [citing Clean Water Act 
§402(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR § 122.44(i)).]  The claimants are the dischargers of 
pollutants into surface waters; as part of their permit allowing these dischargers 
they must conduct inspections.   

Similarly, the April 10, 2008 letter from U.S. EPA to the State Water Board and attached to the 
Board’s comments submitted April 18, 2008, states:  

A program for commercial and industrial facility inspection and enforcement that 
includes restaurants and automobile facilities, would appear to be both practicable 
and effective.  Such an inspection program ensures that stormwater discharges 
from such facilities are reducing their contribution of pollutants and that there are 
no non-stormwater discharges or illicit connections.  Thus these programs are 
founded in both 402 (p)(3)(B)(ii) and (iii) and are well within the scope of 40 
CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) and (B).   

The County of Los Angeles, in its June 23, 2008 rebuttal comments, asserts that federal law 
requires prohibiting non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewers, and reducing the discharge 
of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable (33 USC 1342(p)) but not 
inspecting restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gas outlets, or automotive dealerships.  
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Only municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities and related 
facilities are required to be inspected (40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)).   

In comments received June 25, 2008, the city claimants argue that the LA Regional Board freely 
chose to impose the permit requirements on the permittees, and make the following arguments: 
(1) The inspection obligations were not contained in two prior permits issued to the cities and the 
County—thus, the requirements are not federal mandates; (2) No federal statute or regulation 
requires the cities or the County to inspect restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gas 
outlets, automotive dealerships or facilities that hold general industrial permits; (3) Stormwater 
NPDES permits issued by the U.S. EPA do not contain the requirement to inspect restaurants, 
auto service facilities, retail gas outlets and automotive dealerships, or require the extensive 
inspection of facilities that hold general industrial stormwater permits as contained in the Order 
[i.e. permit]; (4) The Administrator of U.S. EPA, as well as the head of the water division for 
U.S. EPA Region IX, have specifically stated that a municipality has an obligation under a 
stormwater permit only to assure compliance with local ordinances; the state retains 
responsibility to inspect for compliance with state law, including state-issued permits.  

The city claimants dispute the State Board’s contention that the court in City of Rancho 
Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377 held that 
federal law required inspections like those at issue in the permit.  The cities quote part of the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga case with the following emphasis: 

Rancho Cucamonga and the other permittees are responsible for inspecting 
construction and industrial sites and commercial facilities within their jurisdiction 
for compliance with and enforcement of local municipal ordinances and permits. 
But the Regional Board continues to be responsible under the 2002 NPDES 
permit for inspections under the general permits.  The Regional Board may 
conduct its own inspections but permittees must still enforce their own laws at 
these sites. (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2) (2005).) 

In discussing the federal mandate issue, the applicable federal law is section 402 of the Clean 
Water Act, which states that municipal storm sewer system permits:  

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis; (ii) shall include a 
requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the storm 
sewers; and (iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques 
and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants. (33 USCA § 1342 (p)(3)(B).) 

The applicable federal regulations (40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(B)&(C)) state as follows: 

(d) Application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm 
sewer discharges. The operator of a discharge from a large or medium municipal 
separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is designated by the 
Director under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a jurisdiction-wide 
or system-wide permit application. Where more than one public entity owns or 
operates a municipal separate storm sewer within a geographic area (including 
adjacent or interconnected municipal separate storm sewer systems), such 
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operators may be a coapplicant to the same application. Permit applications for 
discharges from large and medium municipal storm sewers or municipal storm 
sewers designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section shall include; [¶]…[¶] 

(2) Part 2 of the application shall consist of: [¶]…[¶] 

(iv) Proposed management program. A proposed management program covers the 
duration of the permit. It shall include a comprehensive planning process which 
involves public participation and where necessary intergovernmental 
coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable using management practices, control techniques and system, design 
and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. The 
program shall also include a description of staff and equipment available to 
implement the program. Separate proposed programs may be submitted by each 
coapplicant. Proposed programs may impose controls on a systemwide basis, a 
watershed basis, a jurisdiction basis, or on individual outfalls. Proposed programs 
will be considered by the Director when developing permit conditions to reduce 
pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Proposed 
management programs shall describe priorities for implementing controls. Such 
programs shall be based on: [¶]…[¶] 

(B) A description of a program, including a schedule, to detect and remove (or 
require the discharger to the municipal separate storm sewer to obtain a separate 
NPDES permit for) illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm sewer. 
The proposed program shall include:  

(1) A description of a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce 
an ordinance, orders or similar means to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal 
separate storm sewer system; this program description shall address all types of 
illicit discharges, however the following category of non-stormwater discharges 
or flows shall be addressed where such discharges are identified by the 
municipality as sources of pollutants to waters of the United States [¶]…[¶]  

(C) A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous waste 
treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to 
section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit applicant 
determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm 
sewer system. The program shall: 

(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and 
implementing control measures for such discharges. (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. 
(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) & (C)(1).)  [Emphasis added.] 

There is a requirement in subdivision (d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) for implementing and enforcing “an 
ordinance, orders, or similar means to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm 
system.”  There is no express requirement in federal law, however, to inspect restaurants, 
automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, or automotive dealerships.  Nor does the 
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portion of the MS4 Program Evaluation Guide quoted by the State Water Board contain 
mandatory language to conduct inspections for these facilities.   

In its April 2008 comments, the State Water Board argues that this reading of the regulations is 
not reasonable, and that U.S. EPA acknowledged that the initial selection by MS4s was only a 
starting point.  In its comments (p.15), the State Water Board also states:  

Because the federal mandate requires Water Boards to choose specific BMPs 
[Best Management Practices] that are included in MS4 permits as requirements, 
the ‘discretion’ exercised in selecting those BMPs is necessarily a part of the 
federal mandate.  It is not comparable to the discretion that the courts in Hayes or 
San Diego spoke of, where the state truly had a ‘free choice.’  The Los Angeles 
Water Board was mandated by federal law to select BMPs that would result in 
compliance with the federal MEP [Maximum Extent Practicable] standard. … 
Therefore, it is clear that the mere exercise of discretion in selecting BMPs does 
not create a reimbursable mandate.   

The State Water Board would have the Commission read requirements into the federal law that 
are not there.  The Commission, however, cannot read a requirement into a statute or regulation 
that is not on its face or its legislative history.100   

Based on the plain language of the federal regulations that are silent on the types of facilities at 
issue in the permit, the Commission finds that performing inspections at restaurants, automotive 
service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, or automotive dealerships, as specified in the permit, is 
not a federal mandate.  

Moreover, the requirement to inspect the facilities listed in the permit is an activity, as in the 
Long Beach Unified School Dist. case discussed above, 101 that is a specified action going beyond 
the federal requirement for inspections “to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal separate 
storm sewer system.”  (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2)(iv)(B)(1).)  As such, the inspections are 
not federally mandated. 

The permit states in part: “Each Permittee shall inspect all facilities in the categories and at a 
level and frequency as specified …”  Based on the mandatory language in part 4C2a of the 
permit, the Commission finds that this part is a state mandate on the claimants to perform the 
inspections at restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, and automotive 
dealerships at the frequency and levels specified in the permit. 

Inspecting phase I industrial facilities (part 4C2b):  Part 4C2b of the permit regarding phase I 
industrial facilities requires the following: 

                                                 
100 Gillett-Harris-Duranceau & Associates, Inc. v. Kemple (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 214, 219-220.  
“Rules governing the interpretation of statutes also apply to interpretation of regulations.”  
Diablo Valley College Faculty Senate v. Contra Costa Community College Dist. (2007) 148 
Cal.App.4th 1023, 1037.   
101 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155. 
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b) Phase I Facilities102 

Permittees need not inspect facilities that have been inspected by the Regional 
Board within the past 24 months.  For the remaining Phase I facilities that the 
Regional Board has not inspected, each Permittee shall conduct compliance 
inspections as specified below. 

Frequency of Inspection 

Facilities in Tier 1 Categories:103 Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that 
there is a minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection 
and the second compliance inspection. 

Facilities in Tier 2 Categories:104 Twice during the 5-year term of the permit, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, Permittees 
need not perform additional inspections at those facilities determined to have no 
risk of exposure of industrial activity to stormwater.  For those facilities that do 
have exposure of industrial activities to stormwater, a Permittee may reduce that 
frequency of additional compliance inspections to once every 5 years, provided 
that the Permittee inspects at least 20% of the facilities in Tier 2 each year.   

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that each operator: 

                                                 
102 On page 62 of the permit, U.S. EPA Phase I Facilities are defined as “facilities in specified 
industrial categories that are required to obtain an NPDES permit for storm water discharges, as 
required by 40 CFR 122.26(c).  These categories include: (i) facilities subject to storm water 
effluent limitation guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent 
standards (40 CFR N); (ii) manufacturing facilities; (iii) oil and gas/mining facilities; 
(iv) hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities; (v) landfills, land application sites, 
and open dumps; (vi) recycling facilities; (vii) steam electric power generating facilities; 
(viii) transportation facilities; (ix) sewage or wastewater treatment works; (x) light 
manufacturing facilities.   
103 Attachment B of the permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 1 categories as follows (with Phase 
I facilities listed in italics): “Municipal landfills …;  Hazardous Waste Treatment, Disposal and 
Recovery Facilities; Facilities Subject to SARA Title III …; Restaurants; Wholesale trade (scrap, 
auto dismantling)…; Automotive service facilities; Fabricated metal products …; Motor freight 
…; Chemical/allied products …; Automotive Dealers/Gas Stations …; Primary Metals.”   
104 Attachment B of the permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 2 categories as follows (with Phase 
I facilities listed in italics): “Electric/Gas/Sanitary…; Air Transportation …; 
Rubbers/Miscellaneous Plastics …; Local/Suburban Transit …; Railroad Transportation …; Oil 
& Gas Extraction …; Lumber/Wood Products…; Machinery Manufacturing …; Transportation 
Equipment …; Stone, Clay, Glass, Concrete …; Leather/Leather Products…; Miscellaneous 
Manufacturing …; Food and kindred Products…; Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals …; Printing 
and Publishing …; Electric/Electronics …; Paper and Allied Products …; Furniture and 
Fixtures …; Laundries …; Instruments…; Textile Mills Products …; Apparel …”   
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 has a current Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number for facilities 
discharging stormwater associated with industrial activity, and that a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan is available on-site, and is effectively 
implementing BMPs in compliance with County and municipal ordinances, 
Regional Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP. 

The issue is whether these inspection requirements for phase I industrial facilities is a federal 
mandate.  The governing federal regulation is 40 CFR section 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(B)&(C), which 
is cited above.  Specifically on point is subpart (C), which states that the proposed management 
program must include the following: 

(C) A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous waste 
treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to 
section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit applicant 
determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm 
sewer system. The program shall: 

(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and 
implementing control measures for such discharges; (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. 
(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) & (C)(1).)  [Emphasis added.] 

The phase I facilities in the permit are defined to include.   

(i) facilities subject to storm water effluent limitation guidelines, new source 
performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards (40 CFR N); (ii) 
manufacturing facilities; (iii) oil and gas/mining facilities; (iv) hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or disposal facilities; (v) landfills, land application sites, and 
open dumps; (vi) recycling facilities; (vii) steam electric power generating 
facilities; (viii) transportation facilities; (ix) sewage or wastewater treatment 
works; (x) light manufacturing facilities.  (Permit, p. 62) 

And the Tier 1 facilities in the permit include municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, 
disposal and recovery facilities and facilities subject to SARA Title III (see permit attachment B, 
pp. B-1 to B-2).  Thus, there is a federal requirement to inspect these phase I and tier 1 facilities 
in the permit.  The issue is whether this requirement constitutes a federal mandate on local 
agencies.  The Commission finds that it does not. 

It is the state that mandates the phase I inspection and related activities in that the state freely 
chooses to impose the inspection and enforcement requirements on the local agency 
permittees.105  This is because the federal regulatory scheme provides an alternative means of 
regulating and inspecting these industrial facilities under the state-enforced, statewide permit, as 
follows:   

                                                 
105 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593-1594. 

SCO Tab 4 038



 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges 
03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21 

Statement of Decision  

39

(c) Application requirements for stormwater discharges associated with industrial 
activity106 and stormwater discharges associated with small construction activity - 

(1) Individual application. Dischargers of stormwater associated with industrial 
activity and with small construction activity are required to apply for an 
individual permit or seek coverage under a promulgated stormwater general 
permit. Facilities that are required to obtain an individual permit, or any discharge 
of stormwater which the Director is evaluating for designation (see 124.52(c) of 
this chapter) under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section and is not a municipal storm 
sewer, shall submit an NPDES application in accordance with the requirements of 
§ 122.21 as modified and supplemented by the provisions of this paragraph. 
[Emphasis added.] 

The state has issued a statewide general activity industrial permit (GIASP) that is enforced 
through the regional boards.107  This, along with the statewide construction permit, is described 
in the permit itself: 

To facilitate compliance with federal regulations, the State Board has issued two 
statewide general NPDES permits for stormwater discharges: one for stormwater 
from industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial Activity Storm 
Water Permit (GIASP)] and the other for stormwater from construction sites 
[NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
(GCASP)].  The GCASP was reissued on August 19, 1999.  The GIASP was 
reissued on April 17, 1997.  Facilities discharging stormwater associated with 
industrial activities and construction projects with a disturbed area of five acres or 
more are required to obtain individual NPDES permits for stormwater discharges, 
or to be covered by a statewide general permit by completing and filing a Notice 
of Intent (NOI) with the State Board.  The USEPA guidance anticipates 
coordination of the state-administered programs for industrial and construction 
activities with the local agency program to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to the MS4.  The Regional Board is the enforcement authority in the 
Los Angeles Region for the two statewide general permits regulating discharges 
from industrial facilities and construction sites, and all NPDES stormwater and 

                                                 
106 According to 40 CFR § 122.26, (b)(14): “Storm water discharge associated with industrial 
activity means the discharge from any conveyance that is used for collecting and conveying 
storm water and that is directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage 
areas at an industrial plant. … The following categories of facilities are considered to be 
engaging in "industrial activity" for purposes of paragraph (b)(14): [¶]…[¶](x) Construction 
activity including clearing, grading and excavation, except operations that result in the 
disturbance of less than five acres of total land area. Construction activity also includes the 
disturbance of less than five acres of total land area that is a part of a larger common plan of 
development or sale if the larger common plan will ultimately disturb five acres or more.” 
107 For example, page 2 of the Fact Sheet for the General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit states: “This General Permit shall be implemented and enforced by the nine California 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).”   
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non-stormwater permits issued by the Regional Board.  These industrial and 
construction sites and discharges are also regulated under local laws and 
regulations.108  

There is nothing in the federal statutes or regulations that would prevent the state (rather than 
local agencies) from performing the inspections of industrial facilities (specified in part 4C2b of 
the permit) under the state-enforced general permit.  Nor does federal law require the owner or 
operator of the discharge to perform these activities in part 4C2b of the permit.  In fact, the State 
Board collects fees for the regional boards for performing inspections under the GIASP (see 
Wat. Code, § 13260, subd. (d)(2)(B)(ii)). 

In its April 18, 2008 comments, the State Water Board asserts: 

Because the federal mandate requires Water Boards to choose specific BMPs 
[Best Management Practices] that are included in MS4 permits as requirements, 
the ‘discretion’ exercised in selecting those BMPs is necessarily a part of the 
federal mandate.  It is not comparable to the discretion that the courts in Hayes or 
San Diego spoke of, where the state truly had a ‘free choice.’  The Los Angeles 
Water Board was mandated by federal law to select BMPs that would result in 
compliance with the federal MEP [Maximum Extent Practicable] standard. … 
Therefore, it is clear that the mere exercise of discretion in selecting BMPs does 
not create a reimbursable mandate.109   

The Commission disagrees.  Inasmuch as the federal regulation (40 CFR § 122.26 (c)) authorizes 
coverage under a statewide general permit for the inspections of industrial activities, and the 
federal regulation (40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(D)) does not expressly require those inspections 
to be performed by the county or cities (or the “owner or operator of the discharge”) the 
Commission finds that the state has freely chosen110 to impose these activities on the permittees.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that there is no federal mandate on the claimants to perform 
inspections of phase I facilities as specified in part 4C2b of the permit. 

As to whether the permit is a state mandate, part 4C2b contains the following mandatory 
language: 

                                                 
108 Permit, page 11, paragraph 22.  
109 State Water Board comments, submitted April 18, 2008, page 15.   
110 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593-1594. 
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b) Phase I Facilities111 

Permittees need not inspect facilities that have been inspected by the Regional 
Board within the past 24 months.  For the remaining Phase I facilities that the 
Regional Board has not inspected, each Permittee shall conduct compliance 
inspections as specified below. [Emphasis added.] 

Frequency of Inspection 

Facilities in Tier 1 Categories:112 Twice during the 5-year term of the Order, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, and that 
there is a minimum interval of one year in between the first compliance inspection 
and the second compliance inspection. 

Facilities in Tier 2 Categories:113 Twice during the 5-year term of the permit, 
provided that the first inspection occurs no later than August 1, 2004, Permittees 
need not perform additional inspections at those facilities determined to have no 
risk of exposure of industrial activity114 to stormwater.  For those facilities that do 

                                                 
111 On page 62 of the permit, U.S. EPA Phase I Facilities are defined as “facilities in specified 
industrial categories that are required to obtain an NPDES permit for storm water discharges, as 
required by 40 CFR 122.26(c).  These categories include: (i) facilities subject to storm water 
effluent limitation guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent 
standards (40 CFR N); (ii) manufacturing facilities; (iii) oil and gas/mining facilities; 
(iv) hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities; (v) landfills, land application sites, 
and open dumps; (vi) recycling facilities; (vii) steam electric power generating facilities; 
(viii) transportation facilities; (ix) sewage or wastewater treatment works; (x) light 
manufacturing facilities.   
112 Attachment B of the permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 1 categories as follows (with Phase 
I facilities listed in italics): “Municipal landfills …;  Hazardous Waste Treatment, Disposal and 
Recovery Facilities; Facilities Subject to SARA Title III …; Restaurants; Wholesale trade (scrap, 
auto dismantling)…; Automotive service facilities; Fabricated metal products …; Motor freight 
…; Chemical/allied products …; Automotive Dealers/Gas Stations …; Primary Metals.”   
113 Attachment B of the permit (pp. B-1 to B-2) lists the Tier 2 categories as follows (with Phase 
I facilities listed in italics): “Electric/Gas/Sanitary…; Air Transportation …; 
Rubbers/Miscellaneous Plastics …; Local/Suburban Transit …; Railroad Transportation …; Oil 
& Gas Extraction …; Lumber/Wood Products…; Machinery Manufacturing …; Transportation 
Equipment …; Stone, Clay, Glass, Concrete …; Leather/Leather Products…; Miscellaneous 
Manufacturing …; Food and kindred Products…; Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals …; Printing 
and Publishing …; Electric/Electronics …; Paper and Allied Products …; Furniture and 
Fixtures …; Laundries …; Instruments…; Textile Mills Products …; Apparel …”   
114 “Storm water discharge associated with industrial activity means the discharge from any 
conveyance that is used for collecting and conveying storm water and that is directly related to 
manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas at an industrial plant. … The following 
categories of facilities are considered to be engaging in "industrial activity" for purposes of 
paragraph (b)(14): [¶]…[¶] (x) Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation, 
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have exposure of industrial activities to stormwater, a Permittee may reduce that 
frequency of additional compliance inspections to once every 5 years, provided 
that the Permittee inspects at least 20% of the facilities in Tier 2 each year.   

Level of Inspection: Each Permittee shall confirm that each operator: 
 has a current Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number for facilities 

discharging stormwater associated with industrial activity, and that a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan is available on-site, and is effectively 
implementing BMPs in compliance with County and municipal ordinances, 
Regional Board Resolution 98-08, and the SQMP. 

Based on this mandatory language to perform the inspections of phase I facilities as specified, 
the Commission finds that part 4C2b of the permit is a state-mandate. 

Inspecting construction sites (part 4E):  Part 4E of the permit contains the following 
requirements: 

 Implement a program to control runoff from construction activity at all 
construction sites within each permittees jurisdiction, and ensure the specified 
minimum requirements are effectively implemented at all construction sites. 
(Permit, 4E1.) 

For construction sites one acre or greater, each permittee shall: 

 Require the preparation and submittal of a Local SWPPP [Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan], with specified contents, for approval prior to issuing a grading 
permit for construction projects. (Permit, 4E2a.)  

 Inspect all construction sites for stormwater quality requirements during routine 
inspections a minimum of once during the wet seasons. (Permit, 4E2b.)   

 Review the Local SWPPP for compliance with local codes, ordinances, and 
permits. (Permit, 4E2b.)    

 For inspected sites that have not adequately implemented their Local SWPPP, 
conduct a follow-up inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 
weeks.   

o If compliance has not been attained, take additional actions to achieve 
compliance (as specified in municipal codes).   

o If compliance has not been achieved, and the site is also covered under a 
statewide general construction stormwater permit, enforce the local ordinance 
requirements, and  

o If non-compliance continues the Regional Board shall be notified for further 
joint enforcement actions. (Permit, 4E2b.) 

                                                                                                                                                             

except operations that result in the disturbance of less than five acres of total land area. 
Construction activity also includes the disturbance of less than five acres of total land area that is 
a part of a larger common plan of development or sale if the larger common plan will ultimately 
disturb five acres or more.” [40 CFR §122.26 (b)(14), Emphasis added.] 
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• Require by March 10, 2003, before issuing a grading permit for all projects less 
than five acres requiring coverage under a statewide general construction 
stormwater permit, proof of a Waste Discharger Identification Number for filing a 
Notice of Intent for permit coverage and a certification that a SWPPP has been 
prepared by the project developer.  A Local SWPPP may substitute for the State 
SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at least as inclusive in controls and BMPs [Best 
Management Practices] as the State SWPPP (Permit, 4E2c.) 

• For sites five acres and greater: 

o Require, prior to issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage 
under the state general permit, proof of a Waste Discharger Identification 
(WDID) number for filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the 
GCASP [General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit] and a 
certification that a SWPPP has been prepared by the project developer.  A 
Local SWPPP may substitute for the State SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at 
least as inclusive in controls and BMPs as the State SWPPP. 

o Require proof of an Notice of Intent (NOI) and a copy of the SWPPP at any 
time a transfer of ownership takes place for the entire development or portions 
of the common plan of development where construction activities are still on-
going. 

o Use an effective system to track grading permits issued by each permittee. 
(Permit, 4E3.)   

 For projects subject to the GCASP [General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit], permittees shall refer non-filers (i.e., those projects which cannot 
demonstrate that they have a WDID number) to the Regional Board, within 15 
days of making a determination.  In making such referrals, permittees shall 
include, at a minimum, the following documentation: Project location; Developer; 
Estimated project size; and Records of communication with the developer 
regarding filing requirements. (Permit, 4E4b.) 

 Train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or activities are engaged in 
construction activities including construction inspection staff) regarding the 
requirements of the stormwater management program no later than 
August 1, 2002, and annually thereafter.  For permittees with a population of 
250,000 or more (2000 US Census), initial training shall be completed no later 
than February 3, 2003.  Each permittee shall maintain a list of trained employees. 
(Permit, 4E5.) 

The applicable federal regulation (40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(D)) on the issue of whether the 
inspection of construction sites is a federal mandate is as follows:  

(d) Application requirements for large115 and medium116 municipal separate storm 
sewer discharges. The operator117 of a discharge from a large or medium 

                                                 
115 “(4) Large municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm sewers 
that are either: (i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 250,000 or more as 
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municipal separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is 
designated by the Director under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a 
jurisdiction-wide or system-wide permit application. … Permit applications for 
discharges from large and medium municipal storm sewers or municipal storm 
sewers designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section shall include; [¶]…[¶] 

(2) Part 2 of the application shall consist of: [¶]…[¶] 

(iv) Proposed management program.  A proposed management program covers 
the duration of the permit. It shall include a comprehensive planning process 
which involves public participation and where necessary intergovernmental 
coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable using management practices, control techniques and system, design 
and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate.  The 
program shall also include a description of staff and equipment available to 
implement the program.  Separate proposed programs may be submitted by each 
coapplicant.  Proposed programs may impose controls on a systemwide basis, a 
watershed basis, a jurisdiction basis, or on individual outfalls.  Proposed programs 
will be considered by the Director when developing permit conditions to reduce 
pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable.  Proposed 
management programs shall describe priorities for implementing controls. Such 
programs shall be based on: [¶]…[¶] 

(D) A description of a program to implement and maintain structural and non-
structural best management practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff 

                                                                                                                                                             

determined by the 1990 Decennial Census by the Bureau of the Census (Appendix F of this part); 
or (ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix H, except municipal separate storm sewers that 
are located in the incorporated places, townships or towns within such counties; or (iii) Owned or 
operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph (b)(4)(i) or (ii) of this section 
and that are designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm 
sewer system due to the interrelationship between the discharges of the designated storm sewer 
and the discharges from municipal separate storm sewers described under paragraph (b)(4)(i) or 
(ii) of this section. …” (40 CFR § 122.26 (b)(4).)   
116 “(7) Medium municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm 
sewers that are either: (i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 100,000 or more 
but less than 250,000, as determined by the 1990 Decennial Census by the Bureau of the Census 
(Appendix G of this part); or (ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix I, except municipal 
separate storm sewers that are located in the incorporated places, townships or towns within such 
counties; or (iii) Owned or operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph 
(b)(7)(i) or (ii) of this section and that are designated by the Director as part of the large or 
medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship between the 
discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from municipal separate storm 
sewers described under paragraph (b)(7)(i) or (ii) of this section. …” (40 CFR § 122.26 (b)(7).) 
117 “Owner or operator means the owner or operator of any ‘facility or activity’ subject to 
regulation under the NPDES program.”  (40 CFR § 122.2.) 
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from construction sites to the municipal storm sewer system, which shall include: 
[¶]…[¶] 

(3) A description of procedures for identifying priorities for inspecting sites and 
enforcing control measures which consider the nature of the construction activity, 
topography, and the characteristics of soils and receiving water quality; and … 
[Emphasis added.] 

The language of the federal regulation indicates a duty to inspect construction sites and enforce 
control measures as specified in part 4E of the permit.  The Rancho Cucamonga case cited by the 
State Board also states that federal law requires NPDES permittees to inspect construction 
sites.118 

The issue, however, is whether the federal requirements to inspect construction sites and enforce 
control measures amounts to a federal mandate on the local agencies.  The Commission finds 
that it does not.  First, the federal regulations quoted above do not specify the frequency or other 
specifics of the inspection program as the permit does.  These are activities, as in the Long Beach 
Unified School Dist. case discussed above,119 that are specified actions going beyond the federal 
requirement for inspections “to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer 
system.”  (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2)(iv)(B)(1).)  As such, it is not a federal mandate for 
the local agency permittees to inspect construction sites. 

Moreover, it is the state that mandates the inspections of construction sites and related activities 
in that the state freely chooses to impose the inspection and enforcement requirements on the 
local agency permittees.120  The federal regulations do not require: (1) a municipality to have a 
separate permit for construction activity or enforcement; or (2) that the inspections and related 
activities in part 4E of the permit be conducted by the owner or operator of the discharge.  
Rather, these activities may be conducted by the state under a state-wide, state-enforced, general 
permit, as stated in the federal stormwater regulation (40 CFR § 122.26 (c)), which states in part: 

(c) Application requirements for stormwater discharges associated with industrial 
activity [includes construction activity of five or more acres] and stormwater 
discharges associated with small construction activity121 [construction activity 
from one to less than five acres]-- 

                                                 
118 City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Bd.-Santa Ana Region, supra, 
135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1390. 
119 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California, supra, 225 Cal.App.3d 155. 
120 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, supra, 11 Cal. App. 4th 1564, 1593-1594. 
121 According to 40 CFR § 122.26, (b)(15): “Storm water discharge associated with small 
construction activity means the discharge of storm water from: (i) Construction activities 
including clearing, grading, and excavating that result in land disturbance of equal to or greater 
than one acre and less than five acres. Small construction activity also includes the disturbance of 
less than one acre of total land area that is part of a larger common plan of development or sale if 
the larger common plan will ultimately disturb equal to or greater than one and less than five 
acres. Small construction activity does not include routine maintenance that is performed to 
maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility. The 
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(1) Individual application. Dischargers of stormwater associated with industrial 
activity and with small construction activity are required to apply for an 
individual permit or seek coverage under a promulgated stormwater general 
permit. [Emphasis added.] 

The state has issued a statewide general construction permit, as described on page 11 of the 
permit as quoted above, which is enforced through the regional boards.122  In fact, the State 
Board collects fees for the regional board for performing inspections under the GCASP (see Wat. 
Code, § 13260, subd. (d)(2)(B)(ii)). 

There is nothing in the federal statutes or regulations that would prevent the state (rather than 
local agencies) from performing the inspection of construction sites and related activities (in part 
4E of the permit) under the state-enforced general permit.  Nor does federal law require the 
owner or operator of the discharge to perform these activities in part 4E of the permit.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the requirement for local-agency permittees to inspect 
construction sites in section 4E of the permit is not a federal mandate. 

The Commission finds that, based on the permit’s mandatory language, the following activities 
in part 4E are state mandates on the permittees within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6: 

 Implement a program to control runoff from construction activity at all 
construction sites within each permittee’s jurisdiction, and ensure the specified 
minimum requirements are effectively implemented at all construction sites. 
(Permit, 4E1.) 

For construction sites one acre or greater: 

 Require the preparation of a Local SWPPP [Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan], with specified contents, for approval prior to issuing a grading permit for 
construction projects. (Permit, 4E2a.)  

 Inspect all construction sites for stormwater quality requirements during routine 
inspections a minimum of once during the wet seasons. (Permit, 4E2b.)   

 Review the Local SWPPP for compliance with local codes, ordinances, and 
permits. (Permit, 4E2b.)    

 For inspected sites that have not adequately implemented their Local SWPPP, 
conduct a follow-up inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 
weeks.   

o If compliance has not been attained, take additional actions to achieve 
compliance (as specified in municipal codes).   

                                                                                                                                                             

Director may waive the otherwise applicable requirements in a general permit for a storm water 
discharge from construction activities that disturb less than five acres where: …” 
122 For example, page 2 of the Fact Sheet for the General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit states: “This General Permit shall be implemented and enforced by the nine California 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).”   
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o If compliance has not been achieved, and the site is also covered under a 
statewide general construction stormwater permit, enforce the local ordinance 
requirements, and  

o If non-compliance continues, notify the Regional Board for further joint 
enforcement actions. (Permit, 4E2b.) 

 Require by March 10, 2003, before issuing a grading permit for all projects less 
than five acres requiring coverage under a statewide general construction 
stormwater permit, proof of a Waste Discharger Identification Number for filing a 
Notice of Intent for permit coverage and a certification that a SWPPP has been 
prepared by the project developer.  A Local SWPPP may substitute for the State 
SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at least as inclusive in controls and BMPs [Best 
Management Practices] as the State SWPPP.  (Permit, 4E2c.) 

 For sites five acres and greater: 

o Require, prior to issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage 
under the state general permit, proof of a Waste Discharger Identification 
(WDID) number for filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the 
GCASP [General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit] and a 
certification that a SWPPP has been prepared by the project developer.  A 
Local SWPPP may substitute for the State SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at 
least as inclusive in controls and BMPs as the State SWPPP. 

o Require proof of an Notice of Intent (NOI) and a copy of the SWPPP at any 
time a transfer of ownership takes place for the entire development or portions 
of the common plan of development where construction activities are still on-
going. 

o Use an effective system to track grading permits issued by each permittee. 
(Permit, 4E3.)   

 For projects subject to the GCASP [General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit], permittees shall refer non-filers (i.e., those projects which cannot 
demonstrate that they have a WDID number) to the Regional Board, within 
15 days of making a determination.  In making such referrals, permittees shall 
include, at a minimum, the following documentation: Project location; Developer; 
Estimated project size; and Records of communication with the developer 
regarding filing requirements. (Permit, 4E4b.) 

 Train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or activities are engaged in 
construction activities including construction inspection staff) regarding the 
requirements of the stormwater management program no later than August 
1, 2002, and annually thereafter.  For permittees with a population of 250,000 or 
more (2000 US Census), initial training shall be completed no later than 
February 3, 2003.  Each permittee shall maintain a list of trained employees. 
(Permit, 4E5.) 

One of the requirements in part 4E3c of the permit is to: “Use an effective system to track 
grading permits issued by each permittee.  To satisfy this requirement, the use of a database or 
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GIS system is encouraged, but not required.”  The Commission finds that, based on the plain 
language of this provision, using an effective system to track grading permits is a state mandate, 
although use of a database or GIS system is not. 

Overall, the Commission finds that the permit provisions (parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E & 4F5c3) are 
subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution. 

Issue 2:  Do the transit trash receptacle and inspection permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 
4C2b, 4E, and 4F5c3) impose a new program or higher level of service? 

The next issue is whether the permit provisions at issue, i.e., found above to be state-mandated, 
are a program, and whether they are a new program or higher level of service.   

First, courts have defined a “program” for purposes of article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that carries out the governmental function of providing public services, or a 
law that imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts to implement a state 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.123   

The State Water Board, in its April 2008 comments, argues that the NPDES program is not a 
program because “the NPDES permit program, and the stormwater requirements specifically, are 
not peculiar to local government.  Industrial and construction facilities must also obtain NPDES 
stormwater permits.”   

In comments submitted June 25, 2008, the cities call the State Board’s argument inapposite, and 
cite the Carmel Valley Fire Protection District case124 regarding whether the permit constitutes a 
“program.”  According to claimant, “[t]he test is not whether the general program applies to both 
governmental and non-governmental entities.  The test is whether the specific executive orders at 
issue apply to both government and non-governmental entities.” 

The Commission finds that the permit activities constitute a program within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6.  The permit activities are limited to local governmental entities.  The 
permit defines the “permittees” as the County of Los Angeles and 84 incorporated cities within 
the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (Permit, p. 1 & attachment A).  The permit lists 
no private entities as “permittees.”  Moreover, the permit provides a service to the public by 
preventing or abating pollution in waterways and beaches in Los Angeles County.  (Or as stated 
on page 13 of the permit: “The objective of this Order is to protect the beneficial uses of 
receiving waters in Los Angeles County.”)  Therefore, the Commission finds that the permit is a 
program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6. 

In its comments on the draft staff analysis submitted June 5, 2009, the State Board disagrees with 
this conclusion because NPDES permits may also apply to private entities.   

The State Board made this same argument in County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State 
Mandates, which the court addressed by stating: “[T]he applicability of permits to public and 
private dischargers does not inform us about whether a particular permit or an obligation 

123 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874, (reaffirming the test set out in 
County of Los Angeles v. State of California, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 
Cal.3d 830, 835.) 
124 Carmel Valley Fire Protection District v. State of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521, 537. 
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thereunder imposed on local governments constitutes a state mandate necessitating subvention 
under article XIII B, section 6.”125 

In other words, the issue is not whether NPDES permits generally constitute a “program” within 
the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.  The only issue before the Commission is whether the 
permit in this test claim (Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board Order No. 01-182, Permit 
CAS004001) constitutes a program because this permit is the only one over which the 
Commission has jurisdiction.  Because they apply exclusively to local agencies, the Commission 
finds that the activities (parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E & 4F5c3) in this permit (Los Angeles Regional 
Quality Control Board Order No. 01-182, Permit CAS004001) constitute a program within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6. 

The next step to determine whether the permit is a new program or higher level of service, the 
permit is compared to the legal requirements in effect immediately before its adoption.126   

The Commission finds that local agencies were not required by state or federal law to place and 
maintain trash receptacles at transit stops before the permit was adopted.  Whether or not most 
cities or counties do so, as argued by the State Water Board in its April 2008 comments, is not 
relevant to finding a state-mandated new program or higher level of service because even if they 
do, Government Code section 17565 states: “If a local agency … at its option, has been incurring 
costs which are subsequently mandated by the state, the state shall reimburse the local agency … 
for those costs incurred after the operative date of the mandate.”     

Because the transit trash receptacle requirement is newly mandated by the permit, and based on 
the plain language of part 4F5c3 of the permit, the Commission finds that it is a new program or 
higher level of service to place trash receptacles at transit stops and maintain them as specified in 
the permit. 

For the same reason, the Commission finds that the inspections and enforcement activities at 
industrial and commercial facilities, including restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail 
gasoline outlets, automotive dealerships, and phase I facilities (in parts 4C2a & 4C2b of the 
permit) as well as inspection and enforcement at construction sites (in part 4E of the permit) are 
a new program or higher level of service.  These were not required activities of the permittees 
prior to the permit’s adoption.   

In sum, the Commission finds that all the permit provisions at issue in this test claim impose a 
new program or higher level of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution.   

Issue 3: Do the transit trash receptacle and inspection permit provisions (Parts 4C2a, 
4C2b, 4E & 4F5c3) impose costs mandated by the state within the meaning of 
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556? 

                                                 
125 County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 898, 919. 
126 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
835. 
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The final issue is whether the permit provisions impose costs mandated by the state,127 and 
whether any statutory exceptions listed in Government Code section 17556 apply to the test 
claims.  Government Code section 17514 defines “cost mandated by the state” as follows: 

[A]ny increased costs which a local agency or school district is required to incur
after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975, or
any executive order implementing any statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975,
which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing program
within the meaning of Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution.

Government Code section 17564 requires reimbursement claims to exceed $1000 to be eligible 
for reimbursement. 

In test claims 03-TC-20 and 03-TC-21, the cities’ claimant representative declares (p. 24) that 
the cities will incur costs estimated to exceed $1000 to implement the permit conditions.   

In test claim 03-TC-04, the County of Los Angeles states (p. 18) that the costs in providing the 
services claimed “far exceed the minimum reimbursement amount of $1000 per annum.”  In the 
attached declaration for Transit Trash Receptacles, the County declares (pp. 22-23) the following 
itemization of costs from December 13, 2001 to October 31, 2002:  

(1) Identify all transit stops in the jurisdiction: $19,989.17;

(2) Select proper trash receptacle design, evaluate proper placement, specification and
drawing preparation: $38,461.87;

(3) Preliminary engineering works (construction contract preparation, specification
reviewing process, bid advertising and awarding): $19,662.02;

(4) Construct and install trash receptacle units: $230,755.58, construction management
$34,628.31;

(5) Trash collection and receptacle maintenance in FY 2002-03, $3,513.94, maintenance
contractor costs for maintaining and collecting trash in FY 2002-03, $93,982.50;

(6) Projected costs for on-going maintenance in FY 2003-04, $375,570.00.

Similarly, attached to claim 03-TC-19 (pp. 20-21) are declarations that itemize the County of 
Los Angeles’ costs for Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Facilities program, from 
December 13, 2001 to September 15, 2003, as follows:  

(1) inspect 1744 restaurants: $234,931.83;

(2) inspect 1110 automotive service facilities: $149,526.36;

(3) inspect 249 retail gasoline outlets and automotive dealerships: $33,542.45;

(4) Identify and inspect all Phase I (387 Tier 1 and 543 Tier 2) facilities within the
jurisdiction: $125,155.31;

(5) Total $543,155.95.

127 Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 835; Government Code section 17514. 
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These declarations illustrate that the costs associated with the permit activities exceed $1,000.  
The Commission, however, cannot find “costs mandated by the state” within the meaning of 
Government Code section 17514 if any exceptions in Government Code section 17556 apply, 
which is discussed below.   

A.  Did the claimants request the activities in the permit within the meaning of Government 
Code section 17556, subdivision (a)? 

The first issue is whether the claimants requested the activities in the permit.  The Department of 
Finance and the State Water Board both asserted that they did.  As discussed above, the 
claimants were required to submit a Report of Waste Discharge and Stormwater Quality 
Management Plan before the permit was issued.   

Government Code section 17556, subdivision (a), provides that the Commission shall not find 
costs mandated by the state if: 

(a) The claim is submitted by a local agency … that requested legislative 
authority for that local agency … to implement the program specified in the 
statute, and that statute imposes costs upon that local agency or school district 
requesting the legislative authority.  A resolution from the governing body or a 
letter from a delegated representative of the governing body of a local agency … 
that requests authorization for that local agency … to implement a given program 
shall constitute a request within the meaning of this subdivision. 

Based on the language of the statute, section 17556, subdivision (a), does not apply because the 
permit is not a statute, the claimants did not request “legislative authority” to implement the 
permit, and the record lacks any resolutions adopted by the claimants.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the claimants did not request the activities in the permit within the 
meaning of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (a).   

B.  Do the claimants have fee authority for the permit activities within the meaning of 
Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d)? 

Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), states:  

The commission shall not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in Section 
17514, in any claim submitted by a local agency … if, after a hearing, the 
commission finds any one of the following: [¶]…[¶] (d) The local agency … has 
the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the 
mandated program or increased level of service. 

The constitutionality of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), was upheld by the 
California Supreme Court in County of Fresno v. State of California,128 in which the court held 
that the term “costs” in article XIII B, section 6, excludes expenses recoverable from sources 
other than taxes.  The court stated: 

Section 6 was included in article XIII B in recognition that article XIII A of the 
Constitution severely restricted the taxing powers of local governments. (See 
County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at p. 61.) The provision was intended to 

                                                 
128 County of Fresno v. State of California , supra, 53 Cal.3d 482. 
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preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out 
governmental functions onto local entities that were ill equipped to handle the 
task. (Ibid.; see Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 
836, fn. 6 [244 Cal.Rptr. 677, 750 P.2d 318].)  Specifically, it was designed to 
protect the tax revenues of local governments from state mandates that would 
require expenditure of such revenues.  Thus, although its language broadly 
declares that the “state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse ... local 
government for the costs [of a state-mandated new] program or higher level of 
service,” read in its textual and historical context section 6 of article XIII B 
requires subvention only when the costs in question can be recovered solely from 
tax revenues. 

In view of the foregoing analysis, the question of the facial constitutionality of 
section 17556(d) under article XIII B, section 6, can be readily resolved.  As 
noted, the statute provides that “The commission shall not find costs mandated by 
the state ... if, after a hearing, the commission finds that” the local government 
“has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay 
for the mandated program or increased level of service.” Considered within its 
context, the section effectively construes the term “costs” in the constitutional 
provision as excluding expenses that are recoverable from sources other than 
taxes.  Such a construction is altogether sound.  As the discussion makes clear, the 
Constitution requires reimbursement only for those expenses that are recoverable 
solely from taxes. It follows that section 17556(d) is facially constitutional under 
article XIII B, section 6.129 

In Connell v. Superior Court,130 the dispute was whether local agencies had sufficient fee 
authority for a mandate involving increased purity of reclaimed wastewater used for certain types 
of irrigation.  The court cited statutory fee authority for the reclaimed wastewater, and noted that 
the water districts did not dispute their fee authority.  Rather, the water districts argued that they 
lacked “sufficient” fee authority in that it was not economically feasible to levy fees sufficient to 
pay the mandated costs.  In finding the fee authority issue is a question of law, the court stated 
that Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), is clear and unambiguous, in that its plain 
language precludes reimbursement where the local agency has the authority, i.e., the right or the 
power, to levy fees sufficient to cover the costs of the state-mandated program.”  The court 
rejected the districts’ argument that “authority” as used in the statute should be construed as a 
“practical ability in light of surrounding economic circumstances” because that construction 
cannot be reconciled with the plain language of section 17556, and would create a vague 
standard not capable of reasonable adjudication.  The court also said that nothing in the fee 
authority statute (Wat. Code, § 35470) limited the authority of the Districts to levy fees 
“sufficient” to cover their costs.  Thus, the court concluded that the plain language of section 

                                                 
129 County of Fresno v. State of California, supra, 53 Cal.3d 482, 487. 
130 Connell v. Superior Court (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382. 
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17556 made the fee authority issue solely a question of law, and that the water districts could not 
be reimbursed due to that fee authority.131 

In its April 18, 2008 comments (p. 19), the State Board asserted that the claimants have fee 
authority to pay for the trash receptacle and inspection programs in the permit.  Likewise, the 
Department of Finance, in its March 2008 comments, states that “some local agencies have set 
fees to be used toward funding the claimed permit activities” that should be considered offsetting 
revenues. 

Los Angeles County, in its comments submitted in June 2008, states (p. 2) that it is “without 
sufficient fee authority to recover its costs.”  The County points out that the state or regional 
board has fee authority in Water Code section 13260, subdivision (d)(2)(B)(iii) for inspections of 
industrial and commercial facilities, but those fees are not shared with the County or the cities.132  
The County also states that the inspections are to determine compliance with the general 
industrial permit that is enforced by the regional boards.133   

In their comments received June 25, 2008, the city claimants assert that they do not have fee 
authority.  The cities first note that, for facilities that hold state-issued general industrial or 
general construction stormwater permits, the state already imposes an annual fee and therefore 
has occupied the field (Wat. Code, § 13260, subd. (d)(2)(B)(iii)).  The cities also relate the 
difficulty of imposing a fee for inspecting restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail 
gasoline outlets and automotive dealerships because, although the cities could enact a general 
businesses license on all businesses, “the cities could not charge other businesses for the cost of 
inspecting this subgroup without again running the risk of charging fees on the other businesses 
for services not related to regulation of them.”  The cities also dispute the State Water Board’s 
assertion that transit users could be charged a fee for the transit trash receptacles because the 
County and cities do not operate the transit system. 

                                                 
131 Connell v. Superior Court, supra, 59 Cal.App.4th 382, 398-402. 
132 Water Code section 13260, subdivision (d)(2)(B)(i) - (iii) states:  

(i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the fees collected pursuant to this section 
from stormwater dischargers that are subject to a general industrial or 
construction stormwater permit under the national pollutant discharge elimination 
system (NPDES) shall be separately accounted for in the Waste Discharge Permit 
Fund.  (ii) Not less than 50 percent of the money in the Waste Discharge Permit 
Fund that is separately accounted for pursuant to clause (i) is available, upon 
appropriation by the Legislature, for expenditure by the regional board with 
jurisdiction over the permitted industry or construction site that generated the fee 
to carry out stormwater programs in the region.  (iii) Each regional board that 
receives money pursuant to clause (ii) shall spend not less than 50 percent of that 
money solely on stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues 
associated with industrial and construction stormwater programs.   

133 Page 3 of the General Industrial Permit states in part: “Following adoption of this General 
Permit, the Regional Water Boards shall enforce its provisions.”     
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In comments on the draft staff analysis submitted in June 2009, the League of California Cities 
and California State Association of Counties (CSAC) question whether the decisions in Connell 
(1997), and County of Fresno (1991), can any longer be cited as good authority for the 
constitutionality of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), given the voter-approval 
requirement of Proposition 218 (discussed below) added to the state Constitution in 1996.  
Proposition 218 requires, among other things, that new or increased property-related fees be 
approved by a majority of the affected property owners, or two-thirds registered voter approval, 
or weighted ballot approval by the affected property owners, except for property-related fees for 
sewer, water, or refuse collection services (Cal. Const., art. XIII D, § 6, subd. (c)).   

The League and CSAC also urge the Commission, to the extent there may be legal doubt 
whether a local agency has the authority to impose a fee, to not find that the fee authority 
exception to reimbursement in Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), applies. 

The Commission disagrees with the League and CSAC.  The Commission cannot ignore the 
precedents of Connell or County of Fresno, or find that they conflict with article XIII D of the 
California Constitution (Proposition 218), until the issue is decided by a court of law.  With 
regards to Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), article III, section 3.5 of the 
California Constitution forbids the Commission or any state agency from declaring a statute 
unenforceable or refusing to enforce it on the basis of its unconstitutionality unless an appellate 
court declares that it is unconstitutional.  Since no appellate court has so declared, the 
Commission is bound to uphold and analyze the application of Government Code section 17556, 
subdivision (d), to this test claim. 

The issue of local fee authority for the municipal stormwater permit activities, however, is one of 
first impression for the Commission.  Although there are no authorities directly on point, some 
legal principles emerge that guide the analysis, as discussed below. 

1.   Local fee authority to inspect commercial and industrial and construction sites (parts 
4C2a, 4C2b & 4E) 

Fee authority to inspect under the police power:  The law on local government fee authority 
begins with article XI, section 7, of the California Constitution, which states: “A county or city 
may make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and 
regulations not in conflict with general laws.”   

The Third District Court of Appeal has stated that article XI, section 7, includes the authority to 
impose fees.  In Mills v. Trinity County,134 a taxpayer challenged a county ordinance that 
imposed new and increased fees for county services in processing subdivision, zoning, and other 
land-use applications that had been adopted without the two-thirds affirmative vote of the county 
electors.  In upholding the fees, the court stated: 

[S]o long as the local enactments are not in conflict with general laws, the power 
to impose valid regulatory fees does not depend on legislatively authorized taxing 
power but exists pursuant to the direct grant of police power under article XI, 
section 7, of the California Constitution.135   

                                                 
134 Mills v. County of Trinity (1980) 108 Cal.App.3d 656.   
135 Mills v. County of Trinity, supra, 108 Cal.App.3d 656, 662.   
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In addition to the Mills case, courts have held that water pollution prevention is a valid exercise 
of government police power.136  And municipal inspections in furtherance of sanitary regulations 
have been upheld as “an exercise of that branch of the police power which pertains to the public 
health.”137   

In Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization, 138 the California Supreme Court upheld a fee 
imposed on manufacturers of paint that funded a child lead-poisoning program, ruling it was a 
regulatory fee and not a special tax requiring a two-thirds vote under article XIII A, section 4, of 
the California Constitution (Proposition 13).  The court recognized that determining under 
Proposition 13 whether impositions were fees or taxes is a question of law.  In holding that the 
fee on paint manufacturers was “regulatory” and not a special tax, the court stated: 

From the viewpoint of general police power authority, we see no reason why 
statutes or ordinances calling on polluters or producers of contaminating products 
to help in mitigation or cleanup efforts should be deemed less “regulatory” in 
nature than the initial permit or licensing programs that allowed them to operate.  

Viewed as a mitigating effects measure, [the fee] is comparable in character to 
several police power measures imposing fees to defray the actual or anticipated 
adverse effects of various business operations.139  [Emphasis added.] 

The Sinclair Paint court also recognized that regulatory fees help to prevent pollution when it 
stated: “imposition of 'mitigating effects' fees in a substantial amount ... also 'regulates' future 
conduct by deterring further manufacture, distribution, or sale of dangerous products, and by 
stimulating research and development efforts to produce safer or alternative products.”140   
Although the court’s holding in Sinclair Paint applied to a state-wide fee, the language it used 
(putting “ordinances” in the same category as “statutes”) recognizes that local agencies also have 
the police power to impose regulatory fees.  Moreover, the court relied on local government 
police power cases in its analysis.141   

                                                 
136 Freeman v. Contra Costa County Water Dist. (1971) 18 Cal.App.3d 404, 408.   
137 Sullivan v. City of Los Angeles Dept. of Bldg. & Safety (1953) 116 Cal.App.2d 807, 811.   
138 Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization (1997) 15 Cal.4th 866.   
139 Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization, supra, 15 Cal.4th 866, 877.   
140 Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization, supra, 15 Cal.4th 866, 877.   
141 Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization, supra, 15 Cal.4th 866, 873.  The Court stated: 
“Because of the close, ‘interlocking’ relationship between the various sections of article XIII A 
(Citation omitted) we believe these “special tax” cases [under article XIII A, § 3, state taxes] 
may be helpful, though not conclusive, in deciding the case before us. The reasons why 
particular fees are, or are not, “special taxes” under article XIII A, section 4, [local government 
taxes] may apply equally to section 3 cases.”   
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A regulatory fee is an imposition that funds a regulatory program142 and is “enacted for purposes 
broader than the privilege to use a service or to obtain a permit.  …the regulatory program is for 
the protection of the health and safety of the public.”143  Courts will uphold regulatory fees if 
they comply with the following principles: 

Fees charged for the associated costs of regulatory activities are not special taxes 
under an article XIII A section 4 analysis if the “fees do not exceed the reasonable 
cost of providing services necessary to the activity for which the fee is charged 
and [they] are not levied for unrelated revenue purposes.” [Citations omitted]  “A 
regulatory fee may be imposed under the police power when the fee constitutes an 
amount necessary to carry out the purposes and provisions of the regulation.” 
[Citations omitted]  “Such costs ... include all those incident to the issuance of the 
license or permit, investigation, inspection, administration, maintenance of a 
system of supervision and enforcement.” [Citations omitted]  Regulatory fees are 
valid despite the absence of any perceived “benefit” accruing to the fee payers. 
[Citations omitted]  Legislators “need only apply sound judgment and consider 
‘probabilities according to the best honest viewpoint of informed officials' in 
determining the amount of the regulatory fee.”144 [Emphasis added.] 

Local fees for inspections of commercial and industrial facilities, and construction sites, would 
be preventative and could be imposed to comply with the criteria the courts have used to uphold 
regulatory fees, articulated above.  And the regulatory fees fall within the local police power to 
prevent, clean up, or mitigate pollution.  

Therefore, pursuant to article XI, section 7, the Commission finds that the claimants have fee 
authority within the meaning of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), sufficient to 
carry out the mandated activities in parts 4C2a, 4C2b and 4E of the permit. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that there are no “costs mandated by the state” within the meaning of 
Government Code section 17514 and 17556 to perform the activities in those parts of the permit 
(commercial, phase I, and construction site inspections and related activities).   

In fact, in June 2005, claimant Covina adopted stormwater inspection fees on restaurants, retail 
gasoline outlets, automotive service facilities, etc., as part of its business license fee, expressly 
for the purpose of complying with the permit at issue in this test claim.145   

Statutory fee authority to operate and maintain storm drains:  Health and Safety Code 
section 5471 expressly authorizes cities and counties to charge fees for storm drainage 
maintenance and operation services:   

                                                 
142 California Assn. of Prof. Scientists v. Dept. of Fish and Game (2000) 79 Cal.App.4th 935, 
950.   
143 Ibid. 
144 California Assn. of Prof. Scientists v. Dept. of Fish and Game, supra, 79 Cal.App.4th 935, 
945. 
145 City of Covina, Resolution No. 05-6455.  
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[A]any entity146 shall have power, by an ordinance approved by a two-thirds vote 
of the members of the legislative body thereof, to prescribe, revise and collect, 
fees, tolls, rates, rentals, or other charges for services and facilities furnished by it, 
either within or without its territorial limits, in connection with its water, 
sanitation, storm drainage, or sewerage system.  … Revenues derived under the 
provisions in this section, shall be used only for the acquisition, construction, 
reconstruction, maintenance, and operation of water systems and sanitation, storm 
drainage, or sewerage facilities …. 

The statute makes no mention of “inspecting” commercial or industrial facilities or construction 
sites.  Rather, the fee revenues are used for “maintenance and operation” of storm drainage 
facilities.  Thus, for the types of businesses regulated by the permit (restaurants, automotive 
service facilities, retail gasoline outlets, automotive dealerships, phase I facilities, as defined, and 
construction sites) the Commission cannot find that pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 
5471, the claimants have fee authority “sufficient” to pay for the mandated inspection program 
within the meaning of Government Code section 17556.  The statute’s “operation and 
maintenance” of storm drainage facilities does not encompass the state-mandated inspections of 
the facilities or construction sites specified in the permit.   

2.   Local fee authority under the police power and the Public Resources Code to place and 
maintain trash receptacles at transit stops (Permit, 4F5c3) 

As discussed above, part 4F5c3 of the permit requires the County and cities to place and 
maintain trash receptacles at transit stops in their jurisdictions.  Public Resources Code section 
40059, subdivision (a), suggests that the County and cities have fee authority to perform this 
activity as follows:  

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, each county, city, district, or 
other local governmental agency may determine all of the following: (1) Aspects 
of solid waste handling which are of local concern, including, but not limited to, 
frequency of collection, means of collection and transportation, level of services, 
charges and fees, and nature, location, and extent of providing solid waste 
handling services. 

The statute gives local governments the authority over the “nature, location and extent of 
providing solid waste handling services” and is broad enough to encompass “placing and 
maintaining” receptacles at transit stops.  The statute also provides local governments with broad 
authority over the “level of services, charges and fees.”   

The draft staff analysis determined that the claimants had fee authority under Public Resources 
Code section 40059 and the police power (Cal. Const. art. XI, § 7) to install and maintain trash 
receptacles at transit stops and recommended that the Commission deny the test claim with 
respect to part 4F5c3 of the permit. 

                                                 
146 Entity is defined to include “counties, cities and counties, cities, sanitary districts, county 
sanitation districts, sewer maintenance districts, and other public corporations and districts 
authorized to acquire, construct, maintain and operate sanitary sewers and sewerage systems.”  
Health and Safety Code section 5470, subdivision (e). 
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The city claimants, in June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, argue that section 40059, 
subdivision (a), does not apply here because it was adopted as a “savings provision” in 
legislation establishing the Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) in order to ensure that 
local trash collection agreements would not be affected by the IWMB legislation.  The cities also 
cite Waste Resources Technologies v. Department of Public Health (1994) 23 Cal.app.4th 299, 
which held that the statute reflected the Legislature’s intent to allow for local regulation of waste 
collection.  According to the cities, the statute “was not intended as an imprimatur for local 
agencies to assess fees on their residents or on businesses to pay for the costs of trash generated 
by transit users when that requirement was established not as a matter of local choice but rather 
state mandate.” (Comments, p. 7.) 

The cities also argue that a valid fee must have a causal connection or nexus between the person 
or entity paying the fee, and the benefit or burden being addressed.  Claimants assert that there is 
no group on which the claimants can assess a fee that has a relationship with the trash receptacles 
because the burden is created by the transit riders but benefits the public at large.  City claimants 
also argue that they cannot assess fees on transit agencies or increase transit fares to recoup the 
cost of installing and maintaining trash receptacles because they have no authority to do so.  As 
an example, the claimants cite the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s (the largest public transit 
operator in Los Angeles County) authority to set fares (Pub. Util. Code, § 30638) that rests 
exclusively with the MTA’s board.   

As to the police power, City claimants argue that they cannot use it to assess fees on property 
owners or businesses for the cost of transit trash receptacles because doing so would collect more 
than the actual cost of the collection and thereby create a special tax that would require a two-
thirds vote (Cal. Const. art. XIII A, § 4).  And according to the claimants, they do not have 
statutory fee authority to assess property owners for the cost of installing and maintaining trash 
receptacles.  Finally, claimants assert that a fee on property owners for transit stop trash 
receptacles, even if it were not a special tax, would require a vote under Proposition 218 (Cal. 
Const., art. XIII D). 

The County of Los Angeles, in its June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, argues that 
local agencies do not have fee authority over bus operators, and for support cites Biber Electric 
Co. v. City of San Carlos (1960) 181 Cal.App.2d 342, which held that a local fee would conflict 
with a general state Vehicle Code provision.  The County also asserts that no fee could be 
imposed on bus riders because the pollution prevention would benefit all county residents, not 
only those riding buses, and that such a fee would require a vote under Proposition 218 because 
the fee’s purpose would be excluding trash from storm drains rather than routine collection.   

The League of California Cities and CSAC, in their June 2009 comments on the draft staff 
analysis, criticize the conclusion that fee authority exists for transit trash receptacles because the 
analysis does not discuss upon whom the fee would be imposed.  They also dispute the 
application of the Connell case because the issue is not whether the fee is economically feasible, 
but whether it is legally feasible.  The League and CSAC point out that local agencies have no 
authority to impose the fee on transit agencies or their ridership, and that Proposition 218 
imposes procedural and substantive requirements on adjacent business owners and residences, so 
that the local agency could not impose the fee or assessment on them without their consent.  
Thus, the League and CSAC argue that the local agencies do not have fee authority pursuant to 
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Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d): “sufficient to pay for the mandated program or 
increased level of service.” 

After considering these arguments, the Commission agrees that Government Code section 
17556, subdivision (d), does not apply to the placement and maintenance of transit trash 
receptacles as specified in the permit because the claimants do not have the authority to impose 
fees. 

Michael Lauffer was asked at the Commission hearing on July 31, 2009, why the transit trash 
requirement in the permit was not imposed on transit agencies.  Mr. Lauffer testified that transit 
agencies were not named historically on the permits, and that the Board, at the time it established 
the requirements, thought it was appropriate to place them on municipalities.  He also testified 
that nothing would prevent the municipalities under the permit from working with Metropolitan 
Transit Authority (MTA) to cooperatively implement the transit trash requirement, or to have the 
MTA carry out the primary obligation for meeting it.  He added that the transit stops were public 
facilities, the language used in the federal regulations, which is why the permit included the 
requirement to place the trash receptacles there.147 

Because the trash receptacles are required to be placed at transit stops that would typically be on 
city property (sidewalks)148 or transit district property (for bus or metro or subway stations), 
there are no entities on which the claimants would have authority to impose the fees.  The plain 
language of Public Resources Code section 40059 provides no fee authority over transit districts 
or transit riders, and the Metropolitan Transit Authority’s fee statutes grant fee authority 
exclusively to its board (Pub. Util. Code, §§ 30638 & 130051.12).   

Additionally, the claimants do not have fee authority under the police power because they do not 
provide the “services necessary to the activity for which the fee is charged.”149 

Thus, the Commission finds that part 4F5c3 of the permit imposes costs mandated by the state 
within the meaning of Government Code section 17514 and 17556. 

The remainder of this analysis addresses the arguments raised by the claimants that their local 
fee authority for inspections would be preempted by a statute granting the state fee authority, and 
that a local fee would be a special tax.  The application of Proposition 218 on the fee authority 
for inspection is also discussed. 

147 Commission on State Mandates, Public Hearing, Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings, 
July 31, 2009, pages 52-53. 
148 “The general rule views the sidewalk as part of the street; it … holds the city liable for 
pedestrian injuries caused by the dangerous condition of the sidewalk.”  Low v. City of 
Sacramento (1970) 7 Cal.App.3d 826, 832.  
149 California Assn. of Prof. Scientists v. Dept of Fish and Game, supra, 79 Cal.App.4th, 935, 
945.   
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3.   Local fee authority to inspect industrial or construction sites (parts 4C2a, 4C2b & 4E) 
performed under the statewide general permits would not be preempted by state fee 
authority in Water Code section 13260, subdivision (b)(2)(B) 

In their comments submitted in June 2008 (p. 14), the city claimants argue that the permittees 
cannot impose fees for inspections of industrial or commercial or construction sites as follows: 

[W]ith respect to facilities that hold state-issued general industrial or general 
construction stormwater permits, the state had occupied the field.  …[T]he state 
already imposes an annual fee on general industrial and general construction 
stormwater permittees.  That fee is explicitly designated, in part, to cover 
inspections of these facilities and regulatory compliance.  Water Code 
§ 13260(d)(2)(B).   

This state fee thus preempts any fee that the Cities or County could charge for 
inspection of these facilities.   

The cities also assert that in 2001, the regional board initiated negotiation of a contract with the 
County whereby the regional board would pay the County to perform inspections of facilities 
that held general industrial stormwater permits (the ‘Phase I facilities’) on the regional board’s 
behalf.  Immediately after the permit was issued, the regional board terminated those 
negotiations.   

In comments submitted in June 2009 on the draft staff analysis, city claimants clarify that their 
comments “are not directed towards the claimants’ ability to assess fees for inspections of the 
other commercial establishments, i.e., restaurants and automotive service facilities, retail 
gasoline outlets and automobile dealerships, or Phase I facilities or construction sites that are not 
required to hold a state-issued general industrial or general construction stormwater permit.”   

According to the city claimants, fees for inspecting the phase I industrial facilities and 
construction sites under the statewide permits (the GIASP and GCASP) would be preempted by 
state fee authority in Water Code section 13260, under which the State Board collects fees for 
inspecting those sites.  The city claimants state the fact that the specific destination of the funds 
from the fees in Water Code section 13260, subdivision (d)(2)(iii) is spelled out is evidence of 
intent that the Legislature fully occupied the field for inspections of GIASP and GCASP permit 
holders.   
Because the fee authority to inspect commercial facilities (identified in the permit as restaurants, 
automotive service facilities, retail gasoline outlets and automotive dealerships) is not contested 
by the city claimants, the discussion below is limited to industrial and construction site 
inspections performed under the statewide permits concurrently with the permit at issue in this 
claim. 

The California Supreme Court has outlined the following rules as to when a statute preempts a 
local ordinance by fully occupying the field: 

A local ordinance enters a field fully occupied by state law in either of two 
situations-when the Legislature “expressly manifest[s]” its intent to occupy the 
legal area or when the Legislature “impliedly” occupies the field. ( Sherwin-
Williams, supra, 4 Cal.4th at p. 898, 16 Cal.Rptr.2d 215, 844 P.2d 534; see also 8 
Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (10th ed. 2005) Constitutional Law, § 986, p. 
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551[“[W]here the Legislature has manifested an intention, expressly or by 
implication, wholly to occupy the field ... municipal power [to regulate in that 
area] is lost.”].) 

When the Legislature has not expressly stated its intent to occupy an area of law, 
we look to whether it has impliedly done so. This occurs in three situations: when 
“ ‘(1) the subject matter has been so fully and completely covered by general law 
as to clearly indicate that it has become exclusively a matter of state concern; 
(2) the subject matter has been partially covered by general law couched in such 
terms as to indicate clearly that a paramount state concern will not tolerate further 
or additional local action; or (3) the subject matter has been partially covered by 
general law, and the subject is of such a nature that the adverse effect of a local 
ordinance on the transient citizens of the state outweighs the possible benefit to 
the’ locality.” (Sherwin-Williams, supra, 4 Cal.4th at p. 898, 16 Cal.Rptr.2d 215, 
844 P.2d 534.)150 

The state statute at issue, the stormwater fee statute, in subdivision (d) of section 13260 of the 
Water Code, reads in pertinent part: 

(d)(1)(A) Each person who is subject to subdivision (a) [who discharges waste 
that affects the quality of waters of the state] or (c) shall submit an annual fee 
according to a fee schedule established by the state board.   
(B) The total amount of annual fees collected pursuant to this section shall equal 
that amount necessary to recover costs incurred in connection with the issuance, 
administration, reviewing, monitoring, and enforcement of waste discharge 
requirements and waivers of waste discharge requirements.   
(C) Recoverable costs include, but are not limited to, costs incurred in reviewing 
waste discharge reports, prescribing terms of waste discharge requirements and 
monitoring requirements, enforcing and evaluating compliance with waste 
discharge requirements and waiver requirements, conducting surface water and 
groundwater monitoring and modeling, analyzing laboratory samples, and 
reviewing documents prepared for the purpose of regulating the discharge of 
waste, and administrative costs incurred in connection with carrying out those 
actions.  [¶]…[¶]   
(2) Subject to subparagraph (B), any fees collected pursuant to this section shall 
be deposited in the Waste Discharge Permit Fund which is hereby created.  The 
money in the fund is available for expenditure by the state board, upon 
appropriation by the Legislature, for the purposes of carrying out this division.  
(B) (i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the fees collected pursuant to this 
section from stormwater dischargers that are subject to a general industrial or 
construction stormwater permit under the national pollutant discharge elimination 
system (NPDES) shall be separately accounted for in the Waste Discharge Permit 
Fund.  

                                                 
150 O'Connell v. City of Stockton (2007) 41 Cal.4th 1061, 1068.  Emphasis in original.   
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(ii) Not less than 50 percent of the money in the Waste Discharge Permit Fund
that is separately accounted for pursuant to clause (i) is available, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, for expenditure by the regional board with
jurisdiction over the permitted industry or construction site that generated the fee
to carry out stormwater programs in that region.  (iii) Each regional board that
receives money pursuant to clause (ii) shall spend not less than 50 percent of that
money solely on stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues
associated with industrial and construction stormwater programs.  (Wat. Code,
§ 13260, subds. (d)(1) & (d)(2).) [Emphasis added.]

The State Water Board has adopted regulations to implement the stormwater fee that include fee 
schedules based on the threat to water quality and a complexity rating.151  At the hearing on 
July 31, 2009, Michael Lauffer of the State Water Board testified that the fee is established 
annually by the State Board, based on the legislative appropriation for the boards to carry out 
their responsibilities.  Mr. Lauffer testified that the annual fee for industrial facilities under this 
Water Code statute is $833, and the fee for construction facilities is variable, starting at $238, 
plus $24 per acre, with a cap of $2,600. 152 

The issue is whether Water Code section 13260, subdivision (d)(1) and (d)(2), preempts local fee 
authority.  In resolving this, we look for express or implied preemption or intent to occupy the 
field.153 

First, there is no express intent on the face of the Water Code statute to preempt any local fee 
ordinance because the statute is silent on local fees.  As to implied intent to occupy the field of 
law, the Supreme Court has stated that it may be found if: 

(1) the subject matter has been so fully and completely covered by general law as
to clearly indicate that it has become exclusively a matter of state concern; (2) the
subject matter has been partially covered by general law couched in such terms as
to indicate clearly that a paramount state concern will not tolerate further or
additional local action; or (3) the subject matter has been partially covered by
general law, and the subject is of such a nature that the adverse effect of a local
ordinance on the transient citizens of the state outweighs the possible benefit to
the locality.154

The city claimants, in their comments on the draft staff analysis submitted in June 2009, argue as 
follows with regard to Water Code section 13260: 

Here, the Legislature adopted a statute that specifically established a mechanism 
for fees to be assessed on GIASP and GCASP holders, for those funds to be 

151 Fees for NPDES permits for municipal separate stormwater sewer systems are in subdivision 
(b) of section 2200 of title 23 of the California Code of Regulations.
152 Commission on State Mandates, Public Hearing, Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings, 
July 31, 2009, page 111. 
153 O'Connell v. City of Stockton, supra, 41 Cal.4th 1061, 1068. 
154 O'Connell v. City of Stockton, supra, 41 Cal.4th 1061, 1068. 
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segregated and sent to the regional boards, and for a specified amount of those 
funds (“not less than 50 percent of the money”) to be used by the regional boards 
“solely” on stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues associated 
with industrial and construction stormwater programs.  Water Code section 
13260(d)(2)(iii).  Such a specific determination as to the destination of the funds 
for the purposes of inspection and compliance evidences the intent of the 
Legislature that the issue of funding for GIASP and GCASP inspections be “fully 
occupied.” 

The Commission disagrees.  Specific determination of funds is not a factor the courts use to 
determine whether a state statute fully occupies the field.  Applying the Supreme Court’s factors 
from the O’Connell v. City of Stockton case, the subject matter of stormwater fees has not been 
“so fully and completely covered by general law as to clearly indicate that it has become 
exclusively a matter of state concern.”155  The Water Code’s single fee statute for state permit 
holders does not rise to that level.  Second, the Commission cannot find that “the subject matter 
has been partially covered by general law couched in such terms as to indicate clearly that a 
paramount state concern will not tolerate further or additional local action.”156  No clear 
indication of a paramount state concern can be found on the face of the Water Code fee statute.  
And the third instance does not apply because the subject is not “of such a nature that the adverse 
effect of a local ordinance on the transient citizens of the state outweighs the possible benefit to 
the locality.” 

The legislative history of the Water Code provision does not indicate any intent to occupy the 
field.  The legislative history of the amendment to require 50 percent of the fees to be used for 
stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues indicated as follows: 

…California's 1994 Water Quality Inventory Report states that storm waters and 
urban run-off are the leading sources of pollution in California estuaries and 
ocean waters.  Proponents argue that non-compliance is rampant, with 
approximately 10,000 industries in the Los Angeles area alone who are required 
but have failed to obtain storm water permits.  Further, proponents point out that 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board has only two staff to 
contact, educate, and control each site and question whether adequate revenues 
are returned to the regional boards for this program.157 

The Legislature acknowledged that the state inspections at the time the statute was 
enacted were inadequate to prevent the pollution that the statewide permits were intended 
to prevent. 

And the regional board, via the permit, acknowledges the role of both local regulation and state 
regulation under the general permits.  Page 11 of the permit states: 

155 O'Connell v. City of Stockton, supra, 41 Cal.4th 1061, 1068. 
156 Ibid. 
157 Senate Rules Committee, Office of Senate Floor Analyses, third reading analysis of Assem. 
Bill No. 1186 (1997-1998 Reg. Sess.) as amended August 6, 1997. 
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The U.S. EPA guidance anticipates coordination of the state-administered 
programs for industrial and construction activities with the local agency program 
to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MS4.  The Regional Board is 
the enforcement authority in the Los Angeles Region for the two statewide 
general permits regulating discharges from industrial facilities and construction 
sites, and all NPDES stormwater and non-stormwater permits issued by the 
Regional Board.  These industrial and construction sites and discharges are also 
regulated under local laws and regulations. 

As to inspection of construction sites, section 4E of the permit states:  

If compliance has not been achieved, and the site is also covered under a 
statewide general construction stormwater permit, each Permittee shall enforce 
their local ordinance requirements, and if non-compliance continues the Regional 
Board shall be notified for further joint enforcement actions. 

Moreover, the Water Code statute provides broader fee authority than a local inspection fee.  The 
statute requires the regional board to “spend not less than 50 percent of that money solely on 
stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues associated with industrial and 
construction stormwater programs.” (Wat. Code, § 13260, subd. (d)(2)(iii). Emphasis added.)  
Because the fees for GIASP and GCASP permit holders may also be spent on “regulatory 
compliance issues” in addition to the inspections, the Commission cannot find that a local fee 
ordinance would duplicate or be “coextensive” with state fee authority, and therefore cannot find 
that the state fee statute occupies the field.  A local fee would merely partially overlap with the 
state fee.    

As for the phase I facilities158 subject to inspection, the inspections do not occupy the field 
because the permit specifies that these need not be inspected if the regional board has inspected 
them within the past 24 months.   

According to the State Board’s April 2008 comments, the overlapping fees were envisioned by 
U.S./EPA. 

In addition to the requirements for permits issued to municipalities, the Water 
Boards are also mandated to issue permits to entities that discharge stormwater 
“associated with industrial activity.”  (fn. CWA § 402(p)(2)(B)).  As part of its 
responsibilities for its in lieu program, the State Boards must administer and 
enforce all of its permits.  (fn. CWA § 402(p).)  The State Water Board has issued 

                                                 
158 On page 62 of the permit, U.S. EPA Phase I Facilities are defined as “facilities in specified 
industrial categories that are required to obtain an NPDES permit for storm water discharges, as 
required by 40 CFR 122.26(c).  These categories include: (i) facilities subject to storm water 
effluent limitation guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent 
standards (40 CFR N); (ii) manufacturing facilities; (iii) oil and gas/mining facilities; 
(iv) hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities; (v) landfills, land application sites, 
and open dumps; (vi) recycling facilities; (vii) steam electric power generating facilities; 
(viii) transportation facilities; (ix) sewage or wastewater treatment works; (x) light 
manufacturing facilities.   
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permits for industrial and construction discharges of stormwater, and the 
Los Angeles Water Board administers those permits within its jurisdiction.  
Therefore, the Los Angeles Water Board does conduct inspections at businesses 
in Los Angeles County to ensure compliance with the state permits.  In addition, 
the MS4 Permit requires the permittees also to conduct inspections.  This 
approach, which may result in two different entities inspecting the same 
businesses to review stormwater practices, was specifically envisioned and 
required by U.S. EPA in adopting its stormwater regulations.   

U.S./EPA, in its “MS4 Program Evaluation Guidance” document, acknowledged  regulation at
both the local and state levels as follows:159

In addition to regulation of construction site stormwater at the local level, EPA 
regulations also require construction sites disturbing greater than one acre to 
obtain an NPDES permit.  This permit can be issued by the state permitting 
authority or EPA, depending on whether the state has been delegated the NPDES 
authority.  This dual regulation of construction sites at both the local and state or 
federal level can be confusing to permittees and construction operators.160 

In fact, as to inspection duties and costs under two permit systems, one court has stated regarding 
a permit similar to the one in this claim:  

Rancho Cucamonga and the other permittees are responsible for inspection 
construction and industrial sites and commercial facilities within their jurisdiction 
for compliance with the enforcement of local municipal ordinance and permits.  
But the Regional Board continues to be responsible under the 2002 NPDES 
permit for inspections under the general permits.161 

The reasoning of the City of Rancho Cucamonga case is instructive because a local regulatory 
fee could be used for local-government inspections, and the state fee is for state or regional 
inspections under the general statewide permits.   

The state permit program and local inspection program under the regional board’s permit can be 
viewed as two programs with similar, overlapping goals.  Viewed in this way, the fees for two 
sets of inspections for construction sites (or for phase I facilities not inspected by the regional 
board within the past two years) would not necessarily exceed the costs of both sets of 
inspections. 

In short, a local regulatory fee ordinance that provided for inspections of the industrial facilities 
and construction sites specified in the permit (parts 4C2a, 4C2b & 4E) would not be preempted 

159 State Water Resources Control Board, comments submitted April 18, 2008, attachment 33. 
160 Ibid. 
161 City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board, supra, 135 
Cal.App.4th 1377.  The test claim record is silent as to the number of facilities within the permit 
area that are subject to the General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit, or how many 
construction sites within the permit area are subject to the General Construction Activity Storm 
Water Permit.  
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by the state fee authority in Water Code section 13260 or in title 23 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 
4.   Local fee authority to inspect industrial or construction sites covered under the state 

permits would not be a “special tax” under article XIII A, section 4, of the California 
Constitution 

In their June 2008 rebuttal comments, the city claimants assert that they do not have sufficient 
fee authority under Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d).  They focus on facilities 
that hold state-issued general industrial or construction stormwater permits and pay the state-
imposed fees pursuant to Water Code section 13260, arguing that an additional local fee for 
inspecting these facilities would be considered a special tax.  According to the city claimants:  

In order for a fee to be considered a “fee” as opposed to a “special tax,” the fee 
cannot exceed the reasonable cost of providing the services necessary for which 
the fee is charged.  See Mills v. County of Trinity (1980) 108 Cal.App.3d 656, 
659-660.  Any fee assessed by the Cities or the County for inspection of these 
facilities would be a double assessment, and thus run afoul of this rule. 

The city claimants, in their June 2009 comments on the draft staff analysis, again assert that 
forcing claimants to recover their costs for inspecting the state-permitted GIASP and GCASP 
facilities and sites, the regional board is creating a special tax on holders of those state permits.   

Special taxes are governed by article XIII A, section 4, of the California Constitution:  

Cities, Counties and special districts, by a two-thirds vote of the qualified electors 
of such district, may impose special taxes on such district, except ad valorem 
taxes on real property or a transaction tax or sales tax on the sale of real property 
within such City, County or special district. 

Government Code section 50076 states that a fee is not a special tax under article XIII A, 
section 4, if the fees are: (1) “charged in connection with regulatory activities which fees do not 
exceed the reasonable cost of providing services necessary to the activity for which the fee is 
charged,” and (2) “are not levied for unrelated revenue purposes.”   The California Supreme 
Court has reaffirmed this rule.162  

The Commission finds that a local regulatory stormwater fee, if appropriately calculated and 
charged, would not be a special tax within the meaning of article XIII A, section 4.  There is no 
evidence in the record that a local regulatory fee charged for the stormwater inspections would 
exceed the reasonable cost of providing the inspections and related services or would otherwise 
violate the criteria in section 50076.  

As the court stated in the Connell v. Superior Court case discussed above: 

                                                 
162 Sinclair Paint v. State Board of Equalization, supra, 15 Cal.4th at p. 876: “[T]he term 
“special taxes” in article XIII A, section 4, does not embrace fees charged in connection with 
regulatory activities which fees do not exceed the reasonable cost of providing services 
necessary to the activity for which the fee is charged and which are not levied for unrelated 
revenue purposes.”  
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The [Water] Districts argue any fees levied by the districts “cannot exceed the 
cost to the local agency to provide such service,” because such excessive fees 
would constitute a special tax. However, the districts fail to explain how this is an 
issue. No one is suggesting the districts levy fees that exceed their costs.163 

Similarly, in this claim no one is suggesting that the local agencies levy regulatory fees that 
exceed their costs.  Therefore, the Commission finds that a local regulatory fee for stormwater 
would not be a “special tax” under article XIII A, section 4, of the California Constitution for the 
activities at issue in the permit. 

5. The local fee to inspect industrial and construction sites would not be subject to voter 
approval under article XIII D (Proposition 218) of the California Constitution 

Some local government fees are subject to voter approval under article XIII D of the California 
Constitution, as added by Proposition 218 (1996).  Article XIII D defines a property-related fee 
or charge as any levy other than an ad valorem tax, a special tax, or an assessment, imposed by 
an agency on a parcel or a person as an incident of property ownership, including a user fee or 
charge for a property-related service.  Among other things, new or increased property-related 
fees require a majority-vote of the affected property owners, or two-thirds registered voter 
approval, or weighted ballot approval by the affected property owners (article XIII D, § 6, subd. 
(c)).  Exempt from voter approval, however, are property-related fees for sewer, water, or refuse 
collection services (Ibid).   

In 2002, an appellate court decision in Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association v. City of Salinas 
(2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 1351, found that a city's charges on developed parcels to fund stormwater 
management were property-related fees, and were not covered by Proposition 218's exemption 
for "sewer" or "water" services.  This means that an election would be required to impose storm 
water fees if they are imposed “as an incident of property ownership.”   

The Commission finds that local fees for inspections of phase I facilities, restaurants, retail 
gasoline outlets, automotive dealerships, etc., would not be subject to the vote requirement of 
Proposition 218.  In a case involving inspections of apartments in the City of Los Angeles in 
which a fee was charged to landlords, the California Supreme Court ruled that the regulatory fee 
for inspecting apartments was not a “levy ... upon a parcel or upon a person as an incident of 
property ownership, including a user fee or charge for a property-related service” 164 within the 
meaning of Proposition 218.  The court interpreted the phrase “incident of property ownership” 
as follows: 

The foregoing language means that a levy may not be imposed on a property 
owner as such-i.e., in its capacity as property owner-unless it meets constitutional 
prerequisites. In this case, however, the fee is imposed on landlords not in their 
capacity as landowners, but in their capacity as business owners. The exaction at 
issue here is more in the nature of a fee for a business license than a charge 

                                                 
163 Connell v. Superior Court, supra, 59 Cal.App.4th 382, 402. 
164 That is the definition of “fee” or “charge” in article XIII D, section 2, subdivision (e). 
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against property. It is imposed only on those landowners who choose to engage in 
the residential rental business, and only while they are operating the business.165 

[¶]…[¶]  In other words, taxes, assessments, fees, and charges are subject to the 
constitutional strictures when they burden landowners as landowners.   The [City 
of Los Angeles’] ordinance does not do so: it imposes a fee on its subjects by 
virtue of their ownership of a business-i.e., because they are landlords.166 

Following the reasoning of the Apartment Assoc. case, the inspection fees on restaurants, retail 
gasoline outlets, automotive dealerships, phase I facilities, etc., like the fee in Apartment Assoc., 
would not be imposed on landowners as landowners, nor as an incident of property ownership, 
but by virtue of business ownership. Thus, the inspection fee would fall outside the voter 
requirement of Proposition 218. 

As to the fees for inspecting construction sites, the Commission finds that they too would not be 
subject to Proposition 218’s voter requirement.  Article XIII D of the California Constitution 
states that it shall not be construed to “affect existing laws relating to the imposition of fees or 
charges as a condition of property development.”167   

Moreover, the California Supreme Court, in determining whether water connection fees are 
within the purview of Proposition 218, reasoned that “water service” fees were within the 
meaning of “property-related services” but “water connection” fees were not.   

Rather, we conclude that a water service fee is a fee or charge under article XIII D 
if, but only if, it is imposed “upon a person as an incident of property ownership.” 
(Art. XIII D, § 2, subd. (e).) A fee for ongoing water service through an existing 
connection is imposed “as an incident of property ownership” because it requires 
nothing other than normal ownership and use of property.  But a fee for making a 
new connection to the system is not imposed “as an incident of property 
ownership” because it results from the owner's voluntary decision to apply for the 
connection.168   

The Supreme Court’s reasoning applies to local stormwater fees for inspecting construction sites.  
That is, the fee would not be an incident of property ownership because it results from the 
owner’s voluntary decision to build on or develop the property.  Therefore, the Commission 
finds that local inspection fees for stormwater compliance at construction sites would not be 
within the purview of the election requirement of Proposition 218.  A recent report by the Office 
of the Legislative Analyst concurs with this conclusion.169 

                                                 
165 Apartment Assoc. of Los Angeles County v.City of Los Angeles (2001) 24 Cal.4th 830, 839-
840.   
166 Id. at 842 [Emphasis in original.] 
167 Article XIII D, section 1, subdivision (b). 
168 Richmond v. Shasta Community Services Dist. (2004) 32 Cal.4th 409, 427.   
169 “Local governments finance stormwater clean–up services from revenues raised from a 
variety of fees and, less frequently, through taxes. Property owner fees for stormwater services 
typically require approval by two–thirds of the voters, or a majority of property owners. 
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In its June 2009 comments, the County disagrees that stormwater pollution fees would not be 
subject to the voter requirement in Proposition 218, or that fee authority exists.  In support, the 
County points to unadopted legislation pending in the current or in past legislative sessions that 
would provide fee authority or expressly exempt stormwater fees from the Proposition 218 
voting requirement.  For example SCA 18 (2009) would add “stormwater and urban runoff 
management” fees to those expressly exempted from the vote requirement in article XIII D, 
putting them in the same category as trash and sewer fees.  SB 2058 (2002) would have required 
the regional water boards to share their fees with counties and cities.  And SB 210 (2009) would 
provide cities and counties with stormwater regulatory or user-based fee authority.   

The Commission finds that the unadopted legislative proposals cited by the County are 
unconvincing to show a lack of regulatory fee authority for business inspections as discussed 
above.  First, courts have said that “As evidence of legislative intent, unadopted proposals have 
been held to have little value.”170  Second, if they were enacted, the legislative proposals would 
grant broader fee authority than is found in this analysis.  For example, SCA 18, by adding a 
stormwater exception from the vote requirement in Proposition 218, would authorize user fees 
on residential property for stormwater and urban runoff programs, whereas this analysis 
addresses the much narrower issue of regulatory fees on businesses for inspections.  Likewise, 
SB 2058 would have required the State Board’s permit fees to be shared with “counties and 
cities” for the broad purpose of carrying out stormwater programs rather than for the narrower 
purpose of inspecting businesses.  And SB 210 would likewise provide fee authority that is 
broader than regulatory fees; as the May 28, 2009 version expressly states in proposed section 
16103, subdivision (c), of the Water Code: “The fees authorized under subdivision (a) may be 
imposed as user-based or regulatory fees consistent with this chapter.”  In short, the legislative 
proposals cited by the County do not indicate that fee authority does not exist.  Rather, the 
proposals would, if enacted, provide broader fee authority than now exists.

In comments received June 3, 2009, the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) contends that many permit requirements relate to local communities 
and their residents rather than specific business activities, and require public services that are 
essentially incident to real property ownership, and/or may only be financed via fees that remain 
subject to the voting requirements of Proposition 218 or increased property taxes.  BASMAA 
also states that many permit activities would fall on joint power authorities or special districts 
that have no fee authority, or for which exemptions from Proposition 218 would not be 
applicable.  BASMAA requests that the analysis be revised to revisit the conclusions regarding 
“funded vs. unfunded” requirements, and to recognize and distinguish the many types of 
stormwater activities for which regulatory fees would not apply. 

Developer fees and fees imposed on businesses that contribute to urban runoff, in contrast, are 
not restricted by Proposition 218 and may be approved by a vote of the governing body. Taxes 
for stormwater services require approval by two–thirds of the electorate.” Office of the 
Legislative Analyst. California’s Water: An LAO Primer (October 22, 2008) page 56.   
170 County of Sacramento v. State Water Resources Control Board (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1579, 
1590.   
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The Commission disagrees.  BASMAA raises issues that are outside the scope of the portions of 
the Los Angeles stormwater permit (parts 4C2a, 4C2b, 4E & 4Fc3) that were pled by the test 
claimants.  Because the Commission’s jurisdiction is limited by those parts of the permit pled in 
the test claim, it cannot opine on other issues outside the pleadings, even if it would raise issues 
closely related to other NPDES permits (or even other parts of this NPDES permit). 

In sum, the Commission finds that the inspections and related activities at issue in the Los 
Angeles stormwater permit are not subject to voter approval in article XIII D of the California 
Constitution (Proposition 218), so a regulatory fee ordinance for stormwater inspections would 
not be subject to voter approval. 

Given the existence of local regulatory fee authority under the police power (Cal. Const, art. XI, 
§ 7), and lacking any evidence or information to the contrary, the Commission finds that the
claimants’ authority to adopt a regulatory fee is sufficient (pursuant to Gov. Code, § 17556,
subd. (d)) to pay for the inspections of restaurants, automotive service facilities, retail gasoline
outlets, automotive dealerships, phase I facilities, as defined, and construction sites, and related
activities specified in the permit.  Therefore, for the inspections and related activities at issue, the
Commission finds that there are no “costs mandated by the state” within the meaning of
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556.

CONCLUSION 
For the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the following activity in part 4F5c3 
of the permit is a reimbursable state mandate within the meaning of Government Code sections 
17514 and 17556:  For local agencies subject to the permit that are not subject to a trash 
TMDL171 to: “Place trash receptacles at all transit stops within its jurisdiction that have shelters 
no later than August 1, 2002, and at all transit stops within its jurisdiction no later than 
February 3, 2003.  All trash receptacles shall be maintained as necessary.”   

The Commission also finds that the remainder of the permit (parts 4C2a, 4C2b & 4E) does not 
impose costs mandated by the state within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution because the claimants have fee authority (under Cal. Const. 
article XI, § 7) within the meaning of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), 
sufficient to pay for the activities in those parts of the permit.   

171 A Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards.  
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Abbreviations 

 

BMP - Best management practice  

CWA – Clean Water Act 

GCASP - General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 

GIASP - General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit 

MS4 - Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

NOI - Notice of Intent for coverage under the GCASP  

NPDES - national pollutant discharge elimination system  

RGO - Retail Gasoline Outlet 

ROWD – Report of Waste Discharge 

SQMP - Storm Water Quality Management Program 

SWPPP - Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

TMDL - Total Maximum Daily Load 

U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 

WDID - Waste Discharger Identification  
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON:

Vehicle Code Section 21401, Subdivision (b),
Chapter 1297, Statutes of 1994

Caltrans’ Standard Communications Protocol
for  Signals in California, Specification
and Implementation Requirements,
As required by Assembly Bill AB 3418, dated
October 15, 1995

And filed on December 27, 1995;

Filed by the City of Los Angeles, Claimant

No. CSM-4504

Two-Way  Control Signal
Communication

STATEMENT OF DECISION
PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE
SECTION 17500 ET SEQ.;
TITLE 2, CALIFORNIA CODE
OF REGULATIONS,
DIVISION 2, CHAPTER 2.5,
ARTICLE 7

STATEMENT OF DECISION

The attached Proposed Statement of Decision is hereby adopted by the Commission on
State Mandates on March 26, 1998.

Date: March 27, 1998
PAULA HIGASHI
Execu t ive  D i r ec to r
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In this case, Caltrans contends that the program is fully funded from other sources and,
thus, no increased costs to local agencies result from the test claim legislation. The
claimant disagrees.

Gas Tax Increase

In 1989, the Legislature enacted Government Code section 65088 and following 
requires local agencies to develop congestion management plans (CMP) in an attempt
alleviate traffic congestion concerns. Funding for the CMP was provided with voter
approval of Proposition 111 in June 1990. Proposition 111 provided for a nine cent
increase in the state gas tax to be apportioned to local governments (pursuant to Sts.
and Hys. Code,  to fund the  over a five year period. If a local agency
fails to comply with the congestion management program, the state controller is
directed to withhold apportionment. (Gov. Code,  65089.5 

Government Code section 65088, reveals the legislative intent behind the legislation
and provides, in relevant part, the following:

t o

“The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

 

(d) To keep California moving, all methods and means of transport
between major destinations  be coordinated to connect our vital
economic and population centers.

(e) In order to develop the California economy to its full potential, it is
intended that federal, state, and local agencies with transit districts,
business, private and environmental interests to develop and implement
comprehensive strategies needed to develop appropriate responses to
transportation needs. 

In order to fulfill legislative intent, Government Code, section 65089 provides that the
congestion management program contain five elements, including a seven year capital
improvement program for projects benefiting the CMP program? The seven-year
capital improvement program can “include any project that will increase the capacity of
the multimodal system.  

 Government Code section 65089 contains the necessary elements of a CMP as follows: (1) a system of
highways and roadways with minimum level of service performance standards; (2) transit standards
for frequency and routing of transit service and coordination between transit operators; (3) a trip
reduction and travel demand management element promoting alternative transportation methods
during peak travel periods; (4) a program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the
regional transportation system; and (5) a seven-year capital improvement program of projects that
benefit the  program.

 Government Code section 65089, subdivision (b)(5) provides the following:
“(5) A seven-year capital improvement program, developed using the performance measures described
in paragraph (2) to determine the effective projects that maintain or improve the performance of the
multimodal system for the movement of people and goods, to mitigate regional transportation impacts
identified pursuant to paragraph (4). The program shall conform to transportation-related vehicle
emission air quality mitigation measures, and include any project that will increase the capacity of the
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In addition to the congestion management plan, local agencies are also required to
develop a deficiency plan when roadway level of service standards are not maintained.
However, when analyzing the cause to the deficiency, local agencies shall not consider
“traffic signal coordination by the state or multi-jurisdictional agencies” (Gov. Code,
$65089.4, subd. (f)(4)).

Finally, Government Code section 65089.5, subdivision (c), describes how the local
agency shall use the gas tax funds apportioned to them. Funds are to be used for
projects included in the seven-year capital improvement program or for projects
included in the deficiency plan adopted by the agency. The local agency has the
discretion to prioritize the projects to be funded within the above categories.

In the present case, Caltrans contends that since the standardization of traffic control
 is entirely a part of the CMP process, the nine cent tax is already

available to cover whatever increased cost might result from conforming to a standard
protocol.

The claimant disagrees with the above assertion. The claimant contends that traffic
signal coordination by multi-jurisdictional agencies is specifically excluded from
deficiency plans and, therefore, any monies apportioned to local governments for the
purpose of funding congestion management plans cannot be used to pay for two-way

The Commission agreed that funds apportioned to local agencies for projects included
in their deficiency plans cannot be used to pay for the installation of the standard 
way traffic signal  software. Government Code section 65089.4,
subdivision (f)(4) provides that traffic problems related to signal coordination between
jurisdictions are  considered deficiencies.

However, local agencies are receiving funds for seven-year capital improvement
projects that benefit their congestion management plans. (Govt. Code  65089.5,
subd.  Funding is provided to local agencies for any project, at the discretion of
the local agency, that will increase the capacity of the multimodal system.

Since the congestion management legislation addresses traffic coordination,
cooperation between jurisdictions and standardization of traffic control, goals that are
also outlined in the test claim legislation, the Commission found that the
standardization of two-way traffic signal communication is part of the CMP process
and can be included as a seven-year capital improvement project.

multimodal system. It is the intent of the Legislature that, when roadway projects are identified in the
program, consideration be given for maintaining bicycle access and safety at a level comparable to that
which existed prior to the improvement or alternation. The capital improvement program may also
include safety, maintenance, and rehabilitation projects that do not enhance the capacity of the system
but are necessary to preserve the investment in existing facilities.” (Emphasis added.)
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However, there is  mandate requiring local agencies to use the gas tax funds
specifically for the two-way communications program. Rather, local agencies have the
discretion to prioritize the projects to be funded. 

Therefore, the Commission concluded that the funds received by local agencies from
the gas tax  be used to fund the cost of obtaining the standard two-way traffic
signal  software. Accordingly, reimbursement is not required to the
extent local agencies use their gas tax proceeds to fund the test claim legislation.

Federal Funding

As part of the Federal Highway Administration’s efforts to achieve systematic
upgrading of traffic control devices on streets and highways, certain federal-aided
highway funds are available for the installation of traffic control devices that conform
with the Federal Manual (23 CFR, sections 655.605 and 655.607).

Therefore, the Commission found that reimbursement is not required to the extent local
agencies receive federal funds and use them for the activities required under the test

 legislation.

CONCLUSION

The Commission concluded that Vehicle Code section 21401, subdivision (b), and the
executive order issued by Caltrans on October 15, 1995, impose a reimbursable state
mandated program upon local governmental entities within the meaning of article XIII
B, section 6, of the California Constitution, by requiring that non-exempt traffic signal
controllers which are “newly installed or upgraded” (as defined by Caltrans) due to
damage or an approved congestion management plan have two-way traffic signal

 capabilities after January 1, 1996. Reimbursement shall be limited to
the following activities:

? Obtaining the software feature capable of two-way communications by either:

(a) Accepting Caltrans’ free offer by downloading the program  the 
and testing the program to ensure compatibility;

(b) Developing and testing their own software program which provides the limited
subset of messages identified on page 5 of Caltrans’ executive order dated
October  1995;

(c) Purchasing a new controller which contains software with the standard two-way
communications feature; or

 In this respect, the Commission disagreed with Caltrans’ assertion that the funds received by local
agencies from the gas tax increase fully fund and must be used toward the two-way communications
program.
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9- 13- 2017 3 : 36 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING 
YEAR Jul - 2002 / Jun- 2003 

~10 - ~ROP "A" FUND FUND 
DEPT 439D DEV--SV· - TRANSIT SVS 

POST DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 

7 /31/02 7/22 GOOOOO BUDGET ENTRY - Excel 
9/30/02 9/04 GOOOOO 58G0201IN 7/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 

10/31/02 10/02 GOOOOO 58H0202 IN 8/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
11/30/02 11/06 GOOOOO 5810202IN 9/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
11/30/02 11/20 GOOOOO BUS SHELTER MAINTENANCE 
12/31/02 12/04 GOOOOO BUS SHELTER MAINT 
12/31/02 12/04 GOOOOO 58J0203IN 10/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
12/31/02 12/24 GOOOOO 58K0203IN 11/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 

2/28/03 2/05 GOOOOO BIi$ SHELTER AWNJNGS 
2/28/03 2/05 GOOOOO 58L0203IN 12/02 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
3/31/03 3/05 GOOOOO 58A0303IN 1/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
4/30/03 4/02 GOOOOO 58B0303IN 2/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
5/31/03 5/06 GOOOOO BUS SHELTER MAINTENANCE 
5/31/03 5/06 GOOOOO 58C0303IN 3/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
5/31/03 5/21 GOOOOO 12698 '"'/22 - 3/31 BUS STOP IMPPU 

5/31/03 5/21 GOOOOO 102454 BUS SHELTER MAINTENANCE 
6/30/03 6/04 GOOOOO 58F0303IN 4/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 
6/30/03 6/04 GOOOOO 4 532 BUS SHELTER MAINTENANCE 
6/30/03 7/02 GOOOOO 58E0303IN 5/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 

VEND 

PAGE: 

PERIOD TO USE: July 
ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 

1 

THRU June 
THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

0 . 00 

1 , 40~ : ~~ ✓ 0 .0 0 
1 , 400 . 00 

1 , 400.00 ,/ 2 , 800 . 00 
1 , 400.00 ,/ 4, 200.00 

657.35 ~ 4, 857.35 
657.35 5, 514.70 

1, 400.00 .., 6, 914.70 
1 , 400.00 ✓ 8, 314.70 
1 4 54 QQ 9, 768.70 
1 , 400 . 00 " 11 , 168.70 
1 , 400 . oo v 12 , 568.70 
1 , 400.00 ,J 13 , 968 . 70 
2 , 750.00 ,/ 16 , 718 . 70 
1 , 400 . 00 ,/ 18 , 118 . 70 
3, 3:10 00 21 , 438 . 70 
7, 897 . 56 " 29 , 336 . 26 
1 , 400-. 00 .I 30 , 736 . 26 

168.87 ti 30,905 . 13 
1 , 400 . 00 ,/ 32 , 305 . 13 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB : 32 , 305.13 CR: 0 . 00 

*- *- *- *- *- *- *- ~- *- *- *- *- * - 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT! 

** REPORT TOTALS ** 
BEGINNING BALANCES: 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: 
ENDING BALANCES: 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: 

DEBITS ---
0 . 00 

32 , 305.13 
32 , 305.13 
32 , 305.13 

CREDITS 
0 . 00 
0.00 
0.00 

¥ 'tl,~fi~ 
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9- 13- 2017 3 : 37 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING 
YEAR Jul - 2003 / Jun - 2004 
FUND ::lC - PRO? " _;._ " tU'.'JD 

DEPT --OE S - TRANSIT SVS 

PAGE : 

PERIOD TO USE : July 
ACCOUNTS: 4390- 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET====== DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G BALANCE 0 . 00 

9/30/03 9/03 GOOOOO 58G0303IN 7/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT ./ 2 , 050 . 00 2 , 050.00 ,/ 
9/30/03 9/17 GOOOOO 6/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT 2 , 050.00 ✓ 4, 100.00 

10/14/03 10/08 A00194 CHK : 034032 8/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 2 , 050.00 6, 150.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0302 - /PO# 

11 /11 / 03 11/05 A01560 CHK : 034387 9/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 2 , 050.00 V 8, 200.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 5810302 - /PO# 

2 , 050.00 J 12/09/03 12/03 A02494 CHK : 034612 10/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 10 , 250.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0302- /PO# .J 1/13/04 1/07 A03333 CHK : 034844 11/03 BUS SH ELTER MAINT socvoc 2 , 050.00 12 , 300 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58K0302- /PO# 

✓ 2/10/04 2/04 A04321 CHK : 035089 12/03 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 2 , 050 . 00 14 , 350.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 5810302- /PO# 

2/26/04 3/03 A05179 CHK : 035311 1/04 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 2 , 050 . oo v 16 , 400.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A0402- /PO# 

2 , 050.00 ,/ 4/13/04 4/05 A06143 CHK : 035571 :/04 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 18 , 450.00 
SOCIAL VOCAT IONAL SERVICE INV# 58B040> /PO# 

' 5/11/04 5/05 A07111 3/04 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 2 , 050 . 00 20 , 500.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58C0402 - /PO# 

5/21/04 5/21 A07901 CHK: 036208 socvoc 2 , 050 . 00 V 22 , 550.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D0402 - /PO# 

6/24/04 6/25 A09049 CHK: 036505 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 2 , 050 . ooV 24 , 600.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E0402- /PO# 

6/30/04 7 /16 A09740 CHK : 036610 'l:i:~l< l;lQ(llll iiY~ ~Mi:Uli:~ ~.~w.~ 4aQ QQ 25 , 050.00 
R & R METAL FABRICATORS INV# 3391 /PO# 

6/30/04 7/22 A10069 CHK : 036779 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 2 , 050.00 .J 27 , 100.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F0402- /PO# 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 27 , 100.00 CR: 0.00 

~~,W> 
*- *- *- *- * - * - * - * - * - * - *- * - * - 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT! *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES : 0.00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: :7 , 100.00 0 . 00 
ENDING BALANCES : 27 , 100 . 00 0.00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: 27 ,1 00 . 00 
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POST 

9- 13- 2017 3:38 PM 
YEAR Jul - 2004 / Jun- 2005 
FUND 
DEPT 

. ~:.O - ?ROP "A " E="i.JND 

"7'"'4'3-<HJ EV V-S -
DATE TRAN# REFERENCE 

HISTORY DETAIL LISTING 

RANSIT SVS 
PACI<ET======DESCRI PT ION======= 

4390- 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 

8/20/04 8/23 All080 CHK: 037085 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

10/04/04 10/05 Al2187 CHK: 037325 08/04 BUS SHELTER MAINTE 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

10/19/04 10/19 A12578 CHK: 037455 9/04 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

11/01/04 11/02 Al3090 CHI< : 037546 SttEI TEB Ml)N\JfAC & INST/\L 
LNI CUSTOM MANUFACTURING INV# 

11/16/04 11/16 Al3433 CHI< : 037664 10/04 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCAT IONAL SERVICE INV# 

12/06/04 12/06 A13894 CHI< : 0377 53 ?IJS SllEI TEP Pf PD TB 
G & B CONSTRUCTION INV# 

12/20/04 12/21 A14387 CHK : 037922 11/04 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

1/31/05 2/01 Al5569 CHK : 038:32 12/04 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

2/24/05 2/28 Al6311 CHK: 038445 01/05 BUS SHELTERS 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

2/28/05 3/09 B02 67 3 Reclss ck#37546 , ll/01/04 
3/31/05 4/01 Al7312 CHK: 038780 02/05 BUS SHELTERS 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV-ff 
4 /18/05 4/19 Al7919 CHI<: 038905 03/05 BUS SHELTERS 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 
5/13/05 5/17 Al8666 CHK: 039134 04/05 BUS SHELTER 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 
6/21/05 6/21 A19699 CHI<: 039448 05/05 BUS SHELTERS 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 
6/30/05 7/18 A20626 CHI< : 039722 06/0 5 BUS SHELTER 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 

PAGE: 

PERIOD TO USE : July 
ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

0 . 00 

socvoc 2 , 050 . 00 
j 2 , 050 . 00 

58G0402 - IN /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 050.00 J 4, 100 . 00 
58H0402 - IN /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 050 . 00 ✓ 6, 150 . 00 
5810402 - IN /PO# 
LNiq/S 14 , 535 12 20,685 12 
62829 /PO# J 
SOCVOC 2 , 050 . 00 22 , 735 . 12 
58J04 02 - IN /PO# 

6&8CG 718 99 23 , !03 . 12 
79204 /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 050 . 00 J 25 , 533 . 12 
58K0402 - IN /PO# 
socvoc 2, 250 . 00 J 27 , 783 . 12 
58L040>IN /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 250 . 00 J 30 , 033 . 12 
580502- IN /PO# 

JE# 000738 14 , 535 . 12CR 15 , 498 . 00 
SOCVOC 2 , 250 . 00 J 17 , 748 . 00 
5"8110 W3 - rn-- /PO_ff_ 

socvoc 2, 250.00 " 19 , 998 . 00 
58C0502 - IN /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 250.00 V 22 , 248.00 
58D0502 - IN /PO# 
socvoc 2 , 250.00 ., 24 , 498.00 
58E0502- *IN /PO# 
SOCVOC 2 , 250.00 J 26 , 748.00 
58 F0502 - IN /PO# 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB : 41 , 283.12 CR: 14 , 535.12CR ,a..~
1
lJDU *- * - *- +- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT' *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES : 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: 41 , 283.12 14 , 535.12CR 
ENDING BALANCES : 41 , 283 . 12 14 , 535 . 12CR 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: 26 , 748 . 00 



SCO Tab 6 004

9- 13- 2017 3 : 38 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING PAGE : 
YEAR Jul - 2005 / Jun - 2006 
FUND 210 - PROP "A" flJND PERIOD TO USE: July THRU June 
DEPT 4390 DE-V SVS - TRANSIT SVS ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 THRU 4390 - 3816- 39 

POS T DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G BA LA N C E 0.00 

8/31/05 8/31 A22196 CHK : 040121 07/05 BUS SHELTERS socvoc 2, 250 . 00 ./ 2 , 250 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58G0502IN /PO# 

2 , 362 . 50 / 10/05/05 10/04 A23005 CHK: 040349 08/05 BUS SHELETERS MAIN socvoc 4 , 612 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0502 - IN /PO# ✓ 10/19/05 10/18 A234 ll CHK : 040464 09/05 BUS SHELTER SOCVOC 2 , 250 . 00 6, 862 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58I0502 - IN /PO# 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 12/22/05 12/21 A25102 CHI< : 040980 10/05 BUS SHELTERS MAINT SOCVOC 9, 225.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0502 - IN /PO# 

2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 12/22/05 12/21 A25103 CHI< : 040980 11/05 BUS SHELT ER MAINTE socvoc 11 , 587.50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58k0502 - in /PO# 

2 , 362 . so ✓ 2/08/06 2/07 A26424 CHI<: 041321 12/05 BUS SHELTERS6 SOCVOC 13 , 950.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58L0502 - IN /PO# 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 3/08/06 3/07 A27212 CHK : 041528 01/06 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 16 , 312 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A0602 - IN /PO# 

2 , 36:.50 ✓ 3/22/06 3/21 A27555 CHK : 041644 02/06 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 18 , 675 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58B060: - IN /PO# 

2 , 36: . 50 / 5/24/06 5/23 A29508 CHK : 042168 03/06 BUS SHELTER MAINTE socvoc 21 , 037 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58CO 602 - IN /PO# I 

6/07/06 6/06 A29969 CHK : 04 22 62 04/06 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 2, 362 . 50 23 , 400 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D060 1- IN /PO# 

6/30/06 7 /18 A3117 3 CHK : 042613 05/06 BUS SHELTER MAINTE socvoc 2, 362 . 50 ' 25 , 762 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E0602 - IN /PO# 

6/30/06 8/01 A31524 CHI< : 042755 06/06 BUS SH ELTER MAITEN SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 28 , 125.00 
SOC IAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F0601 - IN /PO# 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 28 , 125 . 00 CR : 0 . 00 tii,}OS 
*- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT' * - *- * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBI TS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES: 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: 28 , 125 . 00 0 . 00 
ENDING BALANCES : :8 , 125 . 00 0 . 00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: :8 , 125 . 00 



SCO Tab 6 005

9- 13- 2017 3:39 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING 
YEAR Jul,,- 006....L J.un-20 

210 - PRO? "A" FUND FUND 
DEPT ij39 DEV SVS - TRANSIT SVS 

PAGE: 

PERIOD TO USE: July 
ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN# REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390- 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 0.00 

9/06/06 9/05 A32597 CHK : 043025 07/06 BUS SHELTER MAINTE SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 ✓ 2 , 362.50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58G0601- IN /PO# 

✓ 
9/19/06 9/19 A33021 CHK : 043164 08/06 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 2 , 362 . 50 4 , 725 . 00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0601- IN /PO# 
✓ 11/07 /06 11/07 A34581 CHK : 043582 09/06 BUS SHELTER MAINTE SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 7 , 087.50 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58I0601- IN /PO# 
✓ 12/05/06 12/05 A35526 CHK: 043810 10/06 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 2 , 362.50 9, 450.00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0601- IN /PO# ./ 
1/03/07 1/04 A36217 CHK: 043975 11/06 BUS SHELTERS socvoc 2 , 362.50 11 , 812 . 50 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58 50 601 - IN /PO# 
2 , 362. 50 ✓ 2/07 /07 2/07 A37009 CHK : 044235 12/06 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 14 , 175 . 00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58L0601- IN /PO# 
3/21/07 3/21 A38233 CHK : 044536 01/07 BUS SHELTERS socvoc 2 , 362.50✓ 16 , 537 . 50 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A0701- IN /PO# 
4/04/07 4/04 A38557 CHK: 044624 02/07 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 2 , 36:.50 ✓ 18 , 900 . 00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58B0701- IN /PO# 
5/02/07 5/0: A393:4 CHK : 044866 3/07 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 21 , :62.50 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58C0701- IN /PO# 
6/06/07 6/06 A40297 CHK : 045180 4/07 BUS SHELTERS MAINTE socvoc 23 , 625 . 00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D0701- IN /PO# 
6/30/07 7/03 M 1253 CHK : 045425 5/07 BUS SHELTER MAINTEN socvoc , 3 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E0701- IN /PO# ✓ 
6/30/07 8/06 A42376 CHK : 045686 6/07 BUS SHELTERS MAINT SOCVOC 2 , 362 . 50 28 , 350 . 00 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F0701- IN /PO# 
------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 28 , 350.00 CR : 0.00 1 ie,~!;,O 

*- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT! *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES : 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACT I VITY : 28 , 350 . 00 0.00 
ENDING BALANCES : :8 , 350 . 00 0 . 00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: :8 , 350 . 00 



SCO Tab 6 006

9- 13 - 2017 3 : 39 PM HISTORY DETAI L LISTING 
YEAR 
FUND 
DEPT 

Jul - 2007 / Jun.;:.2 0.08 
210 - PROP "A" tUND 
09 BE-V SVS - TRANSIT SVS 

PAGE : 

PERIOD TO USE : July 
ACCOUNTS : 4390 - 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390 - 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 0 . 00 

8 / 22 / 07 8/20 A42971 CHK : 045801 BUS SHELTERS MAINTENANCE SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 
✓ 2 , 362.50 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58G0701- IN /PO# 08 - 00236 
✓ 

9/19/07 9/13 A44158 CHK : 046016 MAINTENANCE ON BUS SHELT socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 4, 725.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0701- IN /PO# 08 - 00400 

✓ 11/06/07 11/02 A45795 CHK: 046336 9/07 BUS SHELTER MAINTEN SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 7, 087.50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58I0701- IN /PO# 08 - 00609 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 12/04/07 11/30 A4 694 9 CHI<: 046543 10/07 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 9, 450 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0701 - IN /PO# 08 - 00833 

✓ 1/15/08 1/11 A48399 CHK : 046839 11/07 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 2 , 362.50 11 , 812 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58K0701- IN /PO# 08 - 01058 

2/05/08 2/04 A4 9160 CHK : 046999 12/07 BUS SHELTER MAINT socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 14 , 175.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58L0701- IN /PO# 08 - 01313 

3/18/08 3/13 A50848 CHK: 047319 01/08 BUS SHELT ERS MAINT socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 16 , 537 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A0801- IN /PO# 08 - 01614 

✓ 4/01/08 3/31 A51510 CHK: 047447 :/08 BUS SH ELTE R MAINTEN SOCVOC 2 , 36:.50 18 , 900 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERV I CE INV# 58 B0801 - IN /PO# 08 - 01661 

✓ 5/07/08 5/05 A52934 CHK : 047722 MARCH 08 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 2 , 36: . 50 21 , :62 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58C0801 - IN /PO# 08 - 01856 

✓ 6/04/08 5/30 A54068 CHK : 047930 04/08 BUS SHE LT ER MAINTE SOCVOC 2, 362.50 23 , 625 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D0801 - IN /PO# 08 - 02150 

~ 6/30To88~A56608 CHK : -O~TO BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 26 , ro-O--:-O-O 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F0801 - IN /PO# 

2 , 475 . 00 v' 6/30/08 6/30 A55289 CHK: 048172 05/08 BUS SHELTERS MAINT SOCVOC 28 , 575 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E0801 - IN /PO# 08 - 02315 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 28 , 575.00 CR : 0.00 1ttg,;1s 
* - * - * - *- * - * - * - * - * - * - *- * - * - 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT ' * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * - * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES : 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY : 28 , 575 . 00 0 . 00 
ENDING BALANCES : :8 , 575 . 00 0.00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: :8 , 575 . 00 

rf 'l1J01 · D~ 



SCO Tab 6 007

9- 13- 2017 3:40 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING PAGE: 
YEAR Ju l- 2DO S.../ Jun- 'Zi}~9 
FUND 210 - PROP "A" FUN D PERIOD TO USE : July THRU June 
DEPT 4390 DEV SVS - TRANSIT SVS ACCOUNTS : 4390 - 3816- 39 THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 

9/03/08 9/02 A57859 CHK : 048686 

10/03/08 10/03 A59033 CHK : 048915 

10/28/08 10/31 A60340 CHK: 049216 

11/25/08 11/26 A61407 CHK : 049412 

12/29/08 12/30 A62482 CHK : 049601 

1/15/09 

2/25/09 

3/30/09 

4/17/09 

5/14/09 

1/15 A63241 CHK : 049729 

2/26 A65026 CHK: 050039 

4/03 A66261 CHK: 050:68 

4/17 A66845 CHK : 050369 

5/15 A68075 CHK : 050592 

B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 

7/08 BUS SHELTER MAINTEN SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 5G0801 - IN 

BUS SHELTER MAIN SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0801 - IN 

9/08 BUS SHLTR SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58I0801 - IN 

10/08 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0801 - IN 

11/08 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58K0801 - IN 

12/08 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58L0801- IN 

1/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A0901 - IN 

:/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT. SOCVOC 
SOC IAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58B0901 - IN 

3/09 BUS SHELTER MAIN. SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58C0901 - IN 

4/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT. SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D0901 - IN 

/PO# 09- 02678 

/PO# 09- 02853 

/PO# 09 - 03096 

/PO# 09 - 03325 

/PO# 09 - 03502 

/PO# 09 - 03635 

/PO# 09 - 03882 

/PO# 09 - 04081 

/PO# 09- 04198 

/PO# 09- 04388 

2 , 475 . 00 ./ 

2, 475 . 00 
✓ 

2 , 475 . 00 ✓ 

2 , 475.00 ✓ 

2 , 362.50 
✓ 

✓ 2 , 362 . 50 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 

2 , 36:.50 ✓ 

2 , 36:.50 ✓ 

2 , 362.50 / 

0.00 

2 , 475 . 00 

4 , 950 . 00 

7 , 425 . 00 

9, 900.00 

12,262.50 

14 , 625 . 00 

16 , 987 . 50 

19 , 350.00 

21 , 712.50 

24 , 075 . 00 

5/28/09 

6/29/09 

6/30/09 

6/30/09 
6/30/09 

5/29 A68560 CHK : 050684 

6/30 A69884 CHK : 050965 

7/16 A70757 CHK: 051091 

8/26 B08403 CHK: 50684 
6/30 A69793 CHK: 050860 

~•+/~l••-e~/~..--l&~X~C~I~lR~o~I~O~bl ...... OX.b~lA~P .... I~b~TTdF~M~P'----------------•l,.l.l.Q~35:...;5~QJ... __ -""z~5_i.JlO.SO 

*- *- * - *- * - * - *- * - * - *- * - * - * -

INLAND EMPIRE INV# 31506 
5/09 BUS SHELTER SERVICE SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E0901- IN 
6/09 BUS SHELTER SERVICE SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F0901 - IN 
5 /1 6 S IC EXCURSION OXNDP JE# 007 230 

JR . GENE RAL BUILDERS INV# 200906300241 
ACCOUNT TOTAL DB : 39 , 625.50 CR : 

/PO# 09- 04458 

/PO# 09- 04634 

/PO# 

/PO# 09 - 04688 
1 , 035 . 50CR 

000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT! *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** 
BEGINNING BALANCES : 
REPORTED ACTIVITY : 
ENDING BALANCES : 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE: 

DEBITS ---
0.00 

39 , 625.50 
39 , 625.50 
38 , 590.00 

CREDITS 
0 . 00 

1 , 035.50CR 
1, 035 . 50CR 

2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 

lt , JQO GO 

27 , 473 . 00 

29 , 835 . 50 

28 , 800.00 
38 , 590.00 



SCO Tab 6 008

9- 13 - 2017 3 : 41 PM 
YEAR Jul - 200 2..,..LJ n- Z.0 0 
FUND 
DEPT 

~10 - PRO? .-. 
DE 

E'UND 

HISTORY DETAIL LISTING PAGE: 

PERIOD TO USE: July 
ACCOUNTS : 4390 - 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390 - 3816- 39 

POST 
4 }-9 

DATE TRAN# REFERENCE 
S - TRANSIT SVS 

PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 

9/02/09 8/27 A72597 CHK: 051419 

9/30/09 10/01 A73689 CHK: 051635 

9/30/09 10/01 A73693 CHK : 051638 

11/03/09 10/29 A75011 CHK : 051854 

11/03/09 10/29 A75025 CHK : 051867 

12/01/09 11/25 A76098 CHK : 052079 

1/05/10 12/31 A77420 CHK : 052313 

1/05/10 12/31 A77483 CHK : 052346 

3/02/10 2/25 A79952 CHK : 052817 

3/31/10 3/31 A81103 CHK: 052971 

3 31 10 3r31 A81104 CHK: 052971 

4/06/10 4/01 A81298 CHK: 053068 

4/13/10 4/13 A81725 CHK: 053095 

5/04/10 4/28 A82487 CHK: 053296 

6/01/10 5/27 A83606 CHK : 053523 

6/01/10 5/27 A83608 CHK : 053525 

6/01/10 5/27 A83609 CHK : 053525 

6/30/10 

6/30/10 

6/30/10 

7/29 A86266 CHK: 054067 

7/01 A84870 CHK: 053778 

7/01 A84873 CHK : 053781 

B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 

7/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58G0901 - IN 

8/aQ Q/27 NgTH:C g,: llllil SCFT 
SAN GABRIEL VLY NEWSPAPER INV# 14498 

8/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H0901 - IN 

i0/19 BUE 6116!,TCR BBNGII ~UIGGR 

QUICK CRETE PRODUCTS CORP INV# 0085796 - IN 
9/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT. SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 5810901 - IN 
10/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J0901 - IN 
H/28 SIIB!s'PDR RDE'URDISIIII lsliIOt,iS 

LNI CUSTOM MANU FACTURING INV# 65782 
12/2 8 PSL□ /IIALL l lOUli'P U PD□,'t'P 

UPBEAT SI TE FURN I SHINGS , INV# INV0096452 
1/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Al001 - IN 
11/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58K0901 - IN 

/PO# 10- 04995 

/PO# 10- 05104 

/PO# 10- 05161 

/PO# 10- 05403 

/PO# 10- 05453 

/PO# 10- 05607 

/PO# 10- 05886 

/PO# 10- 05887 

/PO# 10- 06253 

/PO# 10- 06474 

0 . 00 

2 , 362.50 V' 2 , 362.50 

126 00 " 2881. 50 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 5 , 151.00 

8) 1. 91 5 , 982 . 91 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 8 , 345 . 41 

✓ 2 , 362 . 50 10 , 707 . 91 

2,782 . 66 13 , 490 . 47 

3, 989 . 93 17 , 471.40 

2 , 36: . 50 ✓ 19 , 833 . 90 

2 , 250 . 00 v 22 , 083 . 90 

12/09 BUS SHELTER MAINT. socvo-c--------------~2-,~2~5~0-. 0~0- --- 24 , 333 . 90 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 5810901 - IN /PO# 10- 06474 

2/10 BUS SHELTER MAINTEN SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 ✓ 26 , 696.40 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Bl001- IN 

4 /!i PD HlTHlC QUC CIIB!.TBR XTRBl4B 
X- TREME BUILDERS & REMODE INV# 9 

3/10 BUS SHELTERS MAINT. SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Cl001 - IN 

4/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Dl001 - IN 

19/38 b . F. LHHt 1BH21 SIGU ijtl!TRF 

UNITED TRAFFIC INV# :6713 
1 /dQ QITY ElsP b bQGQ 

UNITED TRAFFIC 
Ytll:T RF 

INV# 26714 
6- 10 BUS SHELTERS MAINT . SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Fl001 - IN 
o/1 lllJC RB PPGBl4BNT PRgJ CGHT 

SAN GABRIEL VLY NEWSPAPER INV# J2143 
5/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE 
ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 

INV# 58El001 - IN 
48 , 672.25 CR: 

/PO# 10- 06427 

/PO# 10- 06549 

/PO# 10- 06592 

/PO# 10- 06774 

/PO# 10- 0677 3 

/PO# 10- 06772 

/PO# 

/PO# 10- 06963 

/PO# 10- 06966 
0 . 00 

Q, 'ii3a oo 36 , 321.40 

2 , 362.50 v 38 , 683 . 90 

2 , 362 . 50 / 41 , 046.40 

2;296 70 43 , 342.10 

d6! , 9Q 

✓ 
2 , 362.50 

239 . 25 

2 , 362 . 50 
✓ 

43 , 708.00 

46 , 070 . 50 

46 , 309.75 

48 , 672 . 25 



SCO Tab 6 009

9- 13- 2017 3 : 41 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING PAGE: 
YEAR Jul - 2010 /. n- 2011 
FUND 210 - PROP •~• FUND PERIOD TO USE: July THRU June 
DEPT 43~ DE S - TRANSIT SVS ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 THRU 4390 - 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN# REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT= === ====BALANCE==== 

4390- 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G B A L A N C E 0 . 00 

9/07/10 9/02 A87683 CHK: 054295 7 /10 BUS SHELTERS MAINT. socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 2 , 362 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Gl001- IN /PO# 11 - 07196 

10/05/10 9/30 A88957 CHK: 054531 8/10 BUS SHELTERS MAINT . SOCVOC 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 4, 725 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCAT IONAL SERVICE INV# 58Hl001- IN /PO# 11 - 07355 

11/02/10 10/28 A90083 CHK: 054763 9/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT. socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 7 , 087 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCAT IONAL SERVICE INV# 5811001 - IN /PO# 11 - 07574 

12/07 /10 12/02 A91360 CHK: 055001 10/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT . SOCVOC 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 9, 450.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Jl001 - IN /PO# 11 - 07700 

1/04/11 12/23 A92132 CHK: 055164 11/10 BUS SHELTER MA socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 v' 11 , 812 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Kl001- IN /PO# 11 - 07887 

3/01/11 2/24 A94417 CHK: 055581 1/11 BUS SHELTER MAINT . socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 14 , 175.00 
SOCIAL VOCAT IONAL SERVICE INV# 58Al101 - IN /PO# 11 - 08189 

6/30/11 8/15 Bl0130 CHK : 055374 12/10 BUS SHELTER MAINT. JE# 0014 65 2 , 362 . 50 V 16 , 537.50 
6/30/11 8/15 B10130 CHK: 055852 2/11 BUS SHELTER MAINT . JE# 001465 2 , 362.50 ✓ 18 , 900 . 00 
6/30/11 8/15 B10130 CHK: 056076 3/11 BUS SHELTER MAINT . JE# 0014 65 2 , 36: . 50 v 21 , :62.50 
6/30/11 8/15 B10130 CHK : 056174 4/11 BUS SHELTER MA INT . JE# 0014 65 2 , 36: . 5o v' 23 , 625.00 
6/30/11 8/15 Bl0130 CHK: 056401 5/11 BUS SHELTER MAINT . JE# 0014 65 2 , 36: . 50 V" 25 , 987 . 50 
6/30/11 8/15 Bl0130 CHK: 056689 6/11 BUS SHELTER MAINT. JE# 0014 65 2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 28 , 350.00 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB : 28 , 350.00 CR: 0 . 00 

+- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT! *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * +tB,~SO 
** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 

BEGINNING BALANCES: 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: 28 , 350.00 0 . 00 
ENDING BALANCES : 28 , 350 . 00 0 . 00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE : 28 , 350.00 
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9- 13- 2017 3 : 42 PM HISTORY DETAIL LISTING 
YEAR Jul - 2011 / Jun- 2012 
FUND 210- PROP "A" FUND 
DEPT 419JJ DEV SVS - TRANS IT SVS 

PAGE: 

PERIOD TO USE: July 
ACCOUNTS: 4390 - 3816- 39 

THRU June 
THRU 4390- 3816- 39 

POST DATE TRAN # REFERENCE PACKET======DESCRIPTION======= VEND INV/PO/JE # NOTE =====AMOUNT==== ====BALANCE==== 

4390 - 3816- 39 Bus Shelter Maintenance 
B E G I N N I N G BA LA N C E 0 . 00 

9/06/11 8/30 A01930 CHK : 056966 7 /11 
✓ 

BUS SHELTERS socvoc 2 , 362 . 50 2 , 362 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Gl101 - IN /PO# 11 - 09114 

✓ 9/20/11 9/20 A02583 CHK : 057066 8/11 SHELTER MAINT SOCVOC 2 , 362.50 4, 725.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58H1101 - IN /PO# 11 - 09198 ✓ 11/01/11 10/31 A04205 CHK: 057383 9/11 BUS SHELTER MAI socvoc 2 , 362.50 7 , 087 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58I1101- IN /PO# 12 - 09420 

12/06/11 12/01 A05149 CHK : 057620 10/11 BUS SHELTERS MAINT socvoc 2 , 362.50 ✓ 9, 450 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58J1101 - IN /PO# 12 - 09578 

2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 1/03/12 12/30 A05963 CHK : 057821 11/11 BUS SHELTERS MAIN socvoc 11 , 812.50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58K1101 - IN /PO# 12- 09731 

2 , 362.50 ✓ 2/07/12 2/03 A06839 CHK: 058056 12/11 BUS SHELTERS SOCVOC 14 , 175 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58Ll101 - IN /PO# 12- 09933 

2 , 362 . 50 ✓ 3/20/12 3/19 A08107 CHK: 058380 1/12 BUS SHELTERS socvoc 16 , 537 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58A1201 - IN /PO# 12 - 10201 / 4 /17 /12 4/13 A08754 CHK: 058690 :/12 BUS SHELTERS socvoc 2 , 36:.50 18 , 900 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58B1201 - IN /PO# 12- 10307 

✓ 5/01/12 4/30 A09184 CHK: 058690 3/12 SHELTER MAINT . socvoc 2 , 36: . 50 21 , :62.50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58C1201 - IN /PO# 12- 10452 

✓ 6/05/12 5/31 A10002 CHK: 058930 4/12 BUS SHELTERS MAINT. socvoc 2 , 362.50 23 , 625 . 00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58D1201 - IN /PO# 12- 10609 

6/29/12 8/03 All 698 CHK: 059406 6/12 BUS SHELTER MAINT. socvoc 2 , 3 6 2 . 5 o-----v'-- 25 , 987 . 50 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58F1201 - IN /PO# ✓ 6/29/12 6/29 A10812 CHI<: 059127 5/12 BUS SHLTR MAINT socvoc 2 , 362.50 28 , 350.00 
SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICE INV# 58E1201 - IN /PO# 12- 10753 

------------- ACCOUNT TOTAL DB: 28 , 350.00 CR : 0.00 

t12..i,ivo * - * - * - *- * - * - * - * - * - * - * - *- * - 000 ERRORS IN THIS REPORT' *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- *- * 

** REPORT TOTALS ** DEBITS --- CREDITS 
BEGINNING BALANCES: 0 . 00 0 . 00 
REPORTED ACTIVITY: 28 , 350.00 0.00 
ENDING BALANCES : :8 , 350.00 0.00 
TOTAL FUND ENDING BALANCE : :8,350 . 00 



City of La Puente
Legislatively Mandated Municipal Stormwater & Urban Runoff Discharges Program
Summary of Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2012

S18-MCC-9001

Fiscal Year Amount Claimed Propposition A Funds Difference

2002-03 21,029$  27,531$  6,502$        

2003-04 21,029$  26,650$  5,621$        

2004-05 21,029$  24,600$  3,571$        

2005-06 21,029$  28,125$  7,096$        

2006-07 21,029$  28,350$  7,321$        

2007-08 21,029$  28,575$  7,546$        

2008-09 21,029$  28,800$  7,771$        

2009-10 21,154$  28,125$  6,971$        

2010-11 21,216$  28,350$  7,134$        

2011-12 12,641$  28,350$  15,709$      

202,214$  277,456$  75,242$      

Purpose: To document that the Prop A funds used for ongoing maintenance costs 
exceeded the costs claimed for each fiscal year in the review period.

SCO Tab 6 011



City of La Puente
Legislatively Mandated Municipal Stormwater & Urban Runoff Discharges Program
Summary of  Prop A History Detail
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2012

S18-MCC-9001

Fiscal Year Contractor Description

2002-03 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 27,531$                

2003-04 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 26,650$                

2004-05 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 24,600$                

2005-06 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,125$                

2006-07 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,350$                

2007-08 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,575$                

2008-09 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,800$                

2009-10 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,125$                

2010-11 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,350$                

2011-12 Social Vocational Services (SVS) Bus Shelter Maintenance 28,350$                

277,456$             

Funding Source 
(Prop A)

SCO Tab 6 012
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To: 

From: 

By: 

City of La Puente 
AGiENDA REPORT 

Mayor and City Council 

Frank Tripepi, Interim City Manager 

Guillermo Arreola, City Planner 
I 

For meeting of: August 11 , 2009 

Date: August 5, 2009 

Robert Beckman, Grants and Housing Coordinator 

SUBJECT: AUTHORIZATION TO SOLICIT PROPOSALS FOR BUS STOP CUSTODIAL 
SERVICES 

BACKGROUND 

On ovem er 28, 2000, the City Council approved Agreement No. 00-642, a one-year contract with 
Socia ocational Services (SYS) for custodial services for the city ' s bus stops. The contract for this 
service was scheduled to expire on November 30, 2001. On November 13, 2001 , the City Council 
considered an amendment to extend the contract for one (1) year, but due to concern about the quality 
of the service provided by SYS, the Council instead approved a three (3) month extension of the 
contract and directed Staff to prepare a Request for Proposals (RFP) to solicit new bids for the 
contract. 

Staff sought proposals in five trade publications and invited proposals from the current provider and 
Nelson Janitorial which provided custodial services for the Senior Center and City Hall. The City 
received only one (1) proposal in response to the custodial services RFP from Social Vocational 
Services (SYS), the current contractor. Follow~ng City Council approval, a new contract was signed 
with SYS which continues to remain in place. I 

Given the time that has elapsed since SYS was first hired, it would be appropriate for the City to 
request proposals for custodial services to ensure it is receiving the best pricing and to update the 
current contract. 

DISCUSSION 

Attached for the City Council ' s considerati , n is a Request for Proposals (RFP) for custodial 
maintenance of the City's bus sto s. The scope of work outlined in the RFP for custodial services 
includes the following: 

1. Clean interior and exterior of all glass panels of advertising bus shelters ( once a week); 
2. Sweep and remove debris and trash in and around shelter to six foot radius on all sides of 

the bus stop, including curb and gutter ( once a week); 
3. Removing and hauling away of all trash in trash container and installing new trash liners 

WU~ l~,D~l~{J ~('.,1 ~ 
AGENDA ITEM NO. D-5 
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Agenda Report - RFP for Bus Shelter Custodial Services 
For the Meeting of August 11 , 2009 
Page 2 

4. Clean bus stop bench seat and backrbst with a mild soap and water solution taking care not 
to mar the finish and wipe dry (quarterly); 

5. Check anchor bolts on shelters and bbnches-tighten if necessary (quarterly); 
6. Spray wash and clean the interior and exterior of bus shelter roofs and remove excess water 

from sidewalk (quarterly); 
7. Graffiti painted or marked (not etched or scratched) on bus shelter surfaces shall be 

removed, or if such removal is impractical and/or will cause damage to the exterior finish 
of the shelter, the graffiti area may be spray-painted over provided that the color used 
matches that of the shelter and "feathered" to blend in with the existing finish. The color 
must be approved by the City prior t use ( as needed); 

8. Report any damage, problems, poor r hazardous conditions to the City (as needed); 
9. When requested by the City, provide service calls to specific bus shelters that require 

cleaning outside of normal schedule \¥ithin 24 hours (as needed). 

All cleaning activities must comply with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements governing the r6lease of wastes and waste water into the storm drain 
system. 

The proposed RFP schedule is as follows: 

• August 11 , 2009- City Council authoriz~tion to solicit proposals; 
• September 8, 2009- Deadline for submittal of proposals; 
• September 22, 2009- City Council award of contract(s) . 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The Fiscal Year 2009-10 budget includes $10,000 of Proposition A (Prop A) funds to pay for 
contractual services for bus stop cleaning, whiah takes into consideration the current contract amount 
and inflation. In that there has been very little dhange in SVS's costs over the years, it is likely that the 
proposals received will be in excess of the budget amount. If so, Staff will provide budget options 
when the proposals are presented to the City Council for consideration. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council autho~ize Staff to solicit proposals for Bus Shelter Custodial 
Services. 

Attachments: RFP for Bus Shelter Custodial Services 
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d ity of La Puente 

A l ENDA REPORT 

To: Mayor and City Council For meeting of: September 22, 2009 

From: Frank Tripepi, Interim City Ma ager Date: September 16, 2009 

By: Guillermo Arreola, City Planne 

SUBJECT: AW ARD OF BUS STOP MAINTENANCE CONTRACT 

BACKGROUND 

At the August 11 , 2009 meeting, the City ouncil authorized Staff to solicit bids for custodial 
and bus stop maintenance services for the Oity' s bus stops. The current bus stop maintenance 
contract with Social Vocational Services Inc. has expired; however services remained 
uninterrupted. 

The Notice Inviting Proposals was publishtrd on August 11 , 2009, in the San Gabriel Valley 
Tribune. In addition, the Notice was mailed to several maintenance companies that had 
performed bus shelter maintenance services ffor the City in the past. 

RESPONSES TO CUSTODIAL SERVICES RFP 

The City received only two (2) proposals in response to the custodial services RFP from Social 
Vocational Services (SYS) and Valley Light ndustries with the prices outlined below: 

Social Vocational Services 

$13,500 Bus Shelter Cleaning (Yearly) 
$13,500 Non-Bus Shelter Cleaning (Yearly) 
$27,000/year estimated annual cost 

Valley Light Industries 

$24,024 Bus Shelter Cleaning (Y earl ) 
$15,444 Non-Bus Shelter Cleaning ( early) 
$39,468/year estimated annual cost 

Both bids included a 10% bid bond, as requ red by the RFP and both bid prices were within the 
budgeted amount for Fiscal Year 2009-10. 

AGENDA ITEM NO. D-11 
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Agenda Report- Bus Shelter Maintenance Contract 
For Meeting of September 22, 2009 
Page 2 

Valley Light Industries provides bus shelter maintenance service for the City of West Covina. 
Staff visited a few of the shelters in West C vina and found that their shelters are maintained in 
the same condition as those shelters maintai ed within the City of La Puente. Staff recommends 
the lowest bidder, Social Vocational Servic s, for the citywide bus stop maintenance contract 
since there is no notable difference in mainte I ance. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The Fiscal Year 2009-10 budget includes $40,000 of Pro osition A funds to pay for contractual 
services for bus stop cleaning, which took nto consideration the current contract amount and 
inflation. As stated above, both bid amo ts came in under the $40,000 budgeted for this 
contract. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council a ard the contract for custodial services for the bus 
shelters to Social Vocational Services and a thorize the Mayor to execute the contract on behalf 
of the City. 

Attachments: A - Proposal from Social V cational Services 
B - RFP for Bus Stop Main enance Services 
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CompeJncy of Proposer 
Social Vocational Services, Inc. 

svs 
Diamond Bar office 

22632 Golden lSprings Dr., Suite 105 
Diamond Bar CA 91765 

The Diamond Bar office of Social ocational Services, Inc. (SVS) 1s the current 
contracting organization for bus stop cle ing in the City of La Puente. 

The group maintains the bus stops with shelters and the non-sheltered sites on a weekly 
schedule, providing a trained and carefully supervised group of individuals to clean, 
remove trash and transport it in the van I ailer, and, using a gas powered pressure washer, 
spray the stops as required by the City. 

Work includes but is not limited to cleaning the interior and exterior of glass panels, 
sweep and remove debris and trash, c1Jan bench seats and interior and exterior of the 
roof, and reporting any problems or haz I dous conditions to the City. 

SVS provides the personnel, transportation, supervision, complete cleaning supplies and 
equipment, and all other necessary requulements to successfully support this project. 

Attached is the financial statement for , oth SVS Inc. (the total organization statewide) 
and for the Diamond Bar office to doc , ent the competence and capability of SVS, our 
financial condition and resources. 

BarbaraB. Haney~ 
Director of Community Development-Le d 
Social Vocational Services, Inc. Headqu ters 
3555 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 9050 

Social Vocational Services - 3555 Torrance Blvd. - T , rrance. CA 90503 Tel: (31m Q44-3303 - Fax: n 1()) 944-3304 

ATTACHMENT A 
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I 
BUS STOP CUSTODi l'\L MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

PROPOSAL io THE CITY COUNCIL 

To the City Council of the 
City of La Puente 

The undersigned hereby declares: 

(a) That the only persons or parties interested in this proposal as principals are those 
identified on the Proposer Information Sheet. 

(b) That the proposer has carefully examined the project site and is familiar with all 
of the physical and climatic conditions, arid makes this proposal solely upon the proposer's own 
knowledge. · 

(c) That the proposer has car~y examined the Instructions to Proposers, Notice 
Inviting Proposals, and all other informa · on furnished by the Agency and makes this proposal 
accordingly. 

(d) That, in the event this con act is awarded to the proposer, he will enter into a 
contract with the City Council of the City of La Puente to perform the work in accordance with 
the Plans and the terms of the Specifica ons, and will furnish or provide all materials, labor, 
tools, equipment, apparatus, and other m necessary so to do, except as may otherwise be 
furnished or provided under the terms of s · d Specifications, for the prices stated in the Schedule 
of Prices. Furthermore, he agrees that, sh uld he fail to properly execute and return the contract 
agreement, together with the required bonds, within ten (10) business days after it has been 
delivered or mailed to him or his authoriJd agent, the City will be damaged by the delay in an 
amount that is impossible to definitely ascJrtain and which is therefore established to be not less 
than that of the aforementioned check or b , nd and that in such event the amount of said check or 
bond shall become the property of the Citf and may be collected thereby, but that otherwise it 
shall be returned in accordance with the provisions of the Instructions to Proposers. 

Sec,olVocdusuJ~ ~. 
Edu/W\ cLJJaw-1:, rn0 .-~ .. 
fxecJ2,c~k_J -----+,,L,,,__A//--"--/_,,______,,_..____ 

12 
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BUS STOP CUSTODIAL MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

SCHEDULE OF PRICES 

Office of City Clerk 
City of La Puente 
La Puente, CA 91744 

The undersigned hereby proposes and agrees to furnish all of the materials, labor, equipment, 
transportation and services for the custodial maintenance of the bus shelter located within La Puente city 
limits, in confonnity with the proposal specifications, and other contract documents on file at the office of 
the City Clerk in the City Hall, 15900 East Mam Street, La Puente, California, at the sums listed herein. 

The undersigned has checked carefully all of the prices quoted, and understands that the City of La Puente 
will not be responsible for any errors, or omissions on the part of the undersigned in making up on the 
proposal. 

A. 

B. 

BUS STOPS WITH SHELTERS SITE MAINTENANCE. i{.)1.£JL. 
A. Weeklymaintenancevisitpershelter~/4,/a.,w -I~ ($ 3, 't.3) 

(Amount in words) 

B. Per shelter charge x 66 shelters ;;LJfuJ.IZdi .,.-/dd:f!f!ff;°· ~ ~ 
(~ount in words) tv..1:J-fvvo~ 

C. Weekly aggregate charge x 52 wee~f-.eM.//w~ ($/3; S2(J 

NON-SHELTERED SITE ~t:~;0rds

) . (fq//a..M 
I 

D. Weekly maintenance visit per site ;b,,L'J(/41/aa;.L-+ ~/gtej~ ($ f, g/ ) 
(Plmount in words) 

.--, 'T" ~ - .I II. 2 {.z. E. Per site charge x 54 sites _!t,v,;,~7l;Ate,a11{"4..$. SY. )-
. C~idJl/ W.m~ 

F. Weekly aggregate charge x 52 weeks~#f.ctl,/J ~ + ($ /3, ~op 
(i ow1t in~~ do~ ' 

The above prices include incidental and ap~urtenant work and materials necessary for satisfactory 
completion of the work. In case of discrepancies between words and figures, the words shall govern. 

t:thbcr Scc,J ~~ i&£~G 
Date I / By: ;/'°~ ~ 

f¥~~rec-lcc~rJ~ 

13 
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CITY OF LA PUENTE 
BUS STOP CUSTODML MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

PROPOSER INFORMATION SHEET 

All information shall be~ or printed legibly. 

PART A - Complete the appropriate portion below: 

1. Proposer is an INDIVIDUAL: 

Name of Individual ·-------------- ----
(First Name, Middle Initial, Last Name) 

Doing Business as ________________ __ _ 

I 
2. Proposer is a CORPORA HON: 

3. 

Exact legal business · 
name of Limited PartnershiI?---------------

Names of persons or parties composing the Limited Partnership (Indicate whether 
an individual or corporation): 

14 
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PROPOSER INFORMATION SHEET (Cont.) 

4. Proposer is a GENERAL P AR.1NERSHIP: 

Exact legal business 
name of General Partnership _____________ _ 

Names of persons or parties composing the General Partnership (indicate whether 
an individual or corporation): 

5. Proposer is a JO:JN VENTURE: 

Exact legal business 
name of Joint Venture -----------------

Names of persons or parties composing the Joint Venture (indicate whether an 
individual or corporation): 

15 
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AGREEMENT NO. 09-988 

BUS STOP CUSTOD➔ MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

This Agreement is made and entered into Oij the 22nd day of September, 2009, in the City of La 
Puente by and between the CITY OF LA PUENTE, a body corporate and politic, hereinafter 
referred to as "CITY" and Social Vilocational Services, hereinafter referred to as 
"CONTRACTOR. II 

Section 1. SERVICES PERFORMED BY CONTRACTOR 
Contractor shall furnish the service necessary to complete the requested work for the 

custodial maintenance of bus shelters locate within the City of La Puente city limits as set forth 
in the Specifications attached hereto as Exhi 

Section 2. CITY'S RESPONSIB LITY. 
City shall provide Contractor with 11 pertinent data, documents, and other requested 

information as is available for the proper per ormance of Contractor's services. 

Section 3. TIME OF COMMENCEMENT AND PERFORMANCE. 
The term of this Agreement shall begin 2009, and continue for a period of three (3) years. 
The City shall have the right to grant to the Contractor three (3) additional one-year extensions 
from the date of termination of the agr ement, if the City so chooses, with or without 
modifications to the payment rate, levels of ervice, type of service, and any. other factors which 
City may deem necessary to meet its purposls through negotiations with the Contractor. 

Section 4. CONTRACTOR'S F . . 
City agrees to pay Contractor for anh in consideration of the faithful performance of the 

services and duties set forth in this Agreeme t, and Contractor agrees to accept from City, as and 
for compensation for the faithful performa+ e of said services and duties, a sum not to exceed 
$ 2250 per month which includes all labor, aterials, or other costs as described in Exhibit "A" 
attached hereto. 

Section 5. PAYMENT. 
Contractor shall submit a monthly tatement to City for its services performed which 

shall include documentation setting forth t e services rendered. City shall pay Contractor the 
amount of such billing within thirty (30) days of receipt of same, unless any element of such 
billing is disputed by City. 

Section 6. CHANGES IN SCOPE OF WORK. 
The City shall have the right to ordbr, in writing, changes in the scope of work or the 

services to be performed. Any changes in the scope of work requested by Contractor shall be 
made in writing and approved by both parties. 

Section 7. INDEMNIFICA TIO 
Contractor agrees to indemnify, holti harmless and defend City, its officials, officers, 

agents and employees, from any and all liaijility or financial loss, including legal expenses and 
costs of expert witnesses and consultants, , esulting from any suits, claims, losses or actions 
brought by any person or persons, by reason of injury and arising directly or indirectly from the 
activities and operations of Contractor, incltlding its officers, agents, employees, subcontractors 
or any person employed by Contractor, urider this Agreement, by executing City's standard 

I Pj e 1 of7 

✓ 
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"Indemnification and Hold Harmless Agreement and Waiver of Subrogation and Contribution" 
form included in the Contract documents. Contractor shall agree that Contractor's covenant 
under this section shall survive the termination of the Agreement. 

Section 8. INSURANCE. 
The Contractor shall secure, maintain in full force, and effect and bear the cost of 

complete Workers' Compensation Insurance in accordance with the Labor Code, for the duration 
of the project or Contract. A certificate of }Vorkers' Compensation Insurance, which meets the 
requirements of Section 3700 of the Labor ode, shall be furnished to the City of La Puente prior 
to the execution of the Contract. An insurance company providing the required insurance shall 
be a company admitted to do business in the I State of California. 

During the performance of the work, the Contractor shall maintain in force, public 
liability and property damage insurance to cpver awards of judgments for any death, injury, loss 
or damage arising out of the performance of the work by the Contractor. A certificate of said 
insurance shall be provided to the City whi~ states that the City of La Puente and its respective 
elected officials, officers, attorneys, agents, I employees, and volunteers, are named as additional 
insureds. Such policies of insurance shall be issued by insurance companies. which are admitted 
to do business in the State of California ~th a minimum rating of A:VII by "Best Insurance 
Guide", shall be primary and shall contain a rovision which states that the insurance shall not be 
canceled unless the insurer provides 30 da s prior written notice to the City. Contractor shall 
submit insurance policy endorsements to City evidencing compliance with minimum insurance 
requirements not less than one (1) day pribr to beginning of performance under the contract. 
Endorsements must be executed on the awropriate "Additional Insured Endorsement" forms 
included in the Contract Documents. I 

1. Public liability insurance shall be in the amount of not less than one million dollars 
($1,000,000) for injuries, including ccidental death to any one person or one accident 
and shall name the City of La Puent and its elected officials, officers, attorneys, agents, 
employees, and volunteers as addi~onal insureds. Such policies of insurance shall be 
issued by insurance companies wnich are admitted to do business in the State of 

I 

2. 

3. 

California with a minimum rating o · A:VII by "Best Insurance Guide", shall be primary 
and. shall contai~ a provision ';hich fates th~t the insur~ce shall not be canceled unless 
the msurer provides 30 days pnor wrf tten notice to the City. 

Property damage insurance shall bF in amount of not less than one million dollars 
($1,000,000) and shall name the City of La Puente and its elected officials, officers, 
attorneys, agents, employees, and yolunteers as additional insureds. Such policies of 
insurance shall be issued by insuril1tce companies which are admitted to do business in 
the State of California with a minimum rating of A:VII by "Best Insurance Guide", shall 
be primary and shall contain a provision which states that the insurance shall not be 
canceled unless the insurer provides 30 days prior written notice to the City. 

A comprehensive automobile liabiliiy insurance policy for vehicles used in conjunction 
with the proposed service shall be in the amount of not less than one million dollars 
($1 ,000,000) per occurrence and one million ($1,000,000) in the aggregate and shall 
name the City of La Puente and its elected officials, officers, attorneys, agents, 
employees, and volunteers as addittnal insureds. Such policies of insurance shall be 
issued by insurance companies wnich are admitted to do business in the State of 
California with a minimum rating of A:VII by "Best Insurance Guide", shall be primary 
and shall contain a provision which states that the insurance shall not be canceled unless 
the insurer provides 30 days prior 'tten notice to the City. 
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Section 9. WAGES. 
All wages paid under this Agree ent shall be in compliance with Local, State and 

Federal labor laws. 

Section 10. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 
Contractor is and shall at all times remain, as to the City, a wholly independent 

Contractor. Neither the City nor any of its agents shall have control over the conduct of 
Contractor or any of the Contractor' s emplo ees, except as herein set forth. Contractor expressly 
warrants not to, at any time or in any manner, represent that it, or any of its agents, servants or 
employees, are in any manner agents, s I rvants or employees of City, it being distinctly 
understood that Contractor is, and shall all times remain to City, a wholly independent 
contractor and Contractor obligations to e City are solely such as are prescribed by this 
Agreement. 

Section 11. PERSONNEL. 
Contractor represents that it has, or s all secure at its own expense, all personnel required 

to perform Contractor's services under t1,5 Agreement. Contractor may associate with or 
employ associates or sub-contractors in the performance of its services under this Agreement, but 
at all times shall be responsible for their serJ ices. 

Section 12. FAIR EMPLOYMENtf PRACTICES/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

ACTS. I 
In the performance of this Agreement, Contractor shall comply with all applicable 

provisions of the California Fair Emplo}'inent Practices Act (California Government Code 
Section 12940-48) and the applicable equal employment provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 ( 42 U.S.C. 200e-217), whichever is more restrictive. 

Section 13. CONFLICTS OF INk REsT. 
Contractor agrees not to accept any employment or representation during the term of this 

Agreement which is or may likely make Contractor "fmancially interested" (as provided in 
California Government Code Sections 1090 and 87100) in any decision made by the City of La 
Puente on any matter in connection with hich Contractor has been retained pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

Contractor also warrants that it is not, at the time this Agreement is entered into, engaged 
in any employment or representation which will or may likely make Contractor ":financially 
interested" in any decision made by the City of La Puente on any matter in connection with 
which Contractor has been retained pursuan~ to this Agreement. 

Section 14. SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS. 
This Agreement covers professional ~ervices of a specific and unique nature. Contractor 

shall not assign or attempt to assign any pof ion of this Agreement without the written approval 
of City. 

- I 
Section 15. CANCELLATION OF AGREEMENT. 
(a) City may cancel this Agreement at any time upon thirty (30) days written notice 

to Contractor. Contractor agrees to cease all work under this agreement on or before the 
effective date of such notice. 

(b) In the event of termination o cancellation of this Agreement by City, due to no 
fault or failure of performance by Contra~tor, Contractor shall be paid compensation for all 
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services performed by Contractor in an amount to be determined as follows: For work done in 
accordance with all of the terms and provi~ions of this Agreement, Contractor shall be paid an 

amount equal to the amount of services pe~formed prior to the effective date of termination or 

cancellation in accordance with the schedule attached hereto as Exhibit "A", provided, in no 

event shall the amount of money paid under the foregoing provisions of this paragraph exceed 

the amount which would be paid Contractor for the performance of the services required by this 

Agreement as described in Section 4 above. 

Section 16. CITY REPRESENTATIVE. 
The City Manager or his designee shall represent the City in the implementation of this 

Agreement. 

Section 17. ATTORNEY FEES. 
In the event of litigation between the parties arising out of or connected with this 

Agreement, the prevailing party in such liti ation shall be entitled to recover, in addition to any 

other amounts, actual attorney's fees and co . ts of such litigation. 

Section 18. EXTENT OF AGRE MENT. 
This Agreement represents the ellfire and integrated Agreement of the parties and 

supersedes any and all prior negotiations, representations, or agreements, either written or oral. 

This Agreement may be amended only by I'· tten instrument signed by both parties. 

Section 19. NOTICE. 
All notices pertaining to this Agree ent shall be in writing and addressed as follows: 

If to CONTRACTOR: 

Ifto CITY: 

I 

Socia~ Vocational Services 
3555 Torrance Boulevard 
Torra ce, CA 90503 
(310) 944-3303 

City of La Puente 
15900 East Main Street 
La Puente, CA 917 44 
(626) 55-1500 
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Section 20. APPLICABLE LAW. 
This Agreement and any dispute hereunder shall be governed and interpreted according 

to the laws of the State of California. 

Section 21. EFFECTNE DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT. 
This Agreement, made in duplicate, is entered into as of the day and year first written 

above. 

Executed on the day and year first above stated. 

SOCIAL VOCATIONAL SERVICES CITY OF LA PUENTE 

Edward~ 

I Page 5 of7 
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EkmIT A 
I 

CITY OF LA PUENTE 

REQUEST ~OR PROPOSALS 
FOR BUS STOP CUSTODIAL MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

The work covered by these specifications aonsists of furnishing all labor, material, equipment 
and incidentals necessary to maintain the c~eanliness of bus shelters located in the City of La 
Puente. 

A. WORK INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT: Maintenance for each of the 66 bus stops with 
shelte_rs and 54 bus stops without shelters (see attached spreadsheet for locations) shall be on 
a weekly basis and consists of but not lit ited to the following. 

1. Clean interior and exterior of all glass panels of advertising shelters ( once a week); 
2. Sweep and remove debris and ash in and around shelter to six foot radius on all 

sides, including curb and gutter ( nee a week); 
3. Removing and hauling away: of ll trash in trash container and installing new trash 

liners (t.,'iee a 1,1.reek); \N LJX-\ ~ 
4. Clean bench seat and backrest w th a mild soap and water solution taking care not to 

mar the finish and wipe dry (q~erly); 
5. Check anchor bolts-tighten if nee ssary (quarterly); 
6. Spray wash and clean the interior and exterior of the roof and remove excess water 

from sidewalk (quarterly); J 

7. Graffiti painted or marked (nottetched or scratched) on shelter surfaces shall be 
removed, or if such removal is · practical and/or will cause damage to the exterior 
finish of the shelter, the graffiti area may be spray-painted over provided that the 
color used matches that of the s elter and "feathered" to blend in with the existing 
finish. The color must be approved by the City prior to use (as needed); 

8. Report any damage, problems, pqor or haz.ardous conditions to the City (as needed); 
9. When requested by the City, provide service calls to specific bus shelters that require 

cleaning outside of normal schedule within 24 hours (as needed). 

All cleaning activities must comply with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements governing the release of wastes and waste water into the storm drain 
system. 

B. INVENTORY CHANGES: The City may add to, subtract from, or relocate portions of its 
bus shelter inventory during this contract. The contractor will agree to maintain all bus 
shelter units at the same weekly per unit bost. 

C. SUPERVISION: All work shall meet with the approval of the City of La Puente. 

D. PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS : These specification are intended to cover all labor, 
material and standard s of maintenance, 6.nd mechanical workmanship to be employed in the 
work called for in these specifications o~ reasonably implied by terms of the same. Work or 
materials of a minor nature which ma~ not be specifically mentioned, but which may be 
reasonably assumed as necessary for the completion of this work shall be performed by the 
Contractor as described in the specificati1 ns. 
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E. WORKMANSHIP, SUPERVISION, AND DAMAGES: The Contractor shall provide a 
work force sufficient to complete the work as it is specified. Included in this work force shall 
be a thoroughly skilled, experienced, and competent supervisor who shall be responsible for 
adherence to the specifications. 

F. SCHEDULE: The Contractor shall make every reasonable effort to maintain shelters on a 
fixed weekly schedule. If a scheduled ci.aintenance visit is missed, the Contractor will make 
up the missed shelter maintenance visit within two days after the normal scheduled visit. A 
copy of the current fixed maintenance schedule will be furnished to the City. 

I 
G. SIGNING/SAFETY: The Contractor shall provide satisfactory warning devices to protect 

the working area per California Occupational Safety and Health Act. All Contractor's 
vehicles shall be parked on the right side of the roadway and should be equipped with and 
display a flashing yellow beacon. 

H. TERM OF CONTRACTOR: The term of contract shall be for a period beginning Octobe , 
2009 and ending October 31, 2014. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to 

the within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, 

California 95814. 

On February 24, 2021, I served the: 

 Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC filed February 24, 2021 

Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges, 19-0304-I-05 

Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board Order No. 01-182,  

Permit CAS004001, Part 4F5c3 

Fiscal Years:  2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 

2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012 

City of La Puente, Claimant 

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 February 24, 2021 at Sacramento, 

California. 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Jill L. Magee  

      Commission on State Mandates 

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 2/16/21

Claim Number: 19-0304-I-05

Matter: Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges

Claimant: City of La Puente

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.)

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
Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com
Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775
gburdick@mgtconsulting.com
Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov
Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
Claimant Representative
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com
Kris Cook, Assistant Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
Kris.Cook@dof.ca.gov



2/24/2021 Mailing List

https://www.csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/4

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov
Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov
Dillon Gibbons, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dillong@csda.net
Troy Grunklee, Director of Administrative Services, City of La Puente
Claimant Contact
15900 East Main Street, La Puente, CA 91744
Phone: (626) 855-1500
tgrunklee@lapuente.org
Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov
Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, 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
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
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
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
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
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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
Elizabeth McGinnis, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
Elizabeth.McGinnis@csm.ca.gov
Jane McPherson, Financial Services Director, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3055
JmcPherson@oceansideca.org
Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8320
Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV
Debra Morton, Manager, Local Reimbursements Section, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
DMorton@sco.ca.gov
Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328
Michelle.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com
Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619) 232-3122
apalkowitz@as7law.com
Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916) 419-7093
kbpsixten@aol.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@atc.sbcounty.gov
Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 323-3562
camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Natalie Sidarous, Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816
Phone: 916-445-8717
NSidarous@sco.ca.gov
Michelle Skaggs Lawrence, City Manager, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3055
citymanager@oceansideca.org
Brittany Thompson, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
Brittany.Thompson@dof.ca.gov
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