STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PHONE: (916) 323-3562

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

January 9, 2014

Ms. Claire Hervey Collins

Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith LLP
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1200
Los Angeles, CA 90012

And Parties, Interested Parties, and Interested Persons (See Mailing List)

Re:  Final Staff Analysis and Proposed Statement of Decision and Notice of Hearing
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Resolution No. R4-2008-012,
Effective December 11, 2008
Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, Claimant

Dear Ms. Hervey Collins:

The final staff analysis and proposed statement of decision for the above-named matter is
enclosed for your review.

Hearing

This matter is set for hearing on Friday, January 24, 2014, at 10:00 a.m., State Capitol,.

Room 447, Sacramento, California. Please let us know in advance if you or a representative of
your agency will testify at the hearing, and if other witnesses will appear. If you would like to
request postponement of the hearing, please refer to section 1183.01(c)(2) of the Commission’s .
regulations. ' '

Special Accommodations

For any special accommodations such as a sign language interpreter, an assistive listening
device, materials in an alternative format, or any other accommodations, please contact the
Commission Office at least five to seven working days prior to the meeting.

Please contact Heidi Palchik at (916) 323-3562 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

7
Heather Halsey
Executive Director
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ITEMG

TEST CLAIM
FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS

AND

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Resolution No. R4-2008-012, adopted December 11, 2008,
approved by United States Environmental Protection Agency
April 6, 2010.

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements
10-TC-09
Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, Claimant

Attached is the proposed statement of decision for this matter. This proposed statement of
decision also functions as the final staff analysis, as required by section 1183.07 of the
Commission’s regulations.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview

This test claim alleges a reimbursable state mandate resulting from Resolution R4-2008-012,
adopted December 11, 2008 by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Los Angeles Region (Regional Board). To assist the reader, there is a glossary of frequently
used water quality related terms and acronyms at the end of this document.

The Resolution pled in this test claim amends the prior Basin Plan for the Santa Clara River,
which imposed a maximum pollutant concentration for chloride, or “total maximum daily load”
(TMDL) of 100 mg/L, and pollutant discharge limitations for chloride, or “waste load
allocations” (WLAs), of 100 mg/L for the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District’s (District)
two Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs) that discharge into the river. The test claim Resolution
includes a revised, less stringent TMDL and WLAs, providing greater flexibility to the District
with respect to its chloride discharges into the river. The Plan, as amended by the test claim
Resolution, also significantly reduced the costs for the District to comply with the TMDL and
WLAs, as compared to the prior TMDL. The TMDL, as revised by the test claim Resolution,
calls for the implementation of an Alternative Water Resources Management program (AWRM),
in order to meet conditional “site-specific objectives” (SSOs) for water quality in Reaches 4B, 5,
and 6 of the Santa Clara River, and conditional WLAs of 150 mg/L for discharges to Reaches 5
and 6, and 117 mg/L for discharge to Reach 4B for the District’s two WRPs.

The District alleges that meeting the SSOs and WLASs contained in the Resolution will require
significant advanced treatment and other technological upgrades, and a number of other water
supply control measures to control chloride concentrations in the Santa Clara River, especially



during periods of higher concentration in the water supply and groundwater (i.e., during periods
of lower precipitation). The District alleges that these upgrades and control measures result in
new costs of approximately $250.7 million.

The test claim Resolution R4-2008-012 also includes a number of Implementation Tasks,
consisting primarily of requirements to perform technical and scientific studies of the surface and
groundwater, and evaluation of appropriate chloride thresholds, which the District alleges
impose costs of approximately $6.6 million.

Staff recommends the Commission deny this test claim on the following grounds: (1) several of
the Implementation Tasks included in the TMDL are not new; (2) accelerating the
implementation of final waste load allocations (discharge limitations) by one year is not a new
program or higher level of service, and no increased costs are alleged; (3) the Alternative Water
Resources Management program does not impose a new program or higher level of service, but
provides for a lower level of service, and reduced costs with respect to prior law; and (4) even if
the Alternative Water Resources Management program did impose a new program or higher
level of service, there are no costs mandated by the state, because the claimant has sufficient fee
authority to cover the costs of any required activities.

Background

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) states that it is the policy of Congress “to recognize,
preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities and rights of States to prevent, reduce, and
eliminate pollution...” The CWA employs two primary mechanisms for the control and
prevention of water pollution: identification and standard-setting for bodies of water, and
identification and regulation of dischargers of pollutants. Section 1313 of the CWA provides for
standard-setting for both intra- and inter-state bodies of water, “such as to protect the public
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water,” and take into consideration the waters’ “use and
value for public water supplies, propagation of fish and wildlife, recreational purposes, and
agricultural, industrial, and other purposes.” Section 1313(d) provides that each state shall
identify those waters for which the applicable water quality standards are not being met, and
establish “the total maximum daily load [TMDL]...at a level necessary to implement the
applicable water quality standards with seasonal variations and a margin of safety which takes
into account any lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and
water quality.” A TMDL is defined as the sum of the amount of a pollutant allocated to all point
sources (i.e., the sum of all WLAs relative to the water body), plus the amount of the pollutant
allocated for nonpoint sources and natural background; a TMDL should be set for each pollutant
identified by the [EPA] Administrator, and constitutes, essentially, a plan or objective setting the
amount of a pollutant that will attain the water quality standard necessary for the protection of
beneficial uses.! The CWA also expressly provides that effluent limitations for a point source
discharger may not be renewed or revised to contain limitations less stringent than the previous
discharge permit.

! Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section 130.2.
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Requlatory History

The Santa Clara River is the largest river system in southern California that remains in a
relatively natural state. The River originates in the San Gabriel Mountains in Los Angeles
County, runs through Ventura County, and flows into the Pacific Ocean between the cities of San
Buenaventura (Ventura) and Oxnard. Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River are located
upstream of the Blue Cut gauging station near the Los Angeles/VVentura County line, between the
cities of Fillmore (in Ventura County) and Santa Clarita in Los Angeles County; Reach 4B is in
Ventura County.

The Regional Board first established water quality objectives for chloride in the Santa Clara
River in 1975, and in 1978 the Board set the water quality objectives for chloride at 100 mg/L
for both reaches 5 and 6. In 1998 the Santa Clara River was listed for the first time as an
impaired water body under section 1313(d) of the federal Clean Water Act: Reaches 5 and 6 of
the Upper Santa Clara River did not meet the 100 mg/L water quality objective, and “[b]eneficial
uses of the Upper Santa Clara River, including agricultural supply water and groundwater
recharge were listed as impaired.” The Valencia and Saugus Water Reclamation Plants, which
are owned and operated by claimant, Santa Clarita VValley Sanitation District, are responsible for
approximately 70 percent of the chloride loading to the River. The Valencia and Saugus WRPs
were not designed to remove chloride from waste water, and in fact have been contributing to
elevated chloride concentrations due to the use of chlorine disinfection.

In October of 2002, the Regional Board adopted a TMDL for chloride in the Santa Clara River,
as required under section 1313(d) of the CWA for any impaired waters, which included WLAs of
100 mg/L chloride for the two WRPs that discharge into the River. The TMDL was to be fully
implemented within two and one half years. The District appealed the decision to the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which remanded the TMDL to the Regional Board in
2003, for reconsideration of various items including: (1) an extension of the interim effluent
limits for chloride, and (2) re-evaluation of the water quality objectives, including whether an
alternate water supply to agricultural users would be appropriate, the beneficial uses to be
protected, the quality of the imported water supply, and the impacts of drought periods. In
response, the Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 03-008 which included interim WLAs and
an implementation plan for the chloride TMDL, extending the time for full implementation of
the limits to thirteen years and calling for various studies.*

The TMDL was amended again by Resolution No. 04-004, approved by the EPA on April 28,
2005, which added a number of special studies and analyses “to characterize the sources, fate,
transport, and specific impacts of chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River, including impacts to
downstream reaches and underlying groundwater basins.”® The TMDL was amended again by
Resolution 2006-016, approved by EPA June 12, 2008, which shortened by two years the time
for completing the special studies and implementing the control measures required by the
TMDL. In 2008, the Regional Board adopted the test claim Resolution, which shortened the
time for full implementation by an additional year, and relaxed the chloride requirements as
described in the next paragraph.

? See Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 523-524 [Attachment 58].
% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 13.
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Alleged Executive Order, Resolution No. R4-2008-012

Between 2005 and 2008 several special studies were conducted, as required under the TMDL
adopted in Resolution No. 04-004. “The completion of these TMDL special studies...has led to
the development of an alternative TMDL implementation plan that addresses chloride
impairment of surface waters and degradation of groundwater.”* The alternative plan, which
was adopted by the Regional Board in a basin plan amendment effected by Resolution No. R4-
2008-012 (the alleged executive order in this test claim), is known as the Alternative Water
Resources Management program (AWRM); the AWRM includes:

...the development of site-specific objectives [SSOs] for chloride while protecting
beneficial uses; chloride source reduction actions through the removal of self-
regenerating water softeners; a switch from chlorine-based disinfection to
ultraviolet disinfection at both WRPs; chloride load reduction actions through
advanced treatment (like reverse osmosis and microfiltration) of a portion of the
Valencia WRP’s effluent; supplemental water to enhance assimilative capacity of
local groundwater or surface water; alternative water supply to protect salt-
sensitive agricultural beneficial uses during drought conditions; construction of
extraction wells and pipelines; and expansion of recycled water uses with[in] the
Santa Clarita Valley.®

The new SSOs adopted for chloride concentration are 150 mg/L in Reaches 5 and 6, and 117
mg/L for Reach 4B, which is adjusted to 130 mg/L when the supply water has chloride levels
above 80 mg/L. The new conditional WLAs for the Valencia and Saugus facilities are also 150
mg/L for discharges to Reaches 5 and 6, and 117 mg/L for discharge to Reach 4B. Resolution
No. R4-2008-012 provides for the construction and implementation of advanced treatment
(reverse osmosis desalination) at the Valencia facility, as well as a number of water supply
control measures designed to attain the site specific objectives as a condition of the relaxed
TMDL and WLAs. The newly relaxed requirements are conditioned upon “the Claimant’s full
and ongoing implementation of the AWRM program.”® If claimant fails to implement or
chooses not to implement AWRM program, the TMDL reverts to the prior TMDL and WLAs of
100 mg/L. Resolution No. R4-2008-012 was approved by SWRCB, the Office of Administrative
Law (OAL), and finally the U.S. EPA on April 6, 2010.

Procedural History

This test claim was filed by the District on March 30, 2011. On July 29, 2011, the Regional
Board filed comments on the test claim. The Department of Finance (Finance) filed comments
on the test claim, dated July 29, 2013. On September 28, 2011, the District filed rebuttal
comments.

4 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, Attachment 63, at p. 591 [Resolution R4-2008-012,
at paragraph 15].

> Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 15. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 12.

® Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 17. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 11
[“If the AWRM program is not timely implemented, the water quality objectives for chloride
will revert back from the conditional SSOs to the current levels of 100 mg/L.”].
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On September 20, 2013, Commission staff issued a draft staff analysis and proposed statement of
decision. On October 7, 2013, Finance submitted written comments on the draft staff analysis.
Also on October 7, 2013, the District requested an extension of time to file comments, which
was granted for good cause. On October 9, 2013, the Regional Board submitted a request for
extension of time and postponement of the hearing, which was granted for good cause. Also on
October 9, 2013, public comments were received from Ms. Lynda Cook of Santa Clarita. On
October 18, 2013, the City of Santa Clarita submitted written comments on the draft staff
analysis. On November 1, 2013, both the Regional Board and the District submitted written
comments on the draft staff analysis.

Commission Responsibilities

Under article X111 B, section 6 of the California Constitution, local agencies and school districts
are entitled to reimbursement for the costs of state-mandated new programs or higher levels of
service. In order for local government to be eligible for reimbursement, one or more similarly
situated local agencies or school districts must file a test claim with the Commission. “Test
claim” means the first claim filed with the Commission alleging that a particular statute or
executive order imposes costs mandated by the state. Test claims function similarly to class
actions and all members of the class have the opportunity to participate in the test claim process
and all are bound by the final decision of the Commission for purposes of that test claim.

The Commission is the quasi-judicial body vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6. In
making its decisions, the Commission cannot apply article XI1I B as an equitable remedy to cure

the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding priorities.

Claims

The following chart provides a brief summary of the claims and issues raised and staff’s

recommendation.

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Implementation Tasks 4,
56,7,8,9,10a-d,17a
(Resolution R4-2008-
012, Attachment B), and
the default waste load
allocations of 100 mg/L
for both water
reclamation plants
operated by the District.

The District is required to
conduct a literature review to
evaluate an appropriate chloride
threshold; develop a
groundwater/surface water
interaction model to evaluate
impacts of the chloride TMDL,;
evaluate the appropriate chloride
threshold for the protection of
sensitive agricultural supply
water and endangered species
protection; develop site-specific
objectives for chloride for
sensitive agriculture; develop an
anti-degradation analysis for
revision of the chloride

Deny — The required activities
do not impose a new program or
higher level of service.
Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, and 9, 10a-d, and 17a-e and
the default TMDL and WLAs
were required by prior law. The
100 mg/L TMDL, including 100
mg/L WLASs, have been in effect
since Resolution 02-018, which
was adopted by the Regional
Board October 24, 2002,
remanded and revised and
adopted again by the Regional
Board on May 6, 2004, including
tasks 4-10, and approved by U.S.
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objectives; develop pre-planning
report on compliance to meet
different hypothetical final waste
load allocations; evaluate
alternative water supplies;
analyze feasible compliance
measures; complete an
environmental impact report,
engineering design, permits,
construction, and begin
operation of advanced treatment
facilities to comply with final
effluent permit limits for
chloride.

If the AWRM is not fully and
continually implemented, the
prior TMDL is triggered,
including the default WLAs of
100 mg/L chloride.

EPA April 28, 2005. Task 17a
was added by Resolution R4-
2006-016, approved by EPA
June 12, 2008. In addition, these
implementation tasks were either
completed or underway at the
time the 2008 Resolution was
adopted. And, the EIR, design,
construction, and operation of
advanced treatment facilities is a
lower level of service than that
required under prior law,
according to the District’s
assertions in the record.
Therefore these activities are not
new, and by definition cannot
impose a reimbursable new
program or higher level of
service.

Implementation Task 20
(Resolution R4-2008-
012, Attachment B).

Implementation task 20
accelerates the implementation
period for final WLAS by one
year. The prior TMDL provided
for interim WLAs to apply for
no more than 11 years,
Resolution R4-2008-012
provides for interim WLASs to
apply for no more than 10 years.

Deny — Implementing the
underlying final WLAS one year
sooner is not a new program or
higher level of service; the final
WLAs are not made more
stringent or more costly by this
resolution, and a mere increase
in costs is not tantamount to a
higher level of service in any
event. Furthermore, the claimant
has not alleged increased costs
due to implementing final WLAS
one year sooner.

Conditional site-specific
objectives and waste
load allocations of 117
mg/L for Reach 4B, and
150 mg/L for Reaches 5
and 6.

Attachment B to Resolution R4-
2008-012 provides for
conditional SSOs and WLAs for
the two WRPs of 117 mg/L for
Reach 4B, and the water
discharged by the WRPs into
Reach 4B; and 150 mg/L for
Reaches 5 and 6 and the water
discharged into Reaches 5 and 6.
The SSOs and WLASs
contemplate facilities upgrades
and advanced treatment

Deny —The Conditional SSOs
and WLAs, including all
facilities upgrades contemplated
to achieve the standards, are a
lower level of service than was
required under the prior TMDL,
and result in reduced costs to
claimant.
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technologies at the two WRPs,
and outline certain water
management activities to reach
and maintain the SSOs and
WLASs, including during periods
of higher chloride concentrations
in the supply water.

Costs incurred as a The facilities upgrades and other | Deny — Even if the test claim

result of the technological controls and water | executive order, Resolution R4-

Implementation Tasks management activities are 2008-012, imposed a new

and AWRM steps to estimated to result in program or higher level of

comply with the SSOs approximately $250 million in service resulting in state-

and WLA:s, totaling increased costs. The mandated increased costs, such

approximately $257 Implementation Tasks are costs would not be reimbursable

million. alleged to result in because the District has
approximately $7 million in sufficient fee authority to cover
increased costs. the costs of any additional

activities, unconstrained by the
voter approval requirements of
Proposition 218.

Analysis

Staff finds that this test claim should be denied on the following grounds: (1) several of the
Implementation Tasks included in the TMDL are not new; (2) accelerating the implementation of
final waste load allocations (discharge limitations) by one year is not a new program or higher
level of service, and no increased costs are alleged; (3) the Alternative Water Resources
Management program does not impose a new program or higher level of service, but a lower
level of service, and reduced costs with respect to prior law; and (4) even if the Alternative
Water Resources Management program did impose a new program or higher level of service,
there are no costs mandated by the state, because the claimant has sufficient fee authority to
cover the costs of any required activities.

A. Threshold Issues: the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an Eligible
Claimant Before the Commission; Resolution R4-2008-012 is an Executive Order
within the Meaning of Article X111 B, Section 6; and the Test Claim is Timely Filed.

1. The Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an eligible claimant before the
Commission.

Staff finds that SCVSD receives at least some amount of its funding from local taxes, and is
subject to an appropriations limit for at least a portion of its revenues, and is therefore an eligible
claimant. The State Controller’s Special Districts Annual Report for 2010-2011 indicates that
SCVSD was subject to an appropriations limit for approximately one-third of its total revenue
(nearly $11 million), and made total appropriations subject to the appropriations limit in the
amount of $5,778,450. While a substantial amount of the District’s revenue comes from user
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fees and other sources not considered “proceeds of taxes,” it cannot be said categorically that the
District’s revenue is not subject to the limitations of articles XI11 A and XIII B.

Based on the foregoing, the staff finds that the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an
eligible claimant before the Commission.

2. The Regional Water Board’s order is an executive order within the meaning of
Article XlII B, section 6.

Avrticle XII1 B, section 6 provides that “[w]henever 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 such local government for the costs of such programs or
increased level of service...” Government Code section 17514 provides that costs mandated by
the state includes “any increased costs which a local agency or school district is required to
incur...as a result of...any executive order implementing any statute...which mandates a new
program or higher level of service of an existing program...” Government Code section 17516
defines an *“executive order” as “any order, plan, requirement, rule, or regulation issued
by...[a]ny agency, department, board, or commission of state government.” Because Resolution
No. R4-2008-012 is an order of a state board, it is an executive order for purposes of
Government Code 17516 and may result in a reimbursable state-mandated program under article
X111 B, section 6 if all required mandates elements are established.

3. The test claim was timely filed.

Section 17551 provides that “[I]Jocal agency and school district claims shall be filed not later than
12 months following the effective date of a statute or executive order, or within 12 months of
incurring increased costs as a result of a statute or executive order, whichever is later.” Section
1183 of the Commission’s regulations states that “within 12 months,” for purposes of test claim
filing, “means by June 30 of the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which increased costs
were first incurred by the claimant.”

Finance has raised the statute of limitations found in section 17551, arguing that the test claim
was filed on March 30, 2011, while the Resolution had an effective date of December 11, 2008.
Finance further argues that “all claimed costs for that fiscal year would have had to be incurred
after March 30, 2010 to not be time barred.”

Finance’s first point, that the effective date of the Resolution would place this test claim beyond
the time bar, has some merit. An effective date of December 11, 2008 would require that a valid
test claim be filed by June 30, 2010. However, because TMDLs and waste load allocations must
be approved by the SWRCB, OAL, and the Administrator of U.S.EPA,’ there is an open
question, for purposes of applying section 17551, whether the Resolution at issue is “effective”
on the date it was approved by the Regional Board or on the date that it is approved by the
Administrator (here, April 6, 2010).

The cover page of the test claim indicates that the Resolution was effective December 11, 2008,
as Finance asserts. However, the Regional Board’s comments on the test claim state that the
Resolution was effective April 6, 2010, the date of EPA approval. In addition, a later settlement

" Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 8 [citing 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(3); 40 C.F.R. §
131.20(c)]. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 6.
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agreement between the District and the Regional Board is in accord, stating that the Resolution
became effective April 6,2010.%2 An effective date of April 6, 2010, would require that a timely
filed test claim be submitted on or before June 30, 2011. This test claim was filed

March 30, 2011, and therefore was filed before the expiration of the statute of limitations, based
on the effective date agreed upon by the parties. Based on the foregoing, staff finds that this test
claim was timely filed.

B. The Regional Water Board’s Resolution and Order does not Impose a New Program
or Higher Level of Service within the Meaning of Article X111 B, Section 6.

The District states that “Regional Board Resolution No. R4-2008-012, the revised TMDL, requires:
(1) compliance with specific waste load allocations that will also be incorporated into the Saugus and
Valencia WRPs' NPDES permits; and (2) specific ‘implementation tasks’ necessary for compliance.”
The Implementation Tasks, along with the final waste load allocations, “are the subject of this test
claim.”® Attachment B to Resolution R4-2008-012 outlines the conditional SSOs for Reaches 4B, 5,
and 6, and conditional WLAs for the water discharged from the Valencia and Saugus WRPs to
Reaches 4B, 5, and 6. The WLAs for the District’s WRP facilities are based on, and numerically
identical to, the SSOs for the respective reaches (117 mg/L for Reach 4B, and the discharge into
Reach 4B; 150 mg/L for Reaches 5 and 6, and for the discharge into Reaches 5 and 6). All other
point sources are assigned WLASs equal to 100 mg/L. Attachment B also outlines the operation of
reverse osmosis treatment at the Valencia WRP, the provision of supplemental water to Reach 4B
when chloride concentrations exceed 117 mg/L, and the design and construction of advanced
treatment facilities. In addition, Attachment B outlines a number of implementation tasks, primarily
consisting of technical studies to assess the appropriate threshold for chloride to protect agricultural
uses and to determine how best to reach that threshold, including preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the advanced treatment facilities and other upgrades necessary to meet the
SSOs and WLAs.

The District has alleged the required activities resulting from Resolution R4-2008-012 impose
costs of approximately $257 million. Though claimant alleges that this $257 million constitutes
increased costs, claimant does acknowledge that the costs would be nearly double,
approximately $500 million, if it operated under the prior TMDL. The analysis below concludes
that none of the Implementation Tasks, or the AWRM program elements, of Resolution R4-2008-
012 constitutes a new program or higher level of service, because the alleged activities and costs
either are not new or they provide for a lower level of service and reduced costs when compared
to prior law. In addition, the claimant has fee authority sufficient to cover the costs of any
required activities and, thus, pursuant to Government Code section 17556(d), there can be no
costs mandated by the state.

1. Some of the Implementation Tasks described in the Resolution are not new.

Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10a-d of Resolution R4-2008-012 are found also, in
nearly identical language, in Resolution 04-004, and again in Resolution R4-2006-016. These
prior TMDLs were approved by EPA on April 28, 2005, and June 12, 2008, respectively.

Additionally, Implementation Tasks 4-9 are listed in the revised TMDL as having completion

® Exhibit X, Settlement Agreement, at p. 4.
° Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 13.
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dates prior to the adoption and approval of the 2008 Resolution. Moreover, these tasks had in
fact been completed prior to the adoption of the revised TMDL incorporating the AWRM: the
Resolution states that “[t]he Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (SCVSD) has completed all
of the necessary special studies required by the Chloride TMDL (TMDL Task Nos 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8,9, 10b, and 10c).” Therefore none of these implementation tasks, or the costs alleged, are
reimbursable, both because they are not new, and because the costs incurred are outside the
period of eligibility for this test claim (prior to July 1, 2009).

Implementation Task 17a, “Implementation of Compliance Measures, Complete Environmental
Impact Report...” was required by identical language in Resolution R4-2006-016. Resolution
R4 2006-016 is stated as having an effective date (presumably meaning the date approved by the
U.S. EPA) of June 12, 2008. It is unknown, from the test claim exhibits, or any other
information in the record, exactly when costs might first have been incurred to complete the
Environmental Impact Report; but the direction to implement compliance measures and to
complete an EIR is not new, with respect to prior law.® In fact, claimant was required to prepare
the draft EIR by May 4, 2010 under prior law and was fined “for the failure to complete
Wastewater Facilities Plans and Programmatic Environmental Impact Reports by the required
due date in 2011.”*! Resolution R4-2006-016, which first required this activity, was not pled in
this test claim.

Finally, the default TMDL, including WLAs of 100 mg/L for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs,
which takes effect “if the District cannot comply with the AWRM program,” is not a new
requirement. The Regional Board adopted a TMDL for Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River
in 2002, “which became effective May 4, 2005,” and includes WLAs of 100 mg/L for Valencia
WRP and 100 mg/L for Saugus WRP.”

In comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the District argues that the test claim
Resolution is the result of a years-long administrative appeal and negotiation process, and that
the prior TMDLs are “part and parcel of the 2008 TMDL.” The District argues that “[t]he proper
measure of whether the TMDL is a new or higher level of service is to compare the TMDL’s
requirements with the existing or pre-TMDL requirements.” The District’s reasoning does not
comport with existing mandates law, and does not change the above analysis. The prior TMDLs,
including the implementation tasks and the effluent limitations, were approved by the State
Water Resources Control Board and the U.S. EPA, and are therefore analyzed as “prior law,” for
purposes of determining whether the test claim Resolution imposes a new program or higher
level of service.™?

Based on the foregoing, staff finds that Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10a-d, and 17a, and
the waste load allocations, are not new, but rather were required by prior law. Therefore none of
these provisions imposes a state-mandated new program or higher level of service.

19 Resolution R4-2006-016.
1 A Regional Board, Enforcement News, November 26, 2012.
12 Lucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835.
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2. Implementation Task 20 only accelerates the schedule of implementation of final
waste load allocations and is not a new program or higher level of service
resulting in increased costs mandated by the state.

Implementation Task 20 shortens the applicable period of the interim WLAs for the Saugus and
Valencia WRPs from 11 years to 10 years, commencing with the effective date of the 2002
TMDL. The interim WLAs are designed to accommodate the time needed for the WRPs to
implement desalination and other chloride reduction improvements to meet the final WLAs. For
the Saugus WRP, the interim WLA is described as “the sum of State Water Project treated water
supply concentration plus 114 mg/L, as a twelve month rolling average,” but not to exceed 230
mg/L. For the Valencia WRP, the interim WLA is described as “the sum of State Water Project
treated water supply concentration plus 134 mg/L, as a twelve month rolling average,” but not to
exceed 230 mg/L. There is no new program inherent in shortening the time frame for the interim
WLAs. The requirements of the interim WLAS remain the same, but are shortened, and the final
WLAs attach one year sooner. It may be argued that it costs more to implement the final WLAS
one year sooner, but this change does not of itself constitute a new program or higher level of
service.

The court of appeal in Long Beach Unified School District declared that “[a] mere increase in the
cost of providing a service which is the result of a requirement mandated by the state is not
tantamount to a higher level of service.” The Supreme Court has also spoken on the requirement
of a new program, in terms often repeated in later decisions: “We recognize that, as its made
indisputably clear from the language of the constitutional provision, local entities are not entitled
to reimbursement for all increased costs mandated by state law, but only those costs resulting
from a new program or an increased level of service imposed upon them by the state.” Finally,
not only is an increase in costs not tantamount to a higher level of service, but there is no
evidence in the record of the incremental cost increase which might be alleged based on
accelerating the implementation of the final WLAS by one year.

In comments on the draft staff analysis, the District argues that “[j]ust as accelerating a car is a
higher level of speed, accelerating a compliance schedule is a higher level of service.” The
District argues that “reliance on case law for the proposition that an accelerated compliance
schedule’s increased costs are ‘not tantamount to a higher level of service’ is misplaced.” The
District argues that the cases are distinguishable. Indeed, the cases are distinguishable; in both
Long Beach Unified and County of Los Angeles the courts found a reimbursable state mandate.
Here, staff finds none; the activities required to implement the final WLAs are not changed. The
District merely experiences costs to complete the activities one year sooner.

Based on the foregoing, Implementation Task 20 does not impose any new state mandated
activities and does not result in a new program or higher level of service.

3. The Alternative Water Resources Management program is not a new program or
higher level of service.

The California Supreme Court, in County of Los Angeles I, articulated a multi-faceted test for
“new program or higher level of service:” reimbursement requires (1) a new task or activity; (2)
which constitutes an increase in service as compared to prior law; (3) and which either provides a
service to the public, or imposes requirements uniquely upon government, rather than upon all
persons and entities equally.
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The Regional Board argues that the test claim executive order, Resolution R4-2008-012, cannot
impose a new program or higher level of service because it “amended the Basin Plan to, among
other things, adopt site-specific objectives for chloride in the Santa Clara River that are less
stringent than the generally applicable water quality objectives that apply to other major
dischargers to the Santa Clara River...” The Regional Board argues: “thus, if anything, the 2008
Resolution imposes a lower level of service in order to make it less expensive for the Claimant to
implement” the TMDL. In 2002, the 100 mg/L objective was incorporated into a TMDL,
pursuant to the impairment listing of certain reaches of the Santa Clara River, and the threat to
salt-sensitive agriculture uses both within Reaches 5 and 6 and downstream. Both the District
and the Regional Board agree that the AWRM contains “relaxed” requirements, as compared
with the current water quality objectives.

In addition, both the District and the Regional Board recognize that under the prior TMDL
“implementation actions to attain this level would require advanced treatment — that is, reverse
osmosis — of the full effluent from the Saugus and Valencia plants with discharge into the ocean
through a 43-mile brine line.” The District estimated the costs of the facilities upgrades and
other compliance tasks at approximately $500 million. Under the AWRM, reverse 0smosis
desalination is only required at the VValencia WRP, and the waste is permitted to be disposed of
through deep well injection. The District estimates that implementing the advanced treatment
upgrades at only one of the two facilities, along with other tasks, will cost just over half of the
amount of compliance with the prior TMDL, or approximately $250 million.

Staff finds that there is nothing in the AWRM that imposes a higher level of service on this
claimant. Resolution R4-2008-012 calls for the implementation of less-stringent requirements
than under prior law, which the District has acknowledged will be less expensive to implement.
In comments on the draft staff analysis, the District continues to stress that the proper test should
be to compare the pre-TMDL requirements with the requirements of the Resolution; in that view
the requirements of the Resolution are “far more stringent than the pre-TMDL standard.” There
IS no support in mandates law for this reasoning, and staff’s conclusion is unchanged.

Based on the foregoing, staff finds that Resolution R4-2008-012, which includes the AWRM,
does not impose a new program or higher level of service, and the costs and activities thereunder
should be denied.

C. Even if Resolution R4-2008-012 Did Constitute a State Mandated New Program or
Higher Level of Service, it Would Not Impose Costs Mandated by the State Under
Section 17556(d) Because the Claimant has Sufficient Fee Authority to Fully Fund
the Costs of the Required Activities.

Government Code section 17556(d) provides that the Commission “shall not find costs mandated
by the state, as defined in Section 17514...if...the local agency or school district has the
authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the mandated program
or increased level of service.”

The California Supreme Court held, in County of Fresno v. State of California, that “read in its
textual and historical context section 6 of article XI1I B requires subvention only when the costs
in question can be recovered solely from tax revenues.” Accordingly, in Connell v. Superior
Court of Sacramento County, the Santa Margarita Water District, among others, was denied
reimbursement on the basis of its authority to impose fees on water users. The Districts argued
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that they did not have “sufficient” authority to levy such fees, because the cost of reclaimed
water would make it impractical to market to the users if the Districts were forced to raise fees.
The court concluded that the “Districts do not demonstrate that anything in Water Code section
35470 limits the authority of the Districts to levy fees “sufficient’ to cover their costs,” and that
“[t]hus, the economic evidence presented by SMWD to the Board [of Control] was irrelevant and
injected improper factual questions into the inquiry.” Similarly, in Clovis Unified School
District v. Chiang, the court found that the Controller’s office was not acting in excess of its
authority in reducing reimbursement claims to the full extent of the districts’ authority to impose
fees, even if there existed practical impediments to collecting the fees. In making its decision the
court stated: “[t]o the extent a local agency or school district ‘has the authority’ to charge for the
mandated program or increased level of service, that charge cannot be recovered as a state-
mandated cost.” The court endorsed the Controller’s view that “*Claimants can choose not to
require these fees, but not at the state’s expense.””

Here, the Regional Board argues that the District “is authorized to impose and increase fees and
charges for wastewater management services under Health and Safety Code section 5471.” The
District argues that it is constrained by the “the Proposition 218 process...[and] fierce public
opposition.” The District further argues that Connell, discussed above, “ignored the then-recent
passage of Proposition 218.”

Health and Safety Code section 5471 provides “authority,” within the meaning of section
17556(d), “to prescribe, revise and collect, fees tolls, rates, rentals, or territorial limits, in
connection with its water, sanitation, storm drainage, or sewerage system.”

Proposition 218, adopted by the voters in 1996, added articles XII1 C and XIII D to the
Constitution; the plain language of article X111 D, section 6 provides that an agency seeking to
impose or increase fees must identify the parcels and the amount proposed, and must provide
written notice by mail to the record owners of the identified parcels, including notice of a public
hearing, at which the agency is required to “consider all protests.” Section 6 further provides
that if written protests are submitted by more than half of the owners of parcels affected, a fee or
assessment may not be raised. In addition, new or increased fees are required to “not exceed the
funds required to provide the property related service;” “not be used for any purpose other than
that for which the fee or charge was imposed;” “not exceed the proportional cost of the service
attributable to the parcel;” and be “actually used by, or immediately available to, the owner of
the property in question.” Finally, voter approval is required “[e]xcept for fees or charges for
sewer, water, and refuse collection services.”

The District asserts that the case law related to fee authority is no longer on point “because the
most significant cases predate the passage of [Proposition 218].” The District asserts that it
“attempted to implement the Proposition 218 process, but the elected public officials could not
support the proposed rate increase in the face of fierce public opposition.” The District claims
that the “political realities...limit the ability of local government to raise fees in a way that
makes it impossible for a local agency to raise sufficient funding for state mandate projects.”

Here, the fee authority is that of a sanitation district, and relates to the fees charged to users of
the sewerage system; based on the plain language of article XIII D, section 6, voter approval is
not required for increases to water and sewer rates. However, the other requirements of XIII D
do apply, requiring the District to ensure that any fee increase is noticed to the affected property
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owners, that the increase is directly related to and proportional to the service provided, and that
at a public hearing the District considers all protests. In addition, the voters have the power,
either by referendum, or by written protests of a majority of owners of the affected parcels, to
defeat a fee increase. Only the “written protests” provision is raised by the parties’ comments.
The Regional Board argues that there are nearly 69,000 parcels connected to the District’s
sewerage system, and therefore “at least 34,449 written protests” would be a majority required
under XI1I D to defeat a rate increase. At the May 26, 2009 and July 27, 2010 hearings the
District received “203 written protests and 7,732 written protests, respectively.”

The District does not dispute the number of written protests needed to defeat a fee increase, or
the number received (the Regional Board’s argument assumes, without evidence, that all 69,000
parcels represent a single voting property owner); rather the District argues that the District’s
Board “quite reasonably believed that this large rate increase would be rejected if challenged by
initiative.”*® The District implies that because an initiative to overturn the fee increase would
qualify for the ballot with approximately 6,500 votes, the 7,732 written protests “exceeded the
number of signatures needed to qualify an initiative that would overturn the rate increase.”**

But written protests are not tantamount to an initiative petition, and an initiative petition is not a
successful referendum. The District’s board “declined to adopt the proposed rate increases based
on the expectation that any substantive rate increase would be overturned by way of
referendum.” Nothing in the California Constitution requires a local legislative body to bend to
political pressure. As the Regional Board concluded, “[t]he Claimant cannot rely on mere
speculation as to what could happen as a defense to the fee increase exception” of section
17556(d).

It is true, as the District argues, that Connell did not discuss Proposition 218, because the water
districts did not allege that their authority to raise fees was impacted by Proposition 218. The
water districts in Connell instead urged an interpretation of “authority” under section 17556(d)
that required a “practical ability in light of surrounding economic circumstances,” and the court
rejected that interpretation. Here, as in Connell, “the plain language of the statute defeats the
Districts’ position.” The District here would have the Commission recognize political
undesirability as an element of the District’s “authority” under Health and Safety Code section
5471 to raise fees. In the same way that the court in Connell declined to find that economic
considerations undermine the “sufficiency” of the water districts’ authority to raise fees, staff
recommends that the Commission here decline to make a finding that political opposition
undermines the authority of a sanitation district to raise fees.

In comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the District continues to stress its concern that
the District will be unable, in the face of Proposition 218 “protests and referenda on the rates
necessary to support the TMDL facilities,” to raise revenue sufficient to cover the costs of the
mandate. However, there is still no credible argument that, as a matter of law, the District’s fee
authority is insufficient. Staff’s analysis is unchanged.

Based on the foregoing, staff finds that the District has not incurred increased costs mandated by
the state, pursuant to section 17556(d).

13 Exhibit D, Claimant Rebuttal Comments, at p. 11.
" Ibid.
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Conclusion

Based on the foregoing discussion and analysis, staff concludes that Resolution No. R4-2008-
012, adopted December 11, 2008, by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board,
does not constitute a reimbursable state-mandated program within the meaning of article XIII B,
section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statement of decision to deny this test
claim.

Staff also recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any non-substantive,
technical corrections to the parameters and guidelines following the hearing.
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BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: Case No.: 10-TC-09

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Upper Santa Clara River Chloride

Board Resolution No. R4-2008-012, adopted Requirements

December 11, 2008; approved by United States STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT
i';‘:l'lr %”?g;‘éa' Protection Agency TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION

17500 ET SEQ.; TITLE 2, CALIFORNIA
CODE OF REGULATIONS, DIVISION 2,
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7.

(Adopted January 24, 2014)

Filed on March 30, 2011

By Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of
Los Angeles County, Claimant.

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this test claim during a
regularly scheduled hearing on January 24, 2014. [Witness list will be included in the final
statement of decision.]

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated
program is article XII1 B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code
sections 17500 et seq., and related case law.

The Commission [adopted/modified] the proposed statement of decision to [approve/deny] the
test claim at the hearing by a vote of [vote count will be included in the final statement of
decision].

Summary of the Findings

This test claim alleges a reimbursable state mandate resulting from Resolution R4-2008-012,
adopted December 11, 2008 by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Los Angeles
region (Regional Board). To assist the reader, there is a glossary of frequently used water quality
related terms and acronyms at the end of this document. The Resolution amended the prior
Basin Plan, which imposed a maximum chloride concentration limit, or “total maximum daily
load” (TMDL) of 100 mg/L for the Santa Clara River and chloride concentration discharge
limits, or “waste load allocations” (WLAs) of 100 mg/L for the District’s two Water
Reclamation Plants (WRPs), to include a revised, less stringent, TMDL and WLAS, providing
greater flexibility to the District with regard to chloride discharges into the river and significantly
reducing the costs for the District to comply with the TMDL and WLAs for the Upper Santa
Clara River. The revised TMDL calls for the implementation of an Alternative Water Resources
Management program (AWRM), in order to meet conditional site-specific objectives (SSOs) for
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water quality in Reaches 4B, 5, and 6 of the river, and conditional WLAs of 150 mg/L for
discharges to Reaches 5 and 6, and 117 mg/L for discharge to Reach 4B for the District’s two
WRPs.

The District alleges that meeting the SSOs and WLAs will require significant advanced
treatment and other technological upgrades, and a number of water supply control measures to
control chloride concentrations in the Santa Clara River, especially during periods of higher
concentration in the water supply and groundwater (i.e., during periods of lower precipitation).
The District alleges that these upgrades and control measures result in increased costs of
approximately $250.7 million. R4-2008-012 also includes a number of Implementation Tasks,
primarily consisting of requirements to perform technical and scientific studies of the surface and
groundwater and evaluation of appropriate chloride thresholds, which the District alleges impose
increased costs of approximately $6.6 million.

The Commission finds that Resolution R4-2008-012 does not constitute a reimbursable state-
mandated program within the meaning of article XII1 B, section 6 of the California Constitution
and Government Code section 17514 on the following grounds: (1) several of the
Implementation Tasks included in the TMDL are not new and cannot impose a new program or
higher level of service; (2) accelerating the implementation of final waste load allocations
(discharge limitations) by one year is not a new program or higher level of service, and no
increased costs are alleged; (3) the Alternative Water Resources Management program is not a
new program or higher level of service, but a lower level of service, and reduced costs with
respect to prior law; and (4) even if the Alternative Water Resources Management program did
impose a new program or higher level of service, there are no costs mandated by the state,
because the claimant has sufficient fee authority to cover the costs of any required activities.

Because this test claim is denied on the grounds stated above, the Commission declines to make
findings on whether claimant is practically compelled to implement the Alternative Water
Resources Management activities or whether the Alternative Water Resources Management
activities, TMDLs or WLAs are mandated by federal law.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

l. Chronology

03/30/2011 Claimant, Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County,
filed the test claim, Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements,
10-TC-09, with the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)*®

04/14/2011 Commission staff issued a notice of complete filing and request for
comments from state agencies.

05/02/2011 The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
Region (Regional Board) filed a request for an extension of time to submit
comments on the test claim.

05/04/2011 Commission staff granted the Regional Board’s request for an extension of

time to comment to July 15, 2011.

15 Exhibit A, Test Claim.
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06/23/2011 The Regional Board filed a request for an extension of time to comment
on the test claim, which was granted for good cause.

07/ 29/2011 The Regional Board filed comments on test claim.*

08/01/2011 The Department of Finance (Finance) filed comments on the test claim.’

08/19/2011 Claimant filed a request for an extension of time to submit rebuttal
comments to September 28, 2011, which was granted for good cause.

09/28/2011 Claimant filed rebuttal comments.*®

09/20/2013 Commission staff issued the draft staff analysis and proposed statement of
decision.*

10/07/2013 Finance submitted comments on the draft staff analysis.*

10/07/2013 Claimant requested an extension of time to October 25, 2013 to file
comments on the draft staff analysis, which was granted for good cause.

10/09/2013 Ms. Lynda Cook of Santa Clarita submitted comments on the draft staff
analysis.?

10/09/2013 The Regional Board requested an extension of time to file comments to
November 1, 2013 and postponement of hearing to January 24, 2014.

10/10/2013 Commission staff granted the Regional Board’s request for extension and
postponement.

10/18/2013 City of Santa Clarita filed comments on the draft staff analysis.?

11/01/2013 The Regional Board filed comments on the draft staff analysis.?

11/01/2013 Claimant submitted filed comments on the draft staff analysis.**

1. Introduction
A. History and Framework of Federal Water Pollution Control

Regulation of water pollution in the United States finds its beginnings in the Rivers and Harbors
Appropriation Act of 1899, which made it unlawful to throw or discharge “any refuse matter of

18 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments.

7 Exhibit C, Department of Finance Comments.

18 Exhibit D, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments.

19 Exhibit E, Draft Staff Analysis.

20 Exhibit F, Department of Finance Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.
2L Exhibit G, Public Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.

22 Exhibit H, City of Santa Clarita Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.
23 Exhibit I, LA Regional Board Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.

2+ Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.
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any kind or description...into any navigable water of the United States, or into any tributary of

any navigable water.”?®> This provision survives in the current United States Code, qualified by
more recent provisions that outline a regime of discharge permits issued by the U.S. EPA or by
states on behalf of the EPA.?®

In 1948, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act “adopted principles of state and federal
cooperative program development, limited federal enforcement authority, and limited federal
financial assistance.”’ Pursuant to further amendments to the Act made in 1965, “States were
directed to develop water quality standards establishing water quality goals for interstate waters.”
However, “[d]ue to enforcement complexities and other problems, an approach based solely on
water quality standards was deemed insufficiently effective.”?® The Federal Water Pollution
Control Act was therefore significantly expanded in 1972 to regulate individual point source
dischargers. Later, major amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act were enacted
in the Clean Water Act of 1977, and the federal act is now commonly referred to as the Clean
Water Act (CWA). The CWA states:

It is the policy of the Congress to recognize, preserve, and protect the primary
responsibilities and rights of States to prevent, reduce, and eliminate pollution, to
plan the development and use (including restoration, preservation, and
enhancement) of land and water resources, and to consult with the Administrator
in the exercise of his authority under this chapter. It is the policy of Congress that
the States manage the construction grant program under this chapter and
implement the permit programs under sections 1342 and 1344 of this title.?

The United States Supreme Court observes the cooperative nature of water quality regulation
under the CWA as follows:

The Clean Water Act anticipates a partnership between the States and the Federal
Government, animated by a shared objective: “to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters.” (33 U.S.C. §
1251(a).) Toward this end, the Act provides for two sets of water quality
measures. “Effluent limitations” are promulgated by the EPA and restrict the
quantities, rates, and concentrations of specified substances which are discharged
from point sources. (See 8§ 1311, 1314.) “[W]ater quality standards” are, in
general, promulgated by the States and establish the desired condition of a
waterway. (See8 1313.) These standards supplement effluent limitations “so that
numerous point sources, despite individual compliance with effluent limitations,
may be further regulated to prevent water quality from falling below acceptable

% United States Code, title 33, section 407 (Mar. 3, 1899, c. 425, § 13, 30 Stat. 1152).
26 See United States Code, title 33, sections 401; 1311-1342.

2T Exhibit X, Statutory History of Water Quality Standards: available at
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/history.cfm. (Accessed November 26, 2013.)

% Ibid.
2% United States Code, title 33, section 1251(b).
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levels.” (EPA v. California ex rel. State Water Resources Control Bd., 426 U.S.
200, 205, n. 12, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 2025, n. 12, 48 L.Ed.2d 578 (1976).)*°

The CWA thus employs two primary mechanisms for controlling water pollution: identification
and standard-setting for bodies of water, and identification and regulation of dischargers.

With respect to standard-setting for bodies of water, section 1313(a) provides that existing water
quality standards can remain in effect unless the standards are not consistent with the CWA, and
that the Administrator may “promptly prepare and publish” water quality standards for any
waters for which a state fails to submit water quality standards, or for which the standards are not
consistent with the CWA.. In addition, states are required to hold public hearings “at least once
each three year period” for the purpose of reviewing applicable water quality standards and, as
appropriate, modifying and adopting standards:

Such revised or new water quality standard shall consist of the designated uses of
the navigable waters involved and the water quality criteria for such waters based
upon such uses. Such standards shall be such as to protect the public health or
welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of this chapter. Such
standards shall be established taking into consideration their use and value for
public water supplies, propagation of fish and wildlife, recreational purposes, and
agricultural, industrial, and other purposes, and also taking into consideration
their use and value for navigation.*!

And with respect to regulating dischargers, section 1311 requires that point source dischargers be
identified and effluent limitations be set, “sufficient to implement the applicable State water
quality standards, to assure the protection of public water supplies and protection and
propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish, fauna, wildlife, and other
aquatic organisms, and to allow recreational activities in and on the water.” ** Section 1312
provides that effluent limitations must promote the attainment of water quality objectives, while
section 131.10 of the applicable regulations requires also taking into consideration the water
quality standards of downstream waters.*

Section 303(d) of the CWA, codified at section 1313(d) of title 33 of the United States Code,
requires that each state “identify those waters within its boundaries for which the effluent
limitations...are not stringent enough to implement any water quality standard applicable to such
waters.” Waters for which the effluent limitations are not sufficient to meet water quality
standards are called “impaired,” and the list of “impaired” waters is also known as the “303(d)

% Arkansas v. Oklahoma (1992) 503 U.S. 91, at pp. 101-102.
3! United States Code, title 33, section 1313(c)(2).
%2 United States Code, title 33, section 1311.

%3 United States Code, title 33, section 1312; Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section
131.10(b) (57 FR 60910) [“In designating uses of a water body and the appropriate criteria for
those uses, the State shall take into consideration the water quality standards of downstream
waters and shall ensure that its water quality standards provide for the attainment and
maintenance of the water quality standards of downstream waters.”].
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List.” The state is required by the Act to “establish a priority ranking for such waters, taking into
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be made of such waters.”

After the waters are ranked, the state “shall establish for the waters identified...and in
accordance with the priority ranking, the total maximum daily load [known as a TMDL], for
those pollutants which the Administrator identifies...as suitable for such calculation.” The
TMDL “shall be established at a level necessary to implement the applicable water quality
standards with seasonal variations and a margin of safety which takes into account any lack of
knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and water quality.” A
TMDL is defined as the sum of the amount of a pollutant allocated to all point sources (i.e., the
sum of all waste load allocations, or WLAS), plus the amount of a pollutant allocated for
nonpoint sources and natural background. A TMDL should be set for each pollutant identified
by the Administrator, and is essentially a plan setting forth the amount of a pollutant allowable
that will attain the water quality standard necessary for beneficial uses.** TMDLs are required to
be submitted to the Administrator “from time to time,” and the Administrator “shall either
approve or disapprove such identification and load not later than thirty days after the date of
submission.” If the Administrator disapproves the 303(d) List or a TMDL, the Administrator
“shall not later than thirty days after the date of such disapproval identify such waters in such
State and establish such loads for such waters as he determines necessary to implement [water
quality standards].” Finally, the identification of waters and setting of standards and TMDLSs is
required as a part of a state’s “continuing planning process approved [by the Administrator]
which is consistent with this chapter.”*

Section 1342 provides for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).
NPDES is the final piece of the regulatory framework under which discharges of pollutants are
regulated and permitted, and applies whether or not a TMDL has been established. Section 1342
states that “the Administrator may, after opportunity for public hearing, issue a permit for the
discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants, notwithstanding section 1311(a) of this
title.”®® Section 1342 further provides that states may submit a plan to administer the NPDES
permit program, and that upon review of the state’s submitted program “[t]he Administrator shall
authorize a State, which he determines has the capability of administering a permit program
which will carry out the objective of this chapter to issue permits for discharges into the
navigable waters within the jurisdiction of such State.”*” Whether issued by the Administrator
or by a state permitting program, all NPDES permits must ensure compliance with the
requirements of sections 1311, 1312, 1316, 1317, and 1343; must be for fixed terms not
exceeding five years; can be terminated or modified for cause, including violation of any
condition of the permit; and must control the disposal of pollutants into wells.*® In addition,
NPDES permits are generally prohibited, with some exceptions, from containing effluent
limitations that are “less stringent than the comparable effluent limitations in the previous

% Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section 130.2.
% United States Code, title 33, section 1313(d-e).

% United States Code, title 33, section 1342(a)(1)

37 United States Code, title 33, section 1342(a)(5); (b).
%8 United States Code, title 33, section 1342(b)(1).
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permit.”** An NPDES permit for a point source discharging into an impaired water body must
be consistent with the waste load allocations made in a TMDL, if a TMDL is approved and is
applicable to the water body.*

B. State Water Pollution Control Program
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

California’s water pollution control laws were substantially overhauled in 1969 with the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne).** Beginning with section 13000, Porter-
Cologne provides:

The Legislature finds and declares that the people of the state have a primary
interest in the conservation, control, and utilization of the water resources of the
state, and that the quality of all the waters of the state shall be protected for use
and enjoyment by all the people of the state.

The Legislature further finds and declares that activities and factors which may
affect the quality of the waters of the state shall be regulated 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.

The Legislature further finds and declares that the health, safety, and welfare of
the people of the state requires that there be a statewide program for the control of
the quality of all the waters of the state...and that the statewide program for water
quality control can be most effectively administered regionally, within a
framework of statewide coordination and policy.*

The state water pollution control program was again modified, beginning in 1972, so that the
code would substantially comply with the federal Act, and “on May 14, 1973, California became
the first state to be approved by the EPA to administer the NPDES permit program.”*?

Section 13160 provides that the state water resources control board (SWRCB or State Board) “is
designated as the state water pollution control agency for all purposes stated in the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act...[and is] authorized to exercise any powers delegated to the state by the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) and acts amendatory thereto.”*
Section 13001 describes the state and regional boards as being “the principal state agencies with
primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality.”

% United States Code, title 33, section 1342(0).

%9 Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section 122.44(b).
* Water Code section 13020 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482).

2 \Water Code section 13000 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482).

*3 County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 of Los Angeles County v. County of Kern (Cal. Ct. App. 5th Dist.
2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 1544, at pp. 1565-1566. See also Water Code section 13370 et seq.

* Water Code section 13160 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1971, ch. 1288; Stats 1976, ch. 596).

22
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



In order to achieve the objectives of conserving and protecting the water resources of the state,
and in exercise of the powers delegated, Porter-Cologne, like the CWA, employs a combination
of water quality standards and point source pollution controls.*®

Porter Cologne sections13240-13247 address the development and implementation of regional
water quality control plans, including “water quality objectives,” defined in section 13050 to
mean “the limits or levels of water quality constituents or characteristics which are established
for the reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water or the prevention of nuisance within a
specific area.”*® Section 13241 provides that each regional board “shall establish such water
quality objectives in water quality control plans as in its judgment will ensure the reasonable
protection of beneficial uses and the prevention of nuisance.” The section directs the regional
boards to consider, when developing water quality objectives:

(a) Past, present, and probable future beneficial uses of water.

(b) Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under consideration,
including the quality of water available thereto.

(c) Water quality conditions that could reasonably by achieved through the
coordinated control of all factors which affect water quality in the area.

(d) Economic considerations.
(e) The need for developing housing within the region.
(f) The need to develop and use recycled water.*’

Beneficial uses, in turn, are defined in section 13050 as including, but not limited to “domestic,
municipal, agricultural and industrial supply; power generation; recreation; aesthetic enjoyment;
navigation; and preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources or
preserves.”*® In addition, section 13243 permits a regional board to define “certain conditions or
areas where the discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, will not be permitted.”*

Sections 13260-13274 address the development of “waste discharge requirements,” which
section 13374 states “is the equivalent of the term ‘permits’ as used in the Federal Water

%> Water Code section 13142 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1971, ch. 1288; Stats. 1979, ch. 947;
Stats. 1995, ch. 28).

%8 \Water Code section 13050 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1969, ch. 800; Stats. 1970, ch. 202;
Stats. 1980, ch. 877; Stats. 1989, ch. 642; Stats. 1991, ch. 187 (AB 673); Stats. 1992, ch. 211
(AB 3012); Stats. 1995, ch. 28 (AB 1247), ch. 847 (SB 206); Stats. 1996, ch. 1023 (SB 1497)).

" Water Code section 13241 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1979, ch. 947; Stats. 1991, ch. 187 (AB
673)).

“8 Water Code section 13050 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1969, ch. 800; Stats. 1970, ch. 202;
Stats. 1980, ch. 877; Stats. 1989, ch. 642; Stats. 1991, ch. 187 (AB 673); Stats. 1992, ch. 211
(AB 3012); Stats. 1995, ch. 28 (AB 1247); Stats. 1995, ch. 847 (SB 206); Stats. 1996 ch. 1023
(SB 1497)).

49 Water Code section 13243 (Stats. 1969, ch. 482).

23
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



Pollution Control Act, as amended.”® Section 13263 permits the regional boards, after a public
hearing, to prescribe waste discharge requirements “as to the nature of any proposed discharge,
existing discharge, or material change in an existing discharge, except discharges into a
community sewer system.” Section 13263 also provides that the regional boards “need not
authorize the utilization of the full waste assimilation capacities of the receiving waters,” and
that the board may prescribe requirements although no discharge report has been filed, and may
review and revise requirements on its own motion. The section further provides that “[a]ll
discharges of waste into waters of the state are privileges, not rights.”>* Section 13377 permits a
regional board to issue waste discharge requirements “which apply and ensure compliance with
all applicable provisions of the [Federal Water Pollution Control Act].”>® In effect, sections
13263 and 13377 permit the issuance of waste discharge requirements concurrently with an
NPDES permit “if a discharge is to waters of both California and the United States.”>?

California’s Antidegradation Policy (State Water Resources Control Board Resolution NO. 68-
16 adopted October 24, 1968)

In 1968, the SWRCB adopted Resolution 68-16, formally entitled “Statement of Policy With
Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters In California,” to prevent the degradation of
surface waters where background water quality is higher than the established level necessary to
protect beneficial uses. That executive order states the following:

WHEREAS the California Legislature has declared that it is the policy of the
State that the granting of permits and licenses for unappropriated water and the
disposal of wastes into the waters of the State shall be so regulated as to achieve
highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State
and shall be controlled so as to promote the peace, health, safety and welfare of
the people of the State; and

WHEREAS water quality control policies have been and are being adopted for
waters of the State; and

WHEREAS the quality of some waters of the State is higher than that established
by the adopted policies and it is the intent and purpose of this Board that such
higher quality shall be maintained to the maximum extent possible consistent with
the declaration of the Legislature;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

Whenever the existing quality of water is better than the quality established in
policies as of the date on which such policies become effective, such existing high
quality will be maintained until it has been demonstrated to the State that any
change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, will

%0 Water code section 13374 (Stats. 1972, ch. 1256).

> Water Code section 13263(a-b); (g) (Stats. 1969, ch. 482; Stats. 1992, ch. 211 (AB 3012)
Stats. 1995, ch. 28 (AB 1247), ch. 421 (SB 572)).

2 \Water Code section 13377 (Stats. 1972, ch. 1256; Stats. 1978, ch. 746).
%3 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 7.
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not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of such water and
will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.

Any activity which produces or may produce a waste or increased volume or
concentration of waste and which discharges or proposes to discharge to existing
high quality waters will be required to meet waste discharge requirements which
will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the discharge necessary
to assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will not occur and (b) the highest water
quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State will be
maintained.

In implementing this policy, the Secretary of the Interior will be kept advised and
will be provided with such information as he will need to discharge his
responsibilities under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

C. Regulatory History

The Santa Clara River is the largest river system in southern California that remains in a
relatively natural state. The River originates in the San Gabriel Mountains in Los Angeles
County, runs through Ventura County, and flows into the Pacific Ocean between the cities of San
Buenaventura (Ventura) and Oxnard. Land uses within the watershed include agriculture, open
space, and residential uses.>* Resolution R4-2008-012, adopted by the Regional Board, states
that “[r]evenue from the agricultural industry within the Santa Clara watershed is estimated at
over $700 million annually, and residential use is increasing rapidly both in the upper and lower
watershed.” Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River are located upstream of the Blue Cut
gauging station, near the Los Angeles/Ventura County line, between the cities of Fillmore (in
Ventura County) and Santa Clarita in Los Angeles County; Reach 4B is in Ventura County.*®
Claimant operates two WRPs that discharge into Reaches 4B, 5 and 6.°’

In 1975, the Regional Board established water quality objectives for chloride in the Santa Clara
River. The 1975 objectives for surface waters were established, in accordance with the State
Antidegradation Policy (State Board Resolution No. 68-16), and the federal antidegradation
policy (40 C.F.R. 131.12), at a chloride concentration of 90mg/L in Reach 5 and 80 mg/L in
Reach 6 (then known as Reaches 7 and 8).*® The 1975 objectives were based on background
concentrations of chloride and intended to protect the beneficial uses identified in the 1975 Basin
Plan, including off-stream agricultural irrigation.”®® The Basin Plan included chloride objectives

>* See Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 34; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 1.
> Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 34.

%% See Exhibit B, Resolution R4-2007-018, at paragraphs 4-6, describing subdividing Reach 4
into Reaches 4A and 4B, for purposes of TMDL revision.

> Exhibit A, at pp. 49-52, Resolution R4-2008-012, describing conditional waste load
allocations for Valencia and Saugus WRPs.

%8 See Exhibit A, at p. 151, Exhibit 6, LA Regional Board Resolution 97-02.
59 .
Ibid.
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between 50 and 150 mg/L for the remaining reaches of the Santa Clara River.® When the
SWRCB set the water quality objectives in 1975, it “assumed the chloride concentrations in
imported waters would remain relatively low.”®* However, in the years following, “chloride
concentrations in the imported water supply into the Los Angeles Region increased,” and in 1978
the Board “modified the water quality objectives for chloride...to 100 mg/L for both reaches.”®

In 1990 the Regional Board adopted a resolution responding to the changing conditions of the
imported water supply related to drought (referred to by both the claimant and the Regional
Board as the “Drought Policy”). For dischargers into the Santa Clara River who applied for
relief under the Drought Policy, chloride concentrations were permitted “in the discharger’s
effluent to be the lesser of: (1) 250 mg/L; or (2) the chloride concentration of supply water plus
85 mg/L.”®* The board renewed the Drought Policy in 1993 and 1995 “because the chloride
levels in supply waters remained higher than the chloride levels before the onset of the drought.”
In 1997, the Regional Board rescinded the Drought Policy and revised the water quality
objectives for chloride for the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River, but not
for the Santa Clara River, “due to the potential for future adverse impacts to agricultural
resources in Ventura County.” The board *“granted temporary variances to certain dischargers in
the Santa Clara River watershed, including the Valencia and Saugus WRPs.”®* The interim
effluent limits of 190 mg/L were applied for three years to the two facilities.®

In 1998 the Santa Clara River “appeared for the first time on the state’s federally required 303(d)
list of impaired waterbodies for chloride.”® Reaches 5 and 6 of the Upper Santa Clara River did
not meet the 100 mg/L water quality objective (WQOQO), and “[b]eneficial uses of the Upper Santa
Clara River, including agricultural supply water and groundwater recharge were listed as
impaired.”® The Valencia and Saugus WRPs, which are owned and operated by the District, are
two major point sources that discharge to the upper reaches of the River.®® The two WRPs are

* Ibid.
%1 Exhibit B, at p. 507, L.A. Regional Board Resolution 97-02, paragraph 2.

%2 Exhibit B, at p. 502, Attachment 56, 1978 Revisions to the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Santa Clara River Basin.

%3 See Exhibit B, Attachment 57, at p. 507, L.A. Regional Board Resolution 97-02, paragraph 2.

% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 10; Attachment 57, at p. 507 [L.A. Regional
Board Resolution 97-02, paragraph 2].

% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 10.

% Ibid [referring to the Clean Water Act section 303(d), codified at 33 U.S.C. 1313(d), which
requires states to identify and report to the EPA on those waters within its boundaries for which
the effluent limitations have not proven effective “to implement any water quality standard
applicable to such waters”]. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 9.

*” Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 10. See also Exhibit B, LA Regional Board
Comments, Attachment 58, at p. 523 [L.A. Regional Board Resolution 03-088, paragraph 2].

% Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 34.
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responsible for approximately 70 percent of the chloride loading to the River.*® The Valencia
and Saugus WRPs were not designed to remove chloride from waste water, and in fact have been
contributing to elevated chloride concentrations due to the use of chlorine disinfection.”

In October of 2002, the Regional Board adopted Resolution 02-018, amending the Basin Plan to
include a TMDL for chloride in the Santa Clara River. The same resolution also assigned “final
WLA:Ss to the Valencia and Saugus WRPs of 100 mg/L to be included also in their NPDES
permits.” However, the TMDL resolution also included “interim WLAs for the [Saugus and
Valencia facilities], to provide the District time to implement chloride source reduction,
complete site-specific objective (“SSO”) studies, and make any necessary modifications to the
WRPs.”™ The District determined at the time that the TMDL would require approximately $500
million in upgrades to its treatment facilities, including advanced treatment (desalination) at both
WRPs in order to meet the effluent limitations of 100 mg/L chloride. The District appealed the
decision to the SWRCB, which adopted Resolution 2003-0014, remanding the TMDL to the
Regional Board for reconsideration of various items including: (1) an extension of the interim
chloride limits, and (2) re-evaluation of the water quality objectives accounting for the beneficial
uses to be protected, the quality of the imported water supply, and the impacts of drought
periods.”®  In response, the Regional Board adopted Resolution 03-008,"* which included
interim WLAs and a phased implementation plan for the chloride TMDL, including a number of
required studies. On May 6, 2004, the Regional Board adopted Resolution 04-004, which
revised and superseded the interim WLASs and implementation plan adopted by Resolution 03-
008.The TMDL was approved by the EPA, as amended by Resolution 03-008, and Resolution
04-004, on April 28, 2005.

In 2006, the board shortened the compliance period and the interim WLASs by two years;
Resolution R4-2006-016 was approved by EPA June 12, 2008.” And finally, in 2008, the board
shortened the compliance period by an additional year, but relaxed the chloride requirements as
described in the next paragraph.”

Between 2005 and 2008, several special studies were conducted, as required under the prior
TMDL.”® On December 11, 2008, the Regional Board adopted Resolution R4-2008-012, saying:

% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 11. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 48.

0 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 7; 11-12; 175; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp.
9-10.

™ Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 10; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 10-11.
"2 Exhibit B, at p. 523, Attachment 58, LA Regional Board Resolution 03-008.
® Exhibit B, at p. 523, Attachment 58, LA Regional Board Resolution 03-008.

™ Exhibit B, Attachment 60, at p. 566, Regional Board Resolution R4-2006-016, Implementation
Task 14. See also, Exhibit X, SCVSD Draft EIR, at p. 8.

> Exhibit B, Attachment 63, at p. 624, Regional Board Resolution R4-2006-016, Implementation
Task 21.

’® See Exhibit A, Attachment 1, at pp. 34-36 [Regional Board Resolution R4-2008-012,
paragraphs 10-16].
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“The completion of these TMDL special studies...has led to the development of an alternative
TMDL implementation plan that addresses chloride impairment of surface waters and
degradation of groundwater.””” The alternative plan is known as the Alternative Water
Resources Management program; the AWRM includes:

...the development of site-specific objectives [SSOs] for chloride while protecting
beneficial uses; chloride source reduction actions through the removal of self-
regenerating water softeners; a switch from chlorine-based disinfection to
ultraviolet disinfection at both WRPs; chloride load reduction actions through
advanced treatment (like reverse osmosis and microfiltration) of a portion of the
Valencia WRP’s effluent; supplemental water to enhance assimilative capacity of
local groundwater or surface water; alternative water supply to protect salt-
sensitive agricultural beneficial uses during drought conditions; construction of
extraction wells and pipelines; and expansion of recycled water uses with[in] the
Santa Clarita Valley.

The SSOs adopted are 150 mg/L in Reaches 5 and 6 and 117 mg/L for Reach 4B, which is
adjusted to 130 mg/L when the supply water has chloride levels above 80 mg/L.”® The
conditional WLAs for the Valencia and Saugus facilities are also 150 mg/L for discharges to
Reaches 5 and 6, and 117 mg/L for discharge to Reach 4B.%° The Resolution provides for the
construction and implementation of advanced treatment (reverse osmosis desalination) at the
Valencia facility, as well as a number of water supply control measures designed to attain the site
specific objectives.®* The relaxed requirements are conditioned upon “the Claimant’s full and
ongoing implementation of the AWRM program.”®* The 2008 resolution was approved by the
State Water Board, OAL, and then finally by the U.S. EPA on April 6, 2010.%

This test claim was filed by Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District on March 30, 2011. On July
29, 2011, the Regional Board filed comments on test claim.®* On August 8, 2011, the
Department of Finance (Finance) filed comments on the test claim.®® On September 28, 2011,

" Exhibit A, Attachment 1, at p. 36 [Regional Board Resolution R4-2008-012, paragraph 15].

'8 Exhibit A, Attachment 1, at p. 42 [Regional Board Resolution R4-2008-012, Table 3-A
“Conditional Site Specific Objectives for the Santa Clara River Surface Waters].

“1d., p. 42.
8 1d., at pp. 49-51.
8 1d., at p. 51.

82 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 17. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 11
[“If the AWRM program is not timely implemented, the water quality objectives for chloride
will revert back from the conditional SSOs to the current levels of 100 mg/L.”].

8 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 11; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 17.
8 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments.
8 Exhibit C, Department of Finance Comments.
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the District filed rebuttal comments in response to both Finance and Regional Board
comments.

I11.  Positions of the Parties
Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District Position

The District seeks reimbursement for costs associated with implementing the Alternative Water
Resources Management program (AWRM) described in Resolution R4-2008-012. The AWRM
includes technology upgrades at the two WRPs, as well as alternative water supply and
groundwater management techniques in order to attain the site-specific objectives and waste load
allocations of 150 mg/L for Reaches 5 and 6, and 117 mg/L for Reach 4B.%" The District also
alleges costs incurred in fiscal years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 associated with Implementation
Tasks outlined in the Resolution; these tasks primarily involve conducting studies and
developing suggested revisions to the TMDL over a span of years commencing May 4, 2005.%®

The District explains that the CWA “requires states to adopt water quality standards for the
beneficial uses of waters of the United States and the water quality criteria for specific uses of
those waters.” The Act further requires “continuing review and revision of the standards,” and
requires states to “continually identify those waters of the United States within their boundaries
that do not meet water quality standards (the ‘303(d) List”), rank them in order of priority for
enforcement, and prepare TMDLs for those waters that will ensure re-attainment of the standard
through action by regulated dischargers.” However, the District asserts that “[w]hile the Clean
Water Act mandates these planning activities, it leaves to the states their evaluation and specific
determination of regulatory requirements based, in part, upon site-specific factors.”?

The District argues that the Regional Board’s determination of water quality objectives, and
eventually a TMDL for chloride, was discretionary regulatory activity that was not mandated by
federal law. The District bases its conclusion that the TMDL was discretionary on the fact that
the TMDL and WLAs have changed over time.

The District asserts that it “now faces enormous costs to ‘solve’ a problem that is has not created
as does not control, and has already substantially mitigated by implementing a comprehensive
chloride source reduction program within the sewer service area.” The District estimates its
costs “to comply with the TMDL’s conditional SSOs and WLAs is $250 millon.”®® The District
acknowledges that “[sJome of the compliance project costs may be paid from service charges,”
but the District asserts that its “elected officials could not support the proposed rate increases in
the face of fierce public opposition.” The District maintains that “a local agency does not fall
under the fee increase exception [of section 17556(d)] if it is unable to obtain the requisite
approval under the Proposition 218 process,” which requires a local agency to provide notice of
any new or increased assessment. The District provided the notice, as required, and alleges that

8 Exhibit D, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments.
87 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 16; 49-51.

8 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 13-17; 59-63.
% Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 5.

% Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 12.
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it “received strong opposition amongst its constituents,” and “[a]s a result, the District has been
unable to successfully implement a rate increase due to public resistance.”®*

In response to the Regional Board’s comments on the test claim, the District’s rebuttal comments
stress the discretion available to the Regional Board, which it believes demonstrates that the
Resolution is not necessary to implement a federal mandate. The comments further state that the
District’s “elected officials could not implement the proposed rate increase in the face of fierce
public opposition;” that the District participated in developing the AWRM “only to protect, to
the best of its ability, the interests of its ratepayers;” and that therefore “the District is entitled to
subvention of the costs that have been and will be incurred as a result of this mandate.”%

In comments on the draft staff analysis, the District argues that it is “the passive recipient of
imported high-chloride drinking water, which it must treat to prevent a speculative harm.” The
District argues that the TMDL “requires the District to pay more than its fair share of cleanup
costs to prevent speculative damage.” The District argues that it “has no legal authority to obtain
reimbursement for the parties responsible for much of the chloride nor from the beneficiaries of
the treatment,” and therefore the district “is being forced to pay to solve a speculative problem
with origins and effects that are outside its jurisdiction.”®® With respect to the draft staff
analysis, the District argues that (1) the implementation tasks alleged in the test claim Resolution
should not be denied on grounds that they are not new, because “the 2008 TMDL is the result of
the final appeal of the original 2002 approval;” (2) the acceleration of implementation is a higher
level of service; (3) the AWRM must be evaluated with reference to the pre-TMDL
requirements, in order to determine whether it constitutes a new program or higher level of
service; and (4) the District does not have sufficient fee authority to cover the costs of the
program, because it is “subject to Prop. 218 protests and referenda on the rates necessary to
support the TMDL facilities.”®

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Position

The Regional Board maintains that this test claim does not qualify for subvention. The Regional
Board argues that CWA imposes a requirement to establish a TMDL for chlorides for an
impaired water body. In addition the Regional Board asserts that that absent the AWRM plan,
the claimant would be required to meet the water quality standard established for the Santa Clara
River in the 2002 TMDL (and maintained in the revisions of 2004 and 2006) by the year 2015.
The Regional Board argues that it has no discretion whether to adopt water quality objectives
due to the listing of the Santa Clara River under section 1313(d) of the CWA. The Regional
Board asserts that “[w]ater quality standards are adopted pursuant to the Clean Water Act, and
any TMDL is required to attain and maintain the applicable water quality standards, no matter
how many times these regulatory mechanisms are modified and amended.”®> The Regional
Board further argues that the alleged discretion exercised in allocating pollutant loading among

L 1d, at p. 25.

%2 Exhibit D, Rebuttal Comments, at pp. 2-14.

% Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at pp. 1; 6.
% Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at pp. 2-6.
% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 22-23.
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various dischargers does not make the Resolution a state-mandated program: “a TMDL is not
valid unless it contains wasteload and load allocations.” The Regional Board holds that “to
protect beneficial uses, the Los Angeles Water Board had no choice but to assign wasteload
allocations to each point source discharger, including the Claimant.”%

In addition, the Regional Board also argues that the Resolution does not impose a new program
or higher level of service. The Regional Board argues that the chloride water quality objective
was first established in 1975, and the 2008 Resolution was intended “to incorporate less-stringent
site-specific objectives in order to support the Claimant’s AWRM program.” The Regional
Board continues: “[t]hus, if anything, the 2008 Resolution imposed a lower level of service in
order to make it less expensive for the Claimant to implement the existing 100 mg/L chloride
water quality objective.” The Regional Board also asserts that it did not impose this program:
“[tlhe AWRM is the Claimant’s chosen method of complying with the Chloride TMDL and the
water quality objectives.” Finally, the Regional Board argues that if the U.S. EPA had adopted a
chloride TMDL for the Santa Clara River, which the applicable laws permit if the state fails to do
so, “it would have done so without an implementation plan, since the U.S. EPA does not include
implementation plans as part of their TMDLSs.” In other words, the District has the Regional
Board to thank for the gradual and phased implementation of the TMDL, which the Regional
Board implied is less burdensome and expensive than a TMDL adopted by the Administrator of
the U.S. EPA.”’

Moreover, the Regional Board argues that “the 2008 Resolution is a regulatory provision of
general applicability and not a new program or higher level of service.” The Regional Board
asserts that “[w]ater quality objectives apply to a waterbody as a whole, and all dischargers are
subject to them.” The Regional Board further states that “[I]ikewise, TMDLSs must assign
wasteload allocations and load allocations to all sources of the pollutant, both public agencies
and private industry alike.” Therefore, the Regional Board concludes that “the challenged
provisions treat dischargers with an even hand, irrespective of status (any point or nonpoint
source) and are not peculiar to local agencies.”*®

Finally, the Regional Board argues that three of the statutory exceptions of Government Code
section 17556 are applicable. The Regional Board argues that the water quality standards and
the TMDL contained in the Resolution are federally mandated, and therefore section 17556(c)
applies.”® The Regional Board argues also that section 17556(a) applies to bar this test claim
because “the Claimant itself developed and proposed the AWRM program and then requested
the Los Angeles Water Board to adopt the AWRM as part of its 2008 Resolution.”*® And, the
Regional Board argues that the District possesses fee authority within the meaning of section
17556(d). The Regional Board dismisses the claimant’s assertion that “the District’s board
declined to adopt the proposed rate increases based on the expectations that any substantive rate

% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 24.
7 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 26.
% Exhibit B, LA Regional Board comments, at pp. 26-27.
% See Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 28.
100 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 29.
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increase would be overturned by way of referendum due to fierce opposition from the district’s
ratepayer.”'®* The Regional Board argues that “[t]he plain language of this exception is based on
the Claimant’s authority, not on the Claimant’s practical ability in light of surrounding economic
circumstances, to levy fees.” % The Regional Board concludes that “[t]he Claimant cannot rely
on mere speculation as to what could happen as a defense to the fee increase exception” of
section 17556(d). %

In comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the Regional Board substantially concurs with
the analysis below, but reiterates that the Resolution is not a reimbursable mandate because it is
not unique to government, and applies to the water body generally. The Board “respectfully
requests that the Commission address this argument in the context of the Resolution as a whole
and determine that the Resolution does not impose requirements unique to government.”*%*

Department of Finance Position

Finance argues that the TMDL does not impose a reimbursable state mandate because “(1) the
regulations are required by section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act, (2) the regulations by
themselves do not require the claimant to act, and (3) even if the regulations required action,
claimant has fee authority sufficient to pay its costs.” Finance also questions whether the claim
may be time barred, because the Resolution was adopted by the Regional Board in December
2008, and the test claim was filed on March 30, 2011.1%

Other Public Comment

On October 9, 2013, Ms. Lynda Cook of Santa Clarita filed comments on the draft staff analysis.
Ms. Cook asserted that residents of Santa Clarita should not be responsible for the costs of
removing chloride from the Santa Clara River, because the residents of Santa Clarita are not the
cause of high concentrations of chloride in the Santa Clara River. Ms. Cook further asserted that
increased fees for sewer services are a tax, and should be subject to voter approval.*®

On October 18, 2013 the City of Santa Clarita submitted written comments on the draft staff
analysis, in which the City argued that “compliance with the Upper Santa Clara River Chloride
Total Maximum Daily Load will cost our Santa Clarita Valley residents and businesses millions
of dollars.” The City argued that “[i]t is essential for the vitality of our community that
compliance with State-created regulations, such as this one, be supported by the State.”*%’

101 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 30-31 [citing to Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p.
26].

102 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 31 [citing Connell v. Superior Court (1997)
59 Cal.App.4th 382, at pp. 401-402].

103 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 31.

104 Exhibit I, LA Regional Board Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at pp. 1-2.
105 Exhibit C, Department of Finance Comments, at pp. 1-2.

106 Exhibit G, Public Comments on Draft Staff Analysis.

197 Exhibit H, City of Santa Clarita Comments.
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IV.  Discussion
Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution provides in relevant part the following:

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 such local government for the costs of such programs or
increased level of service...

The purpose of article XI1I B, section 6 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 X111 A and X111 B impose.”*®® Thus, the subvention requirement of section 6 is “directed
to state-mandated increases in the services provided by [local government] ...”*%
Reimbursement under article X111 B, section 6 is required when the following elements are met:

1. A state statute or executive order requires or “mandates” local agencies or
school districts to perform an activity.**°

2. The mandated activity either:

a. Carries out the governmental function of providing a service to the
public; or

b. Imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts and
does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.'**

3. The mandated activity is new when compared with the legal requirements in
effect immediately before the enactment of the test claim statute or executive
order and it increases the level of service provided to the public.**?

SN

. The mandated activity results in the local agency or school district incurring
increased costs, within the meaning of section 17514. Increased costs,
however, are not reimbursable if an exception identified in Government Code
section 17556 applies to the activity.'*?

198 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81.
199 County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56.

119 san Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859,
874.

114, at 874-875 (reaffirming the test set out in County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 56.)

112 5an Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874-875, 878; Lucia Mar Unified
School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835.

113 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v.
Commission on State Mandates (Cal. Ct. App. 1st Dist. 2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284;
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556.
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The determination of whether a statute or executive order imposes a reimbursable state-mandated
program is a question of law.** The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to
adjudicate disputes over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article
X111 B, section 6. In making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article X111
B, section 6, and not apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting
from political decisions on funding priorities.”**°

A. Threshold Issues: the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an Eligible
Claimant Before the Commission; Resolution R4-2008-012 is an Executive Order
within the Meaning of Article X111 B, Section 6; and the Test Claim is Timely Filed.

1. The Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an Eligible Claimant before the
Commission.

Article XIII B, section 6 requires reimbursement for increased costs mandated by the state.
“Costs mandated by the state” is defined to mean *“any increased costs which a local agency or
school district is required to incur...as a result of any statute...or any executive order
implementing any statute...which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an
existing program.”**” “Local agency,” in turn, is defined to include “any city, county, special
district, authority, or other political subdivision of the state.”*!®

However, not every “local agency,” as defined, is an eligible claimant before the Commission.

In addition to an entity fitting the description above, the entity must also be subject to the tax and
spend limitations of articles X111 A and XIII B. The California Supreme Court, in County of
Fresno v. State of California,**® explained the constitutional subvention requirement as follows:

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...
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 X111 B requires subvention only when the costs in question can
be recovered solely from tax revenues.'*

114 County of San Diego, supra, 15 Cal.4th 68, 109.

115 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487.

118 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280 [citing City of San Jose, supral.
117 Government Code section 17514 (Stats. 1984, ch. 1459).

18 Government Code section 17518 (Stats. 1984, ch. 1459).

119 County of Fresno, supra, 53 Cal.3d 482.

129 1d, at p. 487. Emphasis in original.
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Accordingly, in Redevelopment Agency of San Marcos v. Commission on State Mandates,*** the
Fourth District Court of Appeal concluded that redevelopment agencies were not eligible to
claim reimbursement because their funding came primarily from tax increment financing, which
the court determined, due to a valid statutory exemption, was not subject to the taxing and
spending limitations of articles XIIl1 A and XIlII B:

Because of the nature of the financing they receive, tax increment financing,
redevelopment agencies are not subject to this type of appropriations limitations
or spending caps; they do not expend any “proceeds of taxes.” Nor do they raise,
through tax increment financing, “general revenues for the local entity.” The
purpose for which state subvention of funds was created, to protect local agencies
from having the state transfer its cost of government from itself to the local level,
is therefore not brought into play when redevelopment agencies are required to
allocate their tax increment financing in a particular manner...*??

Therefore, a local agency that does not collect and expend “proceeds of taxes” is not an eligible
claimant before the Commission.*?®

Here, the District receives at least some amount of its funding from local taxes, and is subject to
an appropriations limit for at least a portion of its revenues, and is therefore an eligible claimant.
The State Controller’s Special Districts Annual Report for 2010-2011 indicates that the Santa
Clarita Valley Sanitation District was subject to an appropriations limit for approximately one-
third of its total revenue (nearly $11 million), and made total appropriations subject to the
appropriations limit in the amount of $5,778,450.*** Based on the foregoing, the Commission
finds that the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is an eligible claimant before the
Commission.

2. The Regional Water Board’s Order is an Executive Order within the Meaning of
Article X111 B, Section 6.

Article XII11 B, section 6 provides that “[w]henever 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 such local government for the costs of such programs or
increased level of service...” Government Code section 17514 provides that costs mandated by
the state includes “any increased costs which a local agency or school district is required to
incur...as a result of...any executive order implementing any statute...which mandates a new
program or higher level of service of an existing program...” Government Code section 17516

121 (Cal. Ct. App. 4th Dist. 1997) 55 Cal.App.4th 976

122 Redevelopment Agency of San Marcos, supra, 55 Cal.App.4th at p. 986 [internal citations
omitted].

123 1bid. See also, County of Fresno, supra (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, at p. 487 [“[R]ead in its
textual and historical context section 6 of article XI1I B requires subvention only when the costs
in question can be recovered solely from tax revenues.”].

124 Exhibit X, 2010-2011 Special Districts Annual Report Excerpts 1 and 2.
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defines an “executive order” to mean “any order, plan, requirement, rule, or regulation issued
by...[a]ny agency, department, board, or commission of state government.”*?

Because Resolution R4-2008-012 is an order of a state board, the Commission finds that
Resolution R4-2008-012 is an executive order within the meaning of article X1l B, section 6.

3. The Test Claim was Timely Filed.

Section 17551 provides that “[lI]Jocal agency and school district claims shall be filed not later than
12 months following the effective date of a statute or executive order, or within 12 months of
incurring increased costs as a result of a statute or executive order, whichever is later.”*?®
Section 1183 of the Commission’s regulations states that “within 12 months,” for purposes of
test claim filing, “means by June 30 of the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which
increased costs were first incurred by the claimant.” ¥/

Finance has raised the statute of limitations found in section 17551, arguing that the test claim
was filed on March 30, 2011, while the Resolution had an effective date of December 11, 2008.
Finance further argues that the District “asserts that eligible costs under the claim include those
for the entire fiscal year 2009-10.” Finance concludes that “[i]f no allegedly state-mandated
costs were incurred until fiscal year 2009-2010, all claimed costs for that fiscal year would have
had to be incurred after March 30, 2010 to not be time barred.”*?®

Finance’s first point, that the effective date of the Resolution would place this test claim beyond
the time bar, has some merit. An effective date of December 11, 2008 would require that a valid
test claim be filed by June 30, 2010.

The cover page of the test claim indicates that the Resolution was effective December 11, 2008,
as Finance asserts. However, the Regional Board’s comments on the test claim state that the
Resolution was effective April 6, 2010, the date of US EPA’s approval of the TMDL. In
addition, a later settlement agreement between the District and the Regional Board is in accord,
stating that the Resolution became effective April 6, 2010.*?° This is a logical conclusion
because TMDLs and waste load allocations must be approved by the SWRCB, OAL,* and the
Administrator of the US EPA.**" An effective date of April 6, 2010, would require that a timely
filed test claim be submitted on or before June 30, 2011. This test claim was filed March 30,

12> Government Code section 17516 (as amended by Stats. 2010, ch. 288 (SB 1169)).
126 Government Code section 17551 (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 (AB 1222)).
127 Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183 (Register 2008, No. 17).

128 Exhibit C, Department of Finance Comments, at p. 2. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p.
17; Exhibit D, Rebuttal Comments, at p. 13.

129 Exhibit X, Settlement Agreement, at p. 4.

130 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 8 [citing Water Code §§ 13245, 13246;
Government Code § 11353]. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 6.

131 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 8 [citing 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(3); 40 C.F.R. §
131.20(c)]. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 6.
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2011, and therefore was filed before the expiration of the statute of limitations, based on the
effective date agreed upon by the parties.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that this test claim was timely filed.

B. The Regional Water Board’s Resolution and Order does not Impose a New Program
or Higher Level of Service within the Meaning of Article X111 B, Section 6.

The District states that “Regional Board Resolution No. R4-2008-012 requires: (1) compliance with
specific waste load allocations that will also be incorporated into the Saugus and Valencia WRPs'
NPDES permits; and (2) specific "implementation tasks" necessary for compliance.” The final waste
load allocations, along with the Implementation Tasks, “are the subject of this test claim.”®3

Attachment B to Resolution R4-2008-012 outlines the conditional site-specific objectives for
Reaches 4B, 5, and 6, and conditional waste load allocations for the water discharged from the
Valencia and Saugus WRPs to Reaches 4B, 5, and 6. The WLAs for the District’s WRP facilities are
based on, and numerically identical to, the SSOs for the respective reaches (117 mg/L chloride for
Reach 4B, and the discharge into Reach 4B; 150 mg/L chloride for Reaches 5 and 6, and for the
discharge into Reaches 5 and 6).** All other point sources are assigned WLAs equal to 100
mg/L.134 Attachment B also provides for the operation of reverse osmosis treatment at the Valencia
WRP, the provision of supplemental water to Reach 4B when chloride concentrations exceed 117
mg/L, and the design and construction of advanced treatment facilities.”® In addition, Attachment B
outlines the following implementation tasks:

4. The SCVSD will convene a technical advisory committee or committees
(TAC(s)) in cooperation with the Regional Board to review literature, develop a
methodology for assessment, and provide recommendations with detailed
timelines and task descriptions to support any needed changes to the time
schedule for evaluation of appropriate chloride threshold for Task 6...9

5. Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Model: The SCVSD will solicit
proposals, collect data, develop a model in cooperation with the Regional Board,
obtain peer review, and report results. The impact of source waters and reclaimed
water plans on achieving the water quality objective and protecting beneficial
uses, including impacts on underlying groundwater quality, will also be assessed
and specific recommendations for management developed for Regional Board
consideration. The purpose of the modeling and sampling effort is to determine
the interaction between surface water and groundwater as it may affect the
loading of chloride from groundwater and its linkage to surface water quality.

6. Evaluation of Appropriate Chloride Threshold for the Protection of Sensitive
Agricultural Supply Use and Endangered Species Protection: The SCVSD will
prepare and submit a report on endangered species protection thresholds. The

132 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 13.

133 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 46-53.

13% Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 52.

135 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 50-52; 58; 63.
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SCVSD will also prepare and submit a report presenting the results of the
evaluation of chloride thresholds for salt sensitive agricultural uses, which shall
consider the impact of drought and low rainfall conditions and the associated
increase in imported water concentrations on downstream crops utilizing the
result of Task 5.

7. Develop SSO for Chloride for Sensitive Agriculture: The SCVSD will solicit
proposals and develop technical analyses upon which the Regional Board may
base a Basin Plan amendment.

8. Develop Anti-Degradation Analysis for Revision of Chloride Objective by SSO:
The SCVSD will solicit proposals and develop draft anti-degradation analysis for
Regional Board consideration.

9. Develop a pre-planning report on conceptual compliance measures to meet
different hypothetical final conditional wasteload allocations. The SCVSD shall
solicit proposals and develop and submit a report to the Regional Board that
identifies potential chloride control measures and costs based on different
hypothetical scenarios for chloride SSOs and final conditional wasteload
allocations.

.9

17. a)Implementation of Compliance Measures, Complete Environmental Impact
Report: The SCVSD shall complete a Wastewater Facilities Plan and
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for facilities to comply with final
effluent permit limits for chloride.

1.9

20. The interim WLAs for chloride shall remain in effect for no more than 10
years after the effective date of the TMDL. Conditional SSO for chloride in the
USCR shall be achieved. Final conditional WLAs for chloride in Reaches 4B, 5,
and 6 shall apply by May 5, 2015. The Regional Board may consider extending
the completion date of this task as necessary to account for events beyond the
control of the SCVSD.***

The District alleges the following costs mandated by Resolution R4-2008-012:

Summary of the Implementation Tasks Completed to Date:

TMDL Study/Task Cost

TMDL Collaborative Process Facilitation Services (Task 4) $0.8 million
Ground Water Surface Water Interaction Model (Task 5) $3.1 million
Agricultural Chloride Threshold Study (Task 6) $0.7 million
Threatened and Endangered Species Study (Task 6) $0.1 million
Site Specific Objectives and Anti-Degradation Study (Task 7 & 8) $0.3 million
Chloride Compliance Cost Study (Task 9) $0.5 million

136 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 59-63.

38
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



Facilities Plan & EIR (Task 17a) $1.1 million
Total TMDL Study Costs to Date $6.6 million

7.9

As previously indicated, the District has implemented a comprehensive chloride
source reduction program within the sewer service area designed to reduce
chloride levels in the WRP discharges in order to comply with final WLAs for
chloride. (See Exh. 19). Specifically, the District implemented an innovative
automatic water softener public outreach and rebate program, in compliance with
Senate Bill 475, to remove automatic water softeners, which contribute significant
amounts of chloride to the WRP discharges. The total cost of the program for
removal of automatic water softeners, not including the cost of the District's staff
time, is approximately $4.8 million.**’

The District goes on to state that compliance with the conditional SSOs and WLAs will require
implementation of “ultra-violet light disinfection at both WRPs;” construction of advanced
treatment facilities such as microfiltration-reverse osmosis and brine disposal for desalination;
salt management facilities such as extraction wells and water supply conveyance pipelines;
supplemental water; and alternative water supplies for the protection of beneficial uses.*® These
activities and costs are described as the AWRM. The District’s “present estimate of the cost to
comply with the TMDL’s conditional SSOs and WLAs is $250 million.”*

The District estimates its costs to implement the AWRM program as follows:

AWRM Project Element Estimated Capital Cost
Facilities Plan & Environmental Impact Report (EIR) $2.5 million
Advanced Treatment [MF & RO] $30.0 million
Brine Disposal (Deep Well Injection, DWI) $53 million
Ventura Salt Export Facilities

(@) MF/RO Conveyance Pipeline from Valencia WRP $46.5 million

(b) GW Extraction Wells in Ventura County $5.5 million

(c) Blend Water Pipeline from Wells to River $52.3 million
Supplemental Water from local pumped groundwater $30.0 million
Supplemental Water conveyance $12.0 million
UV Disinfection Facilities at Saugus & Valencia WRP $16.5 million
Removal of Automatic Water Softeners $2.4 million
Total Estimated Capital Cost $250.7 million'*°

Thus the District has alleged the above activities required by the 2008 Resolution, totaling
approximately $257 million in alleged increased costs. The analysis below addresses whether

137 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 13-16.
138 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 11-12.
139 1d, at p. 12.

149 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 16.
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the activities alleged in the Implementation Tasks and the AWRM program constitute a new
program or higher level of service.

1. Some of the Implementation Tasks alleged in the Resolution are not new.

Resolution R4-2008-012 constitutes a revision to the prior chloride TMDL for the Upper Santa
Clara River, and therefore many of the implementation tasks included in the resolution may have
already been completed, or, at minimum, were included in earlier versions of the TMDL that
continued to be required when the 2008 Resolution was adopted and which have not been pled in
this test claim, and are therefore not new, with respect to prior law. Activities that are not new,
as compared with an earlier order or resolution in effect at the time the 2008 Resolution was
adopted, do not constitute a new program or higher level of service and, thus, are not
reimbursable in the context of the current test claim.***

Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, quoted above from Resolution R4-2008-012, are found
in nearly identical language in Resolution 04-004,'*? and again in Resolution R4-2006-016, both
of which were approved by EPA prior to the adoption of the test claim Resolution. >4
Additionally, Implementation Tasks 4-9 are listed in the revised TMDL as having completion
dates prior to the adoption and approval of the 2008 Resolution.*** Moreover, these tasks appear
to have indeed been completed prior to the adoption of Resolution R4-2008-012: the Resolution
states that “[t]he Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (SCVSD) has completed all of the
necessary special studies required by the Chloride TMDL (TMDL Task Nos 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10b, and 10c).” The Resolution further states that “[t]he completion of these TMDL special
studies...has led to the development of an alternative TMDL implementation plan that addressed
chloride impairment of surface waters and degradation of groundwater.”**

Based on the plain language of the Resolution itself, these Implementation Tasks were completed
prior to the adoption of the Resolution. It appears that the tasks were repeated in the revised
TMDL adopted December 11, 2008, but activities that were completed (and the costs thereby
incurred) prior to July 1, 2009 are outside the period of eligibility for this test claim.*’
Moreover, activities that were required by a prior version of the TMDL are not new. Therefore,

141 |_ucia Mar Unified School District, supra, (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, at p. 835.
142 See Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 537 and following.
143 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 564-565.

144 See Exhibit X, SCVSD Draft EIR, at p. 8 [stating that Resolution 04-004 was “in effect May
4, 2005,” and Resolution R4-2006-016 was “in effect June 12, 2008.”].

145 E g., Task 4: Convening a technical advisory committee to conduct literature review and
develop methodology for assessment; Completion Date 05/04/2006; Task 5:
Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Model; Completion Date 11/20/2007.

146 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 36.

47 Government Code section 17557(e) [“A test claim shall be submitted on or before June 30
following a fiscal year in order to establish eligibility for reimbursement for that fiscal year.”
This test claim was submitted on March 30, 2011, establishing eligibility for reimbursement
beginning July 1, 2009].
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all costs and activities alleged for Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 do not result in a
state-mandated new program or higher level of service and are denied.

Implementation Task 17a, “Implementation of Compliance Measures, Complete Environmental
Impact Report...” is found in Resolution R4-2006-016.2%49 The claimant alleges $613,530 for
“Facilities Plan & EIR — Task 17” and $774,890 for “Consultants (TMDL Task 17)” incurred in
fiscal year 2009-2010. However, the activities of implementing compliance measures and
completing an EIR are not new, with respect to prior law, and the resolution which first required
these activities was not pled in this test claim. In fact, claimant was required to prepare the draft
EIR by May 4, 2010 under prior law and an administrative civil liability complaint was brought
by the Regional Board against the District “for the failure to complete Wastewater Facilities
Plans and Programmatic Environmental Impact Reports by the required due date in 2011.”**°

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the Implementation Tasks found in the test
claim Resolution, alleged to impose costs of approximately $6.6 million, are not new
requirements, when compared with prior law, and therefore cannot impose reimbursable costs
mandated by the state.

Finally, the default TMDL, including WLAs of 100 mg/L for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs,
which takes effect “if the District cannot comply with the AWRM program,” is not a new
requirement. The Regional Board adopted a TMDL for Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River
in 2002, which “required the Districts to reduce the chloride levels in the Plants’ discharge.”**
That TMDL was revised in 2004 and 2006, but the numerical limits were not altered. The
TMDL in effect prior to the 2008 Resolution “has a numeric target of 100 mg/L, measured
instantaneously and expressed as a chloride concentration, required to attain the water quality
objective and protect agricultural supply beneficial use.”**? In addition, the TMDL includes
“waste load allocations (WLAS) [of] 100 mg/L for Valencia WRP and 100 mg/L for Saugus
WRP.”**® The numerical limits, which the parties acknowledge will control if the AWRM
program is not fully and continuously implemented, were adopted in 2002, and approved by U.S.
EPA in April 2005, and have not changed. The default WLAs are therefore not new, irrespective
of whatever costs might be incurred to implement them.

In comments submitted in response to the draft staff analysis, the District argues that the above
analysis “completely ignores the fact that the 2008 TMDL is the result of the final appeal of the
original 2002 approval.” The District argues that the “entire TMDL process began in 2002 with
the initial adoption of the TMDL, and was repeatedly administratively appealed and negotiated
over six years until the District had exhausted all of its administrative remedies and was forced to

148 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 566.

149 Exhibit X, SCVSD Draft EIR at p. 8 [stating that Resolution R4-2006-016 was “in effect” on
June 12, 2008.].

139 Exhibit X, LA Regional Board, Enforcement News, November 26, 2012.
131 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 175.

152 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 191 [Attachment A to Resolution R 02-018].
153 1d, at p. 192.
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accept the 2008 order in the face of the threat of crippling fines.” The District further argues that
“[t]o deny the Test Claim on the grounds that the state mandate is not “new” would be a Catch-
22, since any Test Claim during the appeals process would have been unripe.” The District
concludes that “because the 2002, 2005, and 2006 approvals are part and parcel of the 2008
TMDL, they were “pled” in this Test Claim.” Therefore, the District argues that “[t]he proper
measure of whether the TMDL is a new or higher level of service is to compare the TMDL’s
requirements with the existing or pre-TMDL requirements.”

This argument does not change the above analysis. As discussed above, a test claim must be
filed “not later than 12 months following the effective date of a statute or executive order, or
within 12 months of incurring increased costs as a result of a statute or executive order.”*** In
addition, section 17553 and the regulations require that a claimant identify “the specific sections
of statutes or executive orders and the effective date and register number of regulations alleged
to contain a mandate,” and include a “a detailed description of new activities and costs that arise
from the mandate.”

Here, the District argues that the prior Basin Plan amendments are part and parcel of the 2008
Resolution, and were therefore effectively “pled.” But the test claim form cites only Resolution
R4-2008-012. Moreover, even if the prior Resolutions were “pled” in this test claim as imposing
state-mandated activities, the activities described in Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9
would be well outside the statute of limitations described in section 17551, because those
activities were already completed at the time the 2008 Resolution was adopted, and thus costs for
those activities would necessarily have been “first incurred” prior to the adoption of the 2008
Resolution. ™

In addition, the District is for the first time arguing that “the 2008 TMDL is the result of the final
appeal of the original 2002 approval;”**® in essence arguing that the District was not mandated to
perform any of the activities described in the 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2006 orders until the “final
appeal” was exhausted in the 2008 Resolution. The record does not support this interpretation:
although Resolution 2002-018 was appealed to the SWRCB, and remanded to the District, the
Regional Board on remand adopted Resolution 2003-008, amending Resolution 2002-018, which
was ultimately approved by EPA on April 28, 2005, thus ending the administrative appeals
process for the “original” TMDL, and giving its provisions the force of law.

Accordingly, the District completed the studies required by the “original” TMDL, and those
activities are no longer “new” with respect to prior law. Finally, the “proper measure of whether
the TMDL is a new or higher level of service” is not, as the District suggests, to compare
Resolution 2008-012 to the “existing or pre-TMDL requirements.” Rather, the “proper measure”
of a new program or higher level of service is, as with any other test claim, to compare the test
claim statute or regulation with the law in effect immediately prior to the alleged mandate.**’

1%% Government Code 17551(c) (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 (AB 1222)).
135 See Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 34-36 [Resolution R4-2008-012, paragraphs 10; 13-15].
136 Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 4.

37 |ucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, at p. 835 [“Nor can there
be any doubt that although the schools for the handicapped have been operated by the state for
many years, the program was new insofar as plaintiffs are concerned, since at the time section
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Here, the requirements of Implementation Tasks 4-9 and 17a, and the chloride WLAs of 100
mg/L were in force at the time the 2008 test claim Resolution was adopted.

Based on the foregoing, Implementation Tasks 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 17a are not new, with respect
to prior law. In addition, the waste load allocations are not new, with respect to prior law.
Therefore the Commission finds that none of these provisions constitutes a state-mandated new
program or higher level of service.

2. Accelerating the implementation period of the final waste load allocations under
Implementation Task 20 is not a new program or higher level of service resulting
in increased costs mandated by the state.

Implementation Task 20 shortens the applicable period of the interim WLAs, thus accelerating
the implementation of the final WLAs for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs, from 11 years to 10
years, commencing with the effective date of the 2002 TMDL.**® The interim WLAs are
designed to accommodate the time needed for the WRPs to implement desalination and other
chloride reduction improvements. For the Saugus WRP, the interim WLA is described as “the
sum of State Water Project treated water supply concentration plus 114 mg/L, as a twelve month
rolling average,” but not to exceed 230 mg/L. For the Valencia WRP, the interim WLA is
described as “the sum of State Water Project treated water supply concentration plus 134 mg/L,
as a twelve month rolling average,” but not to exceed 230 mg/L.**° These interim WLASs were
originally intended to apply for two and one-half years, pursuant to the 2002 TMDL adopted by
the Regional Board. That period was expanded to 13 years after appeal and remand from the
SWRCB, and the revised schedule was approved by the SWRCB, OAL, and the Administrator of
the U.S. EPA.* Resolution R4-2006-016 shortened the interim WLA period by two years, as
follows:

The interim effluent limits for chloride shall remain in effect for no more than 11
years after the effective date of the TMDL. Water Quality Objective for chloride
in the Upper Santa Clara River shall be achieved. The Regional Board may
consider extending the completion date of this task as necessary to account for
events beyond the control of the [District].***

Resolution R4-2008-012 shortened the implementation schedule again, providing that the interim
WLAs “shall remain in effect for no more than 10 years after the effective date of the TMDL.”*

59300 became effective they were not required to contribute to the education of students from
their districts at such schools.”] (emphasis added).

158 The 2002 Resolution was approved by U.S. EPA, after appeal, remand, and revision, on April
28, 2005. (See Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 45 [Attachment B to Resolution R4-2008-012].)

159 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 543 [Resolution R4-04-004].

180 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 533 [Resolution R4-03-008]; 605
[Resolution R4-2008-012].

181 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 228; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 566
[emphasis added].

162 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 623-624.
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Based on applicable case law there is no new program inherent in shortening the time frame for
the interim WLAs. Pursuant to the test claim Resolution, the requirements of the interim WLAs
remain the same, only the schedule is accelerated, and the final WLAs attach one year sooner. It
may be argued that it costs more to implement the final WLAS one year sooner, but this change
does not of itself constitute a new program or higher level of service.'®®

The court of appeal in Long Beach Unified School District declared that “[a] mere increase in the
cost of providing a service which is the result of a requirement mandated by the state is not
tantamount to a higher level of service.”*** The Supreme Court has also spoken on the
requirement of a new program in Lucia Mar Unified School District, supra, in terms often
repeated in later decisions: “We recognize that, as its made indisputably clear from the language
of the constitutional provision, local entities are not entitled to reimbursement for all increased
costs mandated by state law, but only those costs resulting from a new program or an increased
level of service imposed upon them by the state.”*®> Accordingly, in City of San Jose v. State of
California,'® the court held that “withdrawal of funds to reimburse [for a program] was not a
‘new program’ under section 6,”*%” and that “there is no basis for applying section 6 as an
equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding
priorities.”*®® Finally, not only is an increase in costs not tantamount to a higher level of service,
there is no evidence in the record of the incremental cost increase which might be alleged based
on accelerating the implementation of the final WLAS by one year.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that Implementation Task 20 does not impose any
new state mandated activities and does not result in a new program or higher level of service.

3. The Alternative Water Resources Management program is not a new program or
higher level of service.

183 1n comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the District argues that the cases cited
herein are distinguishable, and that no case “addresses the issue of accelerated timetables for the
completion of a project.” While true that no case directly addresses the issue of an accelerated
project, two of the three cited cases also ultimately conclude that the local government claimant
has experienced a mandate, based on the facts of those cases. More importantly, however, the
cases cited show that costs alone do not constitute a reimbursable mandate, unless those costs are
shifted from the state to the local entity. (Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis,
atp.5.)

184 |Long Beach Unified School District v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, at p.
173 [citing County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at pp. 54-56] [emphasis added].

185 |_ucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, at p. 835 [emphasis
added].

166 (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, at pp. 1811-1813.
187 City of San Jose, supra, 45 Cal.App.4th at p. 1817.

168 45 Cal.App.4th at p. 1813 [citing County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates,
supra (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 805, at p. 817].
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The California Supreme Court, in County of Los Angeles 1,**® addressed the phrase “new
program or higher level of service” as follows:

Looking at the language of section 6 then, it seems clear that by itself the term
“higher level of service” is meaningless. It must be read in conjunction with the
predecessor phrase “new program” to give it meaning...We conclude that the
drafters and the electorate had in mind the commonly understood meanings of the
term — programs that carry out the governmental function of providing services to
the public, or laws which, to implement a state policy, impose unique
requirements on local governments and do not apply generally to all residents and
entities in the state.*”

Thus the Supreme Court articulated a multi-faceted test for “new program or higher level of
service:” reimbursement requires (1) a new task or activity; (2) which constitutes an increase in
service as compared to prior law; (3) and which either provides a service to the public, or
imposes requirements uniquely upon government, rather than upon all persons and entities
equally.

The Regional Board has argued that the Resolution cannot impose a new program or higher level
of service because water quality objectives and TMDLs apply to a water body as a whole, and all
dischargers are subject to them, “both public agencies and private industry alike.” The
Commission need not address this argument,*”* since the AWRM program is an optional
alternative to complying with the more stringent TMDL imposed by prior law, which claimant
may choose to reject. Moreover, the requirements of the AWRM provide a lower level of
service when compared to the law in effect immediately prior to the adoption of R4-2008-012.
Therefore, based on the analysis below, the Commission finds that the AWRM does not impose
a state mandated new program or higher level of service.

The Regional Board argues that Resolution R4-2008-12 cannot impose a new program or higher
level of service because it “amended the Basin Plan to, among other things, adopt site-specific

189 County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, at p. 56.
170 .
Ibid.

1 1n comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the Regional Board entreats the
Commission to consider this argument anyway: “The Board...respectfully requests that the
Commission address this argument in the context of the Resolution as a whole and determine
that the Resolution does not impose requirements unique to the government.” However, the
Second District Court of Appeal has previously called this theory into question, when ruling on
the constitutionality of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (and the Regional Boards’ by
extension) categorical exemption from the definition of a reimbursable executive order, under
prior section 17516. The court stated “the applicability of permits to public and private
discharges does not inform us about whether a particular permit or an obligation thereunder
imposed on local governments constitutes a state mandate necessitating subvention under article
XI1I B, section 6. (County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (2007) 150
Cal.App.4th 898, at p. 919.) In any event, the Commission need not address this issue because
the AWRM program is voluntary, and constitutes a lower level of service than that required
under prior law.
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objectives for chloride in the Santa Clara River that are less stringent than the generally
applicable water quality objectives that apply to other major dischargers to the Santa Clara
River...”*"? The Regional Board argues: “thus, if anything, the 2008 Resolution imposes a lower
level of service in order to make it less expensive for the Claimant to implement” the TMDL.*"
The Commission agrees.

The first water quality objectives for the Santa Clara River were established in 1975, in which
chloride objectives were set at 90 mg/L for Reach 5 and 80 mg/L for Reach 6.1* In 1978, the
Regional Board modified the chloride objectives to 100 mg/L for both Reaches 5 and 6. In 2002,
the 100 mg/L objective was incorporated into a TMDL, pursuant to the impairment listing under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act of certain reaches of the Santa Clara River, and the threat
to salt-sensitive agriculture uses both within Reaches 5 and 6 and downstream.'”® Aside from
variances and temporary relaxation of the objectives due to drought conditions in the 1990s, the
100 mg/L objective has remained the underlying standard from 1978 to the present.*’®
Resolution R4-2008-012 plainly states that the TMDL then in effect is being amended,
conditionally, to include the elements of the AWRM.'"" Therefore, the underlying water quality
objectives and TMDL in effect are outside the subvention requirement, because any activities or
requirements to meet the 100 mg/L objectives, or the TMDL, are not new, and are not pled in
this test claim.

Both the District and the Regional Board agree that the AWRM contains “relaxed” requirements,
as compared with the prior water quality objectives. The District describes the Resolution as
follows:

The December 11, 2008 amendment to the Basin Plan also modified the chloride
requirements. This amendment included the enactment of relaxed site specific
objectives ("SSOs") for chloride in the Santa Clara River conditioned upon the
completion of activities set forth in the revised TMDL that contained new final
WLAs and a detailed implementation plan.*"®

The Regional Board states:

In addition, the 2008 Resolution reduces the compliance costs the Claimant would
otherwise incur. As detailed above, the 2008 Resolution was specifically adopted

172 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 2 [emphasis in original].

173 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 26 [emphasis in original].

174 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 7; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 9.

175 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 9-10; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 10-11.
176 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 7-11; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at pp. 9-11.

1T Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 36. See also, Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 705
[transcript of December 11, 2008 hearing].

178 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 11 [emphasis added].
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to incorporate relaxed site-specific objectives into the Basin Plan in order to
implement the Claimant’s proposed AWRM program.*”

In addition, “implementation actions to attain [the prior TMDL] would require advanced
treatment — that is, reverse osmosis — of the full effluent from the Saugus and Valencia plants
with discharge into the ocean through a 43-mile brine line.”*® Under the AWRM, reverse
osmosis desalination is only required at the Valencia WRP, and the waste is permitted to be
disposed of through deep well injection.’®® The District estimates that implementing the
advanced treatment upgrades at only one of the two facilities, along with other tasks, will cost
only approximately $250 million, as opposed to $500 million under the prior TMDL.*®

However, in comments submitted on the draft staff analysis, the District argues that “both the
AWRM and the compliance plan adopted by the District on October 28, 2013 are designed to
comply with Regional Board requirements that are far more stringent than the pre-TMDL
standard,” and that, as argued above, “the comparison must be between the pre-TMDL
conditions and the present TMDL conditions — not comparisons between the various TMDL
standards adopted during the appeals process spanning form 2002 to 2008.”*%3 As explained
above, there is no support in mandates law for this position, and the requirements of the test
claim Resolution are, as in all mandates cases, evaluated with reference to the law in effect
immediately prior to the alleged test claim statute or executive order.®

There is nothing in the AWRM that imposes a higher level of service on this claimant.
Resolution R4-2008-012 calls for the implementation of less-stringent requirements than under
prior law, which the District has acknowledged will be less-expensive to implement. In addition,
those requirements are conditional, and the default requirements, should the AWRM not
continue to be fully implemented, are not new.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the AWRM program is not a new program or
higher level of service, and the costs and activities thereunder are denied.

C. Even if the Resolution Constitutes a State-Mandated New Program or Higher Level
of Service, it Would not Impose Costs Mandated by the State Under Section
17556(d) Because the Claimant Has Sufficient Fee Authority, as a Sanitation District
providing Sewer Services, to Cover the Costs of the Program.

Government Code section 17556(d) provides that the Commission “shall not find costs mandated
by the state, as defined in Section 17514” if the Commission finds that “the local agency or

179 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 29.

180 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 719 [transcript of December 11, 2008
meeting] [emphasis added]. See also, Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 10 [TMDL estimated to cost
$500 million].

181 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 12; Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 778-779.
182 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at pp. 10; 12.

183 Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 5.

184 |_ucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835.
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school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for
the mandated program or increased level of service.” The California Supreme Court upheld the
constitutionality of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), in County of Fresno v.
State of California.’® The court, in holding that the term “costs” in article X111 B, section 6,
excludes expenses recoverable from sources other than taxes, 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 I, supra, 43 Cal.3d at p. 61.) The provision was intended to
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 X111 B
requires subvention only when the costs in question can be recovered solely from
tax revenues.

Accordingly, in Connell v. Superior Court of Sacramento County,*®’ the Santa Margarita Water

District, among others, was denied reimbursement on the basis of its authority to impose fees on
water users. The water districts submitted evidence “that rates necessary to cover the increased
costs [of pollution control regulations] would render the reclaimed water unmarketable and
would encourage users to switch to potable water.”*®® The court concluded that “[t]he question
is whether the Districts have authority, i.e., the right or power, to levy fees sufficient to cover the
costs.” Water Code section 35470 authorized the levy of fees to “correspond to the cost and
value of the service,” and “to defray the ordinary operation or maintenance expenses of the
district and for any other lawful district purpose.”*® The court held that the Districts had not
demonstrated “that anything in Water Code section 35470 limits the authority of the Districts to
levy fees “sufficient” to cover their costs,” and that therefore “the economic evidence presented
by SMWD to the Board [of Control] was irrelevant and injected improper factual questions into
the inquiry.”*®

Likewise, in Clovis Unified School District v. Chiang, the court found that the Controller’s office
was not acting in excess of its authority in reducing reimbursement claims to the full extent of
the districts” authority to impose fees, even if there existed practical impediments to collecting

18 County of Fresno v. State of California, supra, 53 Cal.3d 482.
186 1d, at p. 487.

187 (Cal. Ct. App. 3d Dist. 1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382

188 1d, at p. 399.

1% |bid.

190 Connell, supra, (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th at p. 401.
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the fees. In making its decision the court noted that the concept underlying the state mandates
process that Government Code sections 17514 and 17556(d) embody is that “[t]o the extent a
local agency or school district “has the authority’ to charge for the mandated program or
increased level of service, that charge cannot be recovered as a state-mandated cost.”*** The
court further noted that, “this basic principle flows from common sense as well. As the
Controller succinctly puts it, ‘Claimants can choose not to require these fees, but not at the
state’s expense.””%

Here, Health and Safety Code section 5471 permits a sanitation district, “by 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 territorial limits, in connection with its water, sanitation, storm
drainage, or sewerage system.”**® This section provides “authority,” within the meaning of
section 17556(d), based on the plain language of both Health and Safety Code section 5471 and
Government Code section 17556.

Proposition 218, adopted by the voters in 1996, also known as the “Right to VVote on Taxes Act,”
declared its purpose to protect taxpayers “by limiting the methods by which local governments
exact revenue from taxpayers without their consent.” Proposition 218 added articles X1l C and
X111 D to the Constitution;** article X111 D, section 6 lays out the procedures and requirements
for “new or existing increased fees and charges:”

(a) Procedures for New or Increased Fees and Charges. An agency shall follow
the procedures pursuant to this section in imposing or increasing any fee or charge
as defined pursuant to this article, including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) The parcels upon which a fee or charge is proposed for imposition shall be
identified. The amount of the fee or charge proposed to be imposed upon each
parcel shall be calculated. The agency shall provide written notice by mail of the
proposed fee or charge to the record owner of each identified parcel upon which
the fee or charge is proposed for imposition, the amount of the fee or charge
proposed to be imposed upon each, the basis upon which the amount of the
proposed fee or charge was calculated, the reason for the fee or charge, together
with the date, time, and location of a public hearing on the proposed fee or charge.

(2) The agency shall conduct a public hearing upon the proposed fee or charge not
less than 45 days after mailing the notice of the proposed fee or charge to the
record owners of each identified parcel upon which the fee or charge is proposed
for imposition. At the public hearing, the agency shall consider all protests
against the proposed fee or charge. If written protests against the proposed fee or
charge are presented by a majority of owners of the identified parcels, the agency
shall not impose the fee or charge.

91 Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, at p. 812.
2 bid.

198 Health and Safety Code section 5471(a) (Stats. 2007, ch. 27 (SB 444)).

19% Exhibit X, Text of Proposition 218.

49
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



(b) Requirements for Existing, New or Increased Fees and Charges. A fee or
charge shall not be extended, imposed, or increased by any agency unless it meets
all of the following requirements:

(1) Revenues derived from the fee or charge shall not exceed the funds required to
provide the property related service.

(2) Revenues derived from the fee or charge shall not be used for any purpose
other than that for which the fee or charge was imposed.

(3) The amount of a fee or charge imposed upon any parcel or person as an
incident of property ownership shall not exceed the proportional cost of the
service attributable to the parcel.

(4) No fee or charge may be imposed for a service unless that service is actually
used by, or immediately available to, the owner of the property in question. Fees
or charges based on potential or future use of a service are not permitted. Standby
charges, whether characterized as charges or assessments, shall be classified as
assessments and shall not be imposed without compliance with Section 4.

(5) No fee or charge may be imposed for general governmental services
including, but not limited to, police, fire, ambulance or library services, where the
service is available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is
to property owners. Reliance by an agency on any parcel map, including, but not
limited to, an assessor's parcel map, may be considered a significant factor in
determining whether a fee or charge is imposed as an incident of property
ownership for purposes of this article. In any legal action contesting the validity
of a fee or charge, the burden shall be on the agency to demonstrate compliance
with this article.

(c) Voter Approval for New or Increased Fees and Charges. Except for fees or
charges for sewer, water, and refuse collection services, no property related fee or
charge shall be imposed or increased unless and until that fee or charge is
submitted and approved by a majority vote of the property owners of the property
subject to the fee or charge or, at the option of the agency, by a two-thirds vote of
the electorate residing in the affected area. The election shall be conducted not
less than 45 days after the public hearing. An agency may adopt procedures
similar to those for increases in assessments in the conduct of elections under this
subdivision...

Section 6 thus provides that an agency seeking to impose or increase fees must identify the
parcels and the amount proposed, and must provide written notice by mail to the record owners
of the identified parcels, including notice of a public hearing, at which the agency is required to
“consider all protests.” Written protests by a majority of owners of the affected parcels are
sufficient to defeat a fee increase. In addition, the section provides that new or increased fees are
required to “not exceed the funds required to provide the property related service;” “not be used
for any purpose other than that for which the fee or charge was imposed;” “not exceed the
proportional cost of the service attributable to the parcel;” and be “actually used by, or
immediately available to, the owner of the property in question.” The section provides
specifically that new fees or charges may not be imposed for general services such as police and

50
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



fire protection. Finally, voter approval is required “[e]xcept for fees or charges for sewer, water,
and refuse collection services.”**

The District asserts that the fee authority case law discussed above is no longer on point
“because the most significant cases predate the passage of [Proposition 218].” The District
contends that “[t]his potential conflict is significant where a local agency is unable to obtain the
requisite approval to implement a proposed fee increase.” The District asserts that it “attempted
to implement the Proposition 218 process, but the elected public officials could not support the
proposed rate increase in the face of fierce public opposition.” The District states that “[i]n
2010, the District’s board declined to adopt the proposed rate increases based on the expectation
that any substantive rate increase would be overturned by way of referendum due to fierce
opposition from the District’s ratepayers.”*%

In addition, the District argues in comments on the draft staff analysis that it “has no legal
authority to obtain reimbursement from the parties responsible for the majority of the chloride
concentration, nor does it have the legal authority to obtain reimbursement from the beneficiaries
of the treatment.” The District also argues that Clovis Unified, supra, “is distinguishable from
this Test Claim,” in that the community college districts were “authorized under the Education
Code to collect a specified sum of money from each student for health fees,” while the District,
“in contrast, has no authority to raise sewer fees by a sum certain.” In addition, the District
argues that it is “subject to Prop. 218 protests and referenda on the rates necessary to support the
TMDL facilities,” while the community colleges in Clovis Unified were “not subject to Prop. 218
or referenda on the health fee because it was directly established by law.”**’

However, based on the plain language of article XIII D, section 6, above, voter approval is not
required for increases to water and sewer rates, and the absence of a statute providing for a
specific dollar-amount fee increase is not relevant to the authority of sewer districts to raise
fees.'®® All remaining limitations of article X111 D, must be satisfied (e.g., parcels must be
identified, and amounts proposed must be calculated; fees shall not exceed the funds required to
provide service; revenues may not be used for any other purpose; amount of a fee must be
proportional to the cost of the service attributable to a parcel; a public hearing must be held and if
written protests against the proposed fee or charge are presented by a majority of owners of the
identified parcels, the agency shall not impose the fee or charge), but the parties” comments only
identify “written protests” as a limitation at issue here, and state that “elected public officials
could not support the proposed rate increase.”

The Regional Board argues that “assuming that Proposition 218 does apply to Claimant’s
proposals for rate increases...the number of written protests necessary to preclude the Board of
Directors from passing rate increases under Proposition 218 was noticeably lacking.” Section
6(a)(2), states that “[i]f written protests against the proposed fee or charge are presented by a
majority of owners of the identified parcels, the agency shall not impose the fee or charge.” The

195 california Constitution, article X111 D, section 6 (adopted November 5, 1996).
19 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 26.

197 Exhibit J, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 6.

198 California Constitution, article X111 D, section 6(c) (adopted November 5, 1996).
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Regional Board argues that there are nearly 69,000 parcels connected to the District’s sewerage
system, and therefore “at least 34,449 written protests” would be a majority of the owners
required to defeat a rate increase. At the May 26, 2009 and July 27, 2010 hearings the District
received “203 written protests and 7, 732 written protests, respectively.”*%°

The District does not dispute the number of written protests needed, or the number received (the
Regional Board’s mathematical reasoning presumes that all 69,000 parcels represent a single
voting property owner, but the District fails to argue the point); rather the District argues that the
District’s Board *“quite reasonably believed that this large rate increase would be rejected if
challenged by initiative.”*® Section 3 of Proposition 218 provides that the initiative power to
overturn a tax, fee, or assessment “shall not be prohibited or otherwise limited,” and the District
maintains that an initiative to overturn the fee increase would qualify for the ballot with
approximately 6,500 votes, based on the estimated number of voters in the last gubernatorial
election who would be affected by the increase.?”* Therefore, the District concludes that the
7,732 written protests “exceeded the number of signatures needed to qualify an initiative that
would overturn the rate increase.”*%

But written protests are not tantamount to an initiative petition, and an initiative petition is not a
successful referendum. The District acknowledges that its own board “declined to adopt the
proposed rate increases based on the expectation that any substantive rate increase would be
overturned by way of referendum.”?*® The Commission agrees with the Regional Board, in that
“[t]he Claimant cannot rely on mere speculation as to what could happen as a defense to the fee
increase exception” of section 17556(d).?**

The District argues that the Commission’s decision on Discharge of Stormwater Runoff (07-TC-
09) reflects the tension between Proposition 218 and the precedent of Connell,?* discussed
above, because the Commission found in that earlier test claim decision that Proposition 218
limited the authority of the local government to raise the necessary fees. Connell did not address
Proposition 218, because the water districts did not allege that their authority to raise fees was
impacted by Proposition 218.%°° The water districts in Connell instead urged an interpretation of
“authority” under section 17556(d) that would necessarily include economic feasibility as a test
of “sufficiency,” and the court rejected that interpretation. Moreover, the Commission’s decision
in Discharge of Stormwater Runoff concluded that Proposition 218 was a barrier to raising

199 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 20 [citing “Letter from Stephen R.
Maguin...to Council members” regarding responses to comments made during the public
hearing on proposed rate increases].

200 Exhibit D, Rebuttal Comments, at p. 11.

201 Exhibit D, Rebuttal Comments, at p. 11, Fn. 8. See also article X111 C, section 3.
202 Exhibit D, Rebuttal Comments, at p. 11.

203 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 26.

204 Exhibit B, LA Regional Board Comments, at p. 31.

205 (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382.

2614, at p. 402.
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assessments or fees only because stormwater management charges were not “water” or “sewer”
services provided directly to users, and thus exempt from the voter approval requirement of
Proposition 218. The Commission concluded that without the exemption from voter approval
under section 6(c), “it is possible that the local agency’s voters or property owners may never
adopt the proposed fee or assessment, but the local agency would still be required to comply with
the state mandate.” 2%

Therefore the Commission’s earlier decision, though it would not in any event be precedential, is
distinguishable on the very same ground that renders Connell significantly poignant. The
District cannot rely on the unwillingness of voters to raise fees, because the fees in question fall,
based on the plain language of the Constitution, outside voter-approval requirement of article
XI1I D, section 6(c). The District would have the Commission recognize “political realities” as a
test of the District’s “authority” under Health and Safety Code section 5471 to raise fees, but
here, as in Connell, “the plain language of the statute defeats the Districts’ position.” The
District asserts that “political realities...[made] it impossible” for the District to raise fees, but
ultimately “the District’s board declined to adopt the proposed rate increases...”*® In the same
way that the court in Connell declined to find that an inability to market reclaimed water would
undermine the “sufficiency” of the districts’ authority to raise fees, the Commission here
declines to make a finding that political opposition undermines the authority of a sanitation
district to raise fees.

Furthermore, the ground upon which the District seeks to distinguish Clovis Unified, that the
District does not have statutory authority to raise rates by “a sum certain,” only serves to
demonstrate why the Health Fee Elimination mandate was held to constitute a reimbursable new
program offset by the authorized revenues, while this test claim Resolution does not impose
costs mandated by the state under section 17556(d). The Health Fee Elimination mandate
underlying Clovis Unified was approved for ongoing reimbursement in the test claim decision
only because the fee authority of the community colleges was limited to a certain dollar amount,
indexed to inflation, and that amount was held, as a matter of law, to be insufficient to cover the
entire mandated cost of the program.”®® Had the community colleges held fee authority as broad
as is provided to the District under Health and Safety Code section 5471, the result of the
analysis under section 17556(d) in Clovis Unified would have been the same as discussed herein:
where fee authority is sufficient to cover the costs of the mandated activities, there can be no
reimbursable costs mandated by the state.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the District has not incurred increased costs
mandated by the state, pursuant to section 17556(d).

207 Discharge of Stormwater Runoff (07-TC-09) at p. 106 [citing Howard Jarvis Taxpayers
Association v. City of Salinas (2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 1351, at pp. 1358-1359 (concluding that
city’s charges on developed parcels to fund stormwater management were property-related fees,
but not covered by the exemption for water and sewer fees, and thus required voter approval)].

208 Exhibit A, Test Claim, at p. 26 [emphasis added].

209 5ee Education Code section 76355 (Stats. 2005, ch. 320); Test Claim Decision, Health Fee
Elimination (CSM-4206).
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V. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing discussion and analysis, the Commission denies this test claim and
concludes that Resolution No. R4-2008-012, adopted December 11, 2008, by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board does not constitute a reimbursable state-mandated

program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Government Code section 17514.
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Glossary of Frequently Used Water Quality Related Terms and Acronyms:

Alternative Water Resources
Management program (AWRM)

California Antidegradation Policy

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Effluent

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Federal Antidegradation Policy

An alternative to meeting the prior TMDL and WLA
requirements of the former basin plan. The
requirements for the AWRM were included in a
MOU entered into by the stakeholders which was
then included in the revised Upper Santa Clara River
TMDL and SSOs by Resolution R4-2008-012.

A 1968 State Board policy that precludes water
quality degradation in the state unless specific
conditions are satisfied.

The primary federal law governing water pollution.
The CWA was enacted in 1972, to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters and includes a goal to
eliminate the discharge of pollutants into the
navigable waters by 1985.

Wastewater - treated or untreated - that flows out of a
treatment plant, sewer, or industrial outfall; generally
refers to wastes discharged into surface waters.

A detailed statement prepared in accordance with
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
whenever it is established that a project may have a
potentially significant effect on the environment. The
EIR describes a proposed project, analyzes potentially
significant environmental effects of the proposed
project, identifies a reasonable range of alternatives,
and discusses possible ways to mitigate or avoid the
significant environmental effects. (Pub. Resources
Code 8§ 21061, 21100 and 21151; Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 15362.)

The CWA'’s antidegradation policy is found in section
303(d) (and further detailed in federal regulations). Its
goals are to 1) ensure that no activity will lower water
quality to support existing uses, and 2) to maintain
and protect high quality waters.
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Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act

Reclaimed Water
Regional Water Quality Control Boards

(RWQCBs or Regional Boards)

Site Specific Objective (SSO)

State Water Resources Control
Board(SWRCB or State Board)

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

Waste Load Allocation (WLA)

Water Quality Objectives (WQOSs)

Water Reclamation Plant (WRP)

California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act was enacted in 1969 to allocate and to protect the
waters of California. Through it, the State Board and
regional boards were established. Many of its
provisions mirror those of the CWA which was
modeled, in part, on Porter-Cologne.

Treated effluent that is considered to be of appropriate
quality for an intended reuse application.

The nine RWQCBs develop and enforce water quality
objectives and implementation plans to protect the
State's waters, recognizing local differences in
climate, topography, geology and hydrology.

Water Quality Objectives (WQOs) adjusted to reflect
localized site specific conditions. Usually initiated by
a discharger to allow discharge of pollutants at greater
than background levels.

The state board charged with protecting the waters of
California. The SWRCB has joint authority of water
allocation and water quality protection. It also
oversees and supports the work of the regional boards
(RWQCBS).

A calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant
that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet
water quality standards.

The portion of a receiving water's loading capacity
that is allocated to one of its existing or future point
sources of pollution (e.g., permitted waste treatment
facilities).

Define the level of water quality that shall be
maintained in a water body or portion thereof.

A plant which treats sewage and produces reclaimed
water.

56
Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09
Final Staff Analysis and
Proposed Statement of Decision



DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Solano and | 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 January 9, 2014, | served the:

Final Staff Analysis and Proposed Statement of Decision

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements, 10-TC-09

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Resolution No. R4-2008-012,
Effective December 11, 2008

Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, 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 January 9, 2014 at Sacramento,

California. ——
=
N

Heidi J. Palchik

Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-3562




1/8/14 Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 1/7/14
Claim Number: 10-TC-09
Matter: Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements

Claimant: Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles

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 concemning 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, § 1181.2.)

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

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350

harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

Ibaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick,

7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608

allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America

895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list from_claim.php 1/6



1/8/14 Mailing List

Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byme@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919

gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Grace R. Chan, Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los An
1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA

Phone: (562) 699-7411

gchan@lacsd.org

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.

705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901

achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Jennifer Fordyce, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 324-6682

jfordyce@waterboards.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Claire Hervey Collins, Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith LLP
Claimant Representative

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1200, Los Angeles, CA

Phone: (213) 580-5100

claire.collins @lewisbrisbois.com

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 442-7887

dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee

California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103

Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php

2/6



1/8/14 Mailing List

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562

matt.jones@csm.ca.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC

2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)

1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941

Phone: (916) 327-7500

jhurst@counties.org

Nicole Kuenzi, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, Sacramento, Calif

Phone: (916) 341-5199
nicole.kuenzi@waterboards.ca.gov

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)

Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Travis Lange, Department of Public Works

Division of Environmental Services, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita, CA
Phone: (661) 286-4098

tlange@santa-clarita.com

Michael Lauffer, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5183

mlauffer@waterboards.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)

915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach

100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 3/6



1/8/14 Mailing List

Frances McChesney, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 341-5174

fimcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS

17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)

1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 327-7500

gneill@counties.org

Jessica Newman, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 341-5168

jmnewman(@waterboards.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8315

marianne.O'malley @lao.ca.gov

Lori Okun, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 341-5165

lokun@waterboards.ca.gov

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates

P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916) 419-7093

kbpsixten@aol.com

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

jaiprasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Renee Purdy, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013-2343

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 4/6



1/8/14 Mailing List

Phone: (213) 576-6686
rpurdy@waterboards.ca.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS

625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919

krios@sco.ca.gov

Matthew S chuneman, MAXIMUS

900 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 265, Northbrook, 11 60062
Phone: (847) 513-5504
matthewschuneman@maximus.com

Lee Scott, Department of Finance

15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

David Scribner, Max8550

2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 852-8970

dscribner@max8550.com

Deborah Smith, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA

Phone: (213) 576-6609

dsmith@waterboards.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-5849

jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America

2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136

jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 5/6



1/8/14 Mailing List

Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office

925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328

brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

Samuel Unger, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013-2343

Phone: (213) 576-6605

sunger@waterboards.ca.gov

Dean Wallraft, Advocates for the Environment
10211 Sunland Blvd., Shadow Hills, CA 91040-1739
Phone: (818) 353-4268

dw@aenv.org

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244

dwa-david@surewest.net

Anita Worlow, AK & Company

3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 893-0792

hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 6/6



	Hearing Date:  January 24, 2014
	ITEM 6
	Upper Santa Clara River Chloride Requirements
	Attached is the proposed statement of decision for this matter.  This proposed statement of decision also functions as the final staff analysis, as required by section 1183.07 of the Commission’s regulations.
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Staff Recommendation


	Because this test claim is denied on the grounds stated above, the Commission declines to make findings on whether claimant is practically compelled to implement the Alternative Water Resources Management activities or whether the Alternative Water R...
	COMMISSION FINDINGS
	I. Chronology

