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Re: Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Additional Briefing
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region, Order No. R2-2009-0074
Consolidated 10-TC-01, 10-TC-02, 10-TC-03 and 10-TC-05

Dear Ms. Halsey:

This letter provides additional briefing on behalf of the Alamedal and San
Mateo2 County Claimants regarding the application of the California Supreme
Court's opinion in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates
(2016) 1 Ca1.5th 749 ("Dep't of Finance") to the above-captioned consolidated test
claims (collectively, "Test Claims"), as requested by the Commission in its
September 21, 2016, and September 27, 2016, letters.

1 The "Alameda County Claimants" are the following entities, which
submitted Test Claim No. 10-TC-02: the City of Alameda and the County of
Alameda, the Cities of Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont,
Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Oakland, Pleasanton, San Leandro and Union
City, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and
the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Zone 7.

2 The "San Mateo County Claimants" are the following entities,
which submitted Test Claim No. 10-TC-01: the City of Brisbane and the County
of San Mateo, the San Mateo County Flood Control District, the Cities of
Belmont, Burlingame, Daly City, East Palo Alto, Foster City, Half Moon Bay,
Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, San Bruno, San Carlos, San
Mateo and South San Francisco, and the Towns of Atherton, Colma,
Hillsborough, Portola Valley and Woodside.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In Dept of Finance, the Supreme Court considered and decided the core
disputed issue in these Test Claims: whether California Regional Water Quality
Control Boards may avoid constitutional subvention obligations for storm water
permit requirements based on the federal mandates exception. The Supreme
Court ultimately rejected application of the federal mandates exception to the
challenged conditions in the storm water permit issued by the Los Angeles
regional board:

We reverse [the Court of Appeal decision], concluding that no
federal law or regulation imposed the [permit] conditions nor did
the federal regulatory system require the state to impose them.
IYistead, the permit conditions were imposed as a result of the
state's discretionary action.

(1 Ca1.5th at 754.) Because the same can be said of the permit conditions at
issue in the Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Test Claims, the same
conclusion must be reached. The Commission should reject the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region's ("Regional
Water Board"), contention that the federal mandates exception applies to the
Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Test Claims. As the federal
mandates exception is the primary basis for the Regional Water Board's
opposition to these Test Claims, application of the Supreme Court's decision
should result in the Commission approving the claims.

The following holdings from the Supreme Court are particularly relevant
here. First, the Supreme Court determined that the Regional Water Board
bears the burden of proving the applicability of any exception to the "general
rule requiring reimbursement of all state-mandated costs," including the federal
mandates exception. (1 Ca1.5th at 370-71.) Second, the federal mandates
exception does not apply to these Test Claims because the state exercised its
discretion by virtue of a "true choice" to issue permit requirements that were not
mandated by federal law. Third, the Commission owes no deference to the
Regional Water Board in these Test Claim proceedings given the lack of specific
findings required by the Supreme Court.

The above holdings derive from the Court's statutory analysis of the Clean
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act —the same legal framework applicable
here. The Test Claims in this proceeding arise from permit conditions that come
from the same exercise of state discretion analyzed by the Supreme Court. As a
result, the Dept of Finance decision provides controlling authority for the
Commission to determine that the storm water permit conditions at issue are
not federal mandates. As the federal mandates exception is the primary basis

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO SAN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA SAN DIEGO



Heather Halsey, Esq.
December 20, 2016
Page 3

for the Regional Water Board's opposition to these Test Claims, application of
the Supreme Court's decision should result in the Commission approving the
Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Test Claims.

II. THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD BEARS THE BURDEN
OF PROVING EXCEPTIONS TO THE GENERAL
CONSTITUTIONAL SUBVENTION REQUIREMENT

Under Dept of Finance, once claimants demonstrate new programs or
increased levels of service are being imposed,3 the burden of proof shifts to the
Regional Water Board (or any other test claim opponent, such as the
Department of Finance) to prove that such requirements are federal mandates
excepted from the general subvention requirement:

Section 6 establishes a general rule requiring reimbursement of all
state-mandated costs. Government Code section 17556, subdivision
(c), codifies an exception to that rule. Typically, the party claiming
the applicability of an exception bears the burden of demonstrating
that it applies. [Citations.] Here, the State must explain why
federal law mandated these requirements, rather than forcing the
Operators to prove the opposite.

(Dep't of Finance, 1 Ca1.5th at 769 citing Simpson Strong-Tie Co., Inc. v. Gore
(2010) 49 Ca1.4th 12, 23 and Long Beach Police Officers Assn. v. City of Long
Beach (2014) 59 Ca1.4th 59, 67.) Consequently, the Supreme Court squarely
rejected the contention the Regional Water Board previously advanced in this
matter that "[t]he Claimants must also prove that the costs are mandated on
them by the state, rather than by federal law and must prove that any
additional costs beyond the federal mandate are substantial and not de
minimis." (Regional Water Board Comment Letter (May 17, 2011), p. 1.)

3 As discussed in Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants'
rebuttal comments, the Regional Water Board effectively conceded that the
challenged permit conditions impose new programs and/or higher levels of
service. (See Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Written Rebuttal
Comments, dated September 16, 2011, p. 10.) While the Regional Water Board
argues about whether particular requirements are new programs or increased
levels of service, it failed to address or rebut any of the supporting evidence
submitted by Claimants to demonstrate the substantial additional costs imposed
by the challenged conditions. (See id., pp. 10-11.) These significantly increased
costs in and of themselves demonstrate the imposition of state mandates,
irrespective of whether they are categorized as new programs or increased levels
of service.
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The Supreme Court has made clear that the Regional Water Board must
bear the burden of proof on any exception to the general rule requiring
reimbursement. (1 Ca1.5th at 769 ["the State must explain why federal law
mandated these requirements, rather than forcing the Operators to prove the
opposite"].) If the Regional Water Board fails to carry its burden, the general
rule requiring subvention applies. As discussed herein, the Regional Water
Board has not met —and cannot meet —its burden of proof as required by the
Supreme Court.

III. THE FEDERAL MANDATES EXCEPTION DOES NOT
APPLY TO THE CHALLENGED REQUIREMENTS
BECAUSE THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD EXERCISED
ITS DISCRETION BY VIRTUE OF A "TRUE CHOICE"

The Supreme Court also confirmed the rule that application of the federal
mandates exception turns on whether a state requirement was imposed because
it was compelled by federal law, or whether it was "imposed as a result of the
state's discretionary action." (Dep't of Finance, 1 Cal.5th at 754). If it is
compelled by federal law, the State must implement a federal mandate and no
reimbux•sement is required. On the other hand, if the requirement is imposed as
a result of the State's discretionary action, reimbursement is required.

The Supreme Court summarized applicable case law on the matter, and
opined that, "if federal law gives the state discretion whether to impose a
particular implementing requirement, and the state exercises its discretion to
impose the requirement by virtue of a ̀true choice,' the requirement is not
federally mandated" and reimbursement is required. (Dep't of Finance, 1 Ca1.5th
at 765.) In applying this rule to the County of Los Angeles claims, the Court
analyzed the Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Act, and related regulations.
The Court found that the regional board was given discretionary power to
fashion requirements which it determined would meet the Clean Water Act's
maximum extent practicable ("MEP") standard. (Id. at 767-68.) Federal law did
not compel these requirements, because the State's NPDES program is
undertaken on a voluntary basis. (Id. at 767.) As the Court noted, the State was
not compelled to operate its own permitting system. (Id.) The Supreme Court
further found that the federal regulations gave the regional board discretion to
develop and issue municipal storm water permits and determine which specific
controls would be required. (Id. at 767-68.) Accordingly, the regional board's
exercise of a "true choice" constitutes a state mandate of costs associated with
the contested permit provisions. (Id. at 769, 770-72 [analyzing whether
inspection and trash receptacle conditions were mandated by Clean Water Act].)
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A. The Regional Water Board Cannot Carry its Burden to Prove
that the Challenged Requirements are Federally Mandated.

The Supreme Court's decision also provides specific support for the
Commission to reject the Regional Water Board's federal mandate arguments on
these Test Claims. As in Dept of Finance, subvention is required for the
discretionarily-imposed permit requirements challenged by the Alameda and
San Mateo County Claimants. The Court concluded that the state was not
compelled but rather "chose to administer its own [NPDES] program." (1
Ca1.5th at 767.) The same state NPDES program, and same true choice, is at
issue in the Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' Test Claims. The
State's NPDES program cannot be a product of a discretionary true choice in one
case and a product of federal compulsion in another.

As in Dept of Finance, Regional Water Board in this case "was not
required by federal law to impose any specific permit conditions." (1 Ca1.5th at
767.) Instead, the Regional Water Board "had discretion to fashion
requirements which it determined would meet the CWA's maximum extent
practicable standard." (See id. at 768.) As the record submitted to the
Commission reflects, the Regional Water Board exercised that discretion here to
impose the conditions challenged in these Test Claims.

Specifically, the Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants challenge
three types of requirements from Order No. R2-2009-0074 (the "MRP"):
(1) monitoring pursuant to Provision C.8, (2) trash load reduction pursuant to
Provision C.10, and (3) Mercury and PCB diversion studies under Provisions
C.11.f and C.12.£ As shown in prior submittals, the specific requirements of
each of these challenged provisions is not expressly set forth in federal statutes
or regulations. (See, e.g., City of Alameda Test Claim, Written Narrative, pp. 25-
29.) In its comments, the Regional Water Board failed to identify any specific
language setting forth any such specific requirements, but instead cites vaguely
to the Clean Water Act and the MEP standard. (See generally Regional Water
Board Comment Letter (May 17, 2011), pp. 44-47 [C.8], 53-55 [C.10], 56-59
[C.11.f and C.12.fJ.) As the Supreme Court has clearly stated, citations to the
broad authority of the Clean Water Act do not establish a federal mandate
sufficient to avoid subvention. (See Dept of Finance, 1 Ca1.5th at 767-68.) In
the absence of federal statutory language or regulations specifically imposing the
requirements of MRP Provisions C.8, C.10, C.11.f and C.12.f, the Regional Water
Board simply cannot meet its burden to avoid reimbursement for these state-
mandated programs.

In Dept of Finance, the Supreme Court was unpersuaded by the regional
board's argument that the inspection requirements were federally mandated by
federal regulations that generally addressed inspections. (See 1 Ca1.5th at 771.)
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"That the EPA regulations contemplated some form of inspections, however, does
not mean that federal law required the scope and detail of inspections required
by the Permit conditions." (Id.) The same analysis applies to the permit
conditions challenged by the Alameda and San Mateo County claimants. For
example, the Regional Water Board argued at length in its comment letter that
expanded water quality monitoring provisions at issue in this case are federally
mandated because federal law generally requires monitoring. (See Regional
Water Board Comment Letter (May 17, 2011), pp. 27-29.) However, none of the
cases or regulations cited "required the scope and detail" of the challenged
monitoring provisions. (See 1 Ca1.5th at 771.) The same is true for the trash
control and diversion study requirements challenged in these Test Claims. The
permit conditions at issue are not federally mandated, based on the Supreme
Court's analysis.

IV. THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD'S FINDINGS ON
THE FEDERAL MANDATES ISSUE RECEIVE NO
DEFERENCE IN THIS COMMISSION'S PROCEEDING

The Supreme Court's recent decision also clearly establishes that the
Regional Water Board's findings on the federal mandates issue are not entitled
to deference in proceedings before this Commission. (See Dept of Finance, 1
Ca1.5th at 768-69.) This legal conclusion strongly supports the Alameda and San
Mateo County Claimants' position that the Commission has the authority in this
test claim proceeding to reject the Regional Water Board's unsupported
arguments that the specific and financially burdensome MRP conditions at issue
here were somehow mandated by the broad authority of the Clean Water Act.
The Regional Water Board's argument here to the contrary —based on the
purported flexibility of the MEP standard under the Clean Water Act —was
specifically rejected by the Supreme Court. (See Regional Water Board

Comment Letter (May 17, 2011), p. 11 [citing Building Industry Association of

San Diego County v. State Water Board (2004) 124 Ca1.App.4th 866, 889].)

In Dept of Finance, the State argued that "the Commission should have

deferred to the board's determination of what conditions federal law required."
(Id. at 768.) The State asserted that this deference is owed because the Clean

Water Act's flexible regulatory scheme provides the water boards with discretion

in deciding what conditions to impose to achieve Clean Water Act compliance.

(Id.) The Supreme Court resoundingly rejected the State's demand for

deference, as inconsistent with the regional board's burden to establish the

federal mandates exception. (Dep't of Finance, 1 Ca1.5th at 768 ["We also

disagree that the Commission should have deferred to the Regional Board's

conclusion that the challenged requirements were federally mandated."]) The

Court noted that the issue of whether the challenged permit requirements were

federally mandated was "largely a question of law." (Id. at 768.) Further, the

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION OAKLAND LOS ANGELES SACRAMENTO $AN FRANCISCO SANTA ROSA SAN DIEGO



Heather Halsey, Esq.
December 20, 2016
Page 7

State identified no authority holding that the Commission should defer to a state
agency's determination of whether requirements were mandated by state or
federal law. (Id.) The Supreme Court concluded that requiring deference to the
regional board in a test claim proceeding would improperly deprive the
Commission of its legislatively-established authority to resolve the State's
obligations to reimburse. (Id. at 769 ["The State's proposed rule ... would leave
the Commission with no role to play on the narrow question of who must pay.
Such a result would fail to honor the Legislature's intent in creating the
Commission."].)

V. THE REGIONAL WATER BOARD IS NOT ENTITLED TO
DEFERENCE AS IT DID NOT FIND THAT THE CHALLENGED
CONDITIONS WERE THE ONLY MEANS OF CWA COMPLIANCE.

The Supreme Court also directly addressed and rejected the argument,
advanced by the Regional Water Board here, that the regional board is entitled
to deference in its determination of what is federally mandated, relative to
municipal storm water permit requirements. (Dep't of Finance, 1 Ca1.5th at
768.) The Court ruled that deferring to the regional board's technical expertise
would only be appropriate if the regional board had contemporaneously found,
"when imposing the disputed permit conditions, that those conditions were the
only means by which the maximum extent practicable standard could be
implemented." (Id. [emphasis added].)

No such finding was made by the regional board in the Dept of Finance
case — or by the Regional Water Board here. The Court noted "the Regional
Board was not required by federal law to impose any specific permit conditions."
(Id. at 768.) Indeed, the State argued that the Clean Water Act's flexible
regulatory scheme conferred discretion on the regional board to select which

conditions to impose. (Id.) The discretion asserted by the State is entirely at
odds with a finding that specific conditions were "the only means" to achieve
Clean Water Act compliance. Likewise, the Regional Water Board in this

proceeding did not and could not make a finding that the conditions challenged

by the Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants were "the only means" to

satisfy federal law. (See MRP, pp. 4-7 [Findings]; MRP Fact Sheet, pp. App I-4

[Goals], App I-5 — I-6 [Implementation], App I-11— I-12 [Legal Authority].) The

Regional Water Board is thus effectively foreclosed from arguing that the

challenged requirements were the only means to achieve the Clean Water Act

MEP standard.

VI. CONCLUSION

The Supreme Court's recent decision regarding the Los Angeles NPDES

permit strongly supports the request in these Test Claims for subvention as to
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the challenged conditions in the MRP. The Regional Water Board cannot meet
its burden to demonstrate that any of the three types of permit requirements at
issue here was mandated by the Clean Water Act or its implementing
regulations. Nor has the Regional Water Board provided any meaningful
evidence to rebut the Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' showing that
these new requirements impose substantial additional costs on the local
agencies. Accordingly, the claimants respectfully request that the Commission
require the Regional Water Board to provide reimbursement for all past and
future costs associated with the requirements at issue in these Test Claims.

Sincerely,

1~----

Gregory J. ewmark
Attorney at Law

GJN:GJN

2747123.4
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Los Angeles and I am over the age of 18
years, and not a party to the within action. My place of employment is 707
Wilshire Boulevard, 24th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90017.

On December 20, 2016, I served the:

1. Alameda and San Mateo County Claimants' letter providing
additional briefing

by electronically filing it on the Commission's website, which provides notice of
how to locate it to the email addresses provided on the test claim mailing list.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on

December 20, 2016, at Los Angeles, California.

,
~ ~ \ /~Q,~, ,~

Patricia Anne McNulty
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 12/2/16

Claim Number: 10­TC­01, 10­TC­02, 10­TC­03, and 10­TC­05

Matter:

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region,
Order No. R2­2009­0074, Provisions C.2.b, C.2.c, C.2.e, C.2.f, C.8.b, C.8.c,
C.8.d, C.8.e.i, ii, and iv, C.8.f, C.8.g, C.10.a.i, ii, iii, C.10.b, C.10.c, C.10.d, C.11.f,
and C.12.f

Claimant: Cities of Alameda, Brisbane, and San Jose, and County of Santa Clara

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

Marni Ajello, State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327­4439
marnie.ajello@waterboards.ca.gov
Daniel Akagi, City of Berkeley
1947 Center Street, 4th Floor, Berkeley, CA 94704
Phone: (510) 981­6394
dakagi@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Nicole Almaguer, City of Albany
1000 San Pablo Avenue , Albany, CA 94706
Phone: (510) 528­5754
nalmaguer@albanyca.org
Leticia Alvarez, City of Belmont
One Twin Pines Lane, Suite 385, Belmont, CA 94002
Phone: (650) 595­7469
lalvarez@belmont.gov
Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322­7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov
Tamarin Austin, State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel, 1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 341­5171
Tamarin.Austin@waterboards.ca.gov
John Bakker, City of Dublin
100 Civic Center Plaza, Dublin, CA 94568
Phone: (925) 833­6600
jbakker@meyersnave.com
Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727­1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com
Jim Barse, City of Alameda
950 West Mall Square, Room 110, Alameda, CA 94501
Phone: (510) 749­5857
jbarse@alamedaca.gov
Robert Bauman, City of Hayward
777 B Street, Hayward, CA 94541
Phone: (510) 583­4710
Robert.Bauman@hayward­ca.gov
Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324­0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov
Shanda Beltran, General Counsel, Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation
Building Association of Southern California, 17744 Sky Park Circle, Suite 170, Irvine, CA 92614
Phone: (949) 553­9500
sbeltran@biasc.org
David Benoun, City Attorney, City of Newark
37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560
Phone: (510) 578­4427
david.benoun@newark.org
Cindy Black, City Clerk, City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574
Phone: (707) 968­2742
cityclerk@cityofsthelena.org
Dale Bowyer, Section Leader, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control B
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 622­2323
Dale.Bowyer@waterboards.ca.gov
Danielle Brandon, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445­3274
danielle.brandon@dof.ca.gov
Randy Breault, City of Brisbane
Claimant Representative
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005
Phone: (415) 508­2131
rbreault@ci.brisbane.ca.us
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Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203­3608
allanburdick@gmail.com
J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595­2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com
Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323­0706
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov
Daniel Carrigg, Deputy Executive Director/Legislative Director, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658­8222
Dcarrigg@cacities.org
Joan Cassman, Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 995­5021
jcassman@hansonbridgett.com
Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705­2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939­7901
achinncrs@aol.com
Carolyn Chu, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legal Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319­8326
Carolyn.Chu@lao.ca.gov
Michael Coleman, Coleman Advisory Services
2217 Isle Royale Lane, Davis, CA 95616
Phone: (530) 758­3952
coleman@muni1.com
Anthony Condotti, Atchison,Barisone,Condotti & Kovacevich
333 Church Street, Santa Curz, CA 95060
Phone: (831) 423­8383
tcondotti@abc­law.com
Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322­4320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov
Norberto Duenas, City Manager, City of San Jose
Claimant Representative
200 East Santa Clara Street, 17th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
Phone: (408) 535­8111
Norberto.duenas@sanjoseca.gov
G. Duerig, Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
100 North Canyons Parkway, LIvermore, CA 94551
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Phone: (925) 454­5000
jduerig@zone7water.com
Lesley Estes, City of Oakland
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4314, Oakland, CA 94612­2034
Phone: (510) 238­7431
lcestes@oaklandnet.com
Matt Fabry, City of Brisbane
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005
Phone: N/A
mfabry@ci.brisbane.ca.us
Soren Fajeau, City of Newark
37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560
Phone: (510) 578­4286
soren.fajeau@newark.org
Robert Falk, Morrison & Foerster LLP
Claimant Representative
425 Market Street, 32nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 268­6294
Rfalk@mofo.com
Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445­3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov
Sylvia Gallegos, County of Santa Clara
70 West Hedding Street, 11th Floor, San Jose, CA 95110­1770
Phone: (408) 299­5106
sylvia.gallegos@ceo.sccgov.org
Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445­3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov
Dillon Gibbons, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442­7887
dillong@csda.net
Leah Goldberg, City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
Phone: (408) 535­1901
leah.goldberg@sanjoseca.gov
Sharon Gosselin, County of Alameda,Alameda Co Flood Control & Water
399 Elmhurst Street, Hayward, CA 94544
Phone: (510) 670­6547
sharon@acpwa.org
Darren Greenwood, City of Livermore
101 W. Jack London Boulevard, Livermore, CA 94551
Phone: (925) 960­8120
dggreenwood@ci.livermore.ca.us
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Gary Grimm, Law Office of Gary J. Grimm
2390 Vine Street, Berkeley, CA 94708
Phone: (510) 848­4140
ggrimm@garygrimmlaw.com
Kathy Guarnieri, City of Fremont
39550 Liberty Street, Fremont, CA 94537
Phone: (510) 494­4583
kcote@fremont.gov
Gus Guinan, City of Burlingame
501 Primrose Road, Burlingame, CA 94010
Phone: (650) 558­7202
gguinan@burlingame.org
Catherine George Hagan, Senior Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
c/o San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2375 Northside Drive, Suite 100, San
Diego, CA 92108
Phone: (619) 521­3012
catherine.hagan@waterboards.ca.gov
Mary Halterman, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445­3274
Mary.Halterman@dof.ca.gov
Sunny Han, Project Manager, City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Phone: (714) 536­5907
Sunny.han@surfcity­hb.org
Julie Harryman, City of Pleasanton
123 Main Street, Pleasanton, CA 94566
Phone: (925) 931­5018
jharryman@ci.pleasanton.ca.us
Barbara Hawkins, City of Alameda
950 West Mall Square, Room 110, Alameda, CA 94501
Phone: (510) 749­5840
bhawkins@ci.alameda.ca.us
Dorothy Holzem, Legislative Representative, California State Association of Counties
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327­7500
dholzem@counties.org
Thomas Howard, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2815, Sacramento, CA 95812­2815
Phone: (916) 341­5599
thoward@waterboards.ca.gov
Justyn Howard, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445­1546
justyn.howard@dof.ca.gov
David Huynh, Associate Engineer, Town of Atherton
Public Works, 91 Ashfield Road, Atherton, CA 94027
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Phone: (650) 752­0555
dhuynh@ci.atherton.ca.us
Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651­4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov
Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor­Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974­8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322­9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov
Anne Kato, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324­5919
akato@sco.ca.gov
Maurice Kaufman, Public Works Director/City Engineer, City of Emeryville
1333 Park Avenue, Emeryville, CA 94608
Phone: (510) 596­4334
mkaufman@emeryville.org
Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972­1666
akcompany@um.att.com
Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B­08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324­0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov
Margo Laskowska, City of San Jose
Office of the City Attorney, 200 E Santa Clara St, 16th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
Phone: (408) 535­1969
margo.laskowska@sanjoseca.gov
Michael Lauffer, Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814­2828
Phone: (916) 341­5183
mlauffer@waterboards.ca.gov
Kim­Anh Le, Division Manager, County of Santa Clara
Controller­Treasurer, 70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 2nd Floor, San Jose, CA 95112
Phone: (408) 299­5251
kim­anh.le@fin.sccgov.org
Keith Lichten, Division Chief, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control B
Watershed Management, 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 622­2380
klichten@waterboards.ca.gov
Selina Louie, Water Resource Control Engineer, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
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Control B
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 622­2383
SLouie@waterboards.ca.gov
Debra Margolis, City of Fremont
3300 Capitol Avenue, Building A, Fremont, CA 94538
Phone: (510) 284­4030
dmargolis@fremont.gov
Abbas Masjedi, City of Pleasanton
3333 Busch Road, Pleasanton, CA 94566
Phone: (925) 931­5508
amasjedi@ci.pleasanton.ca.us
Shawn Mason, City of San Mateo
330 W. 20th Avenue, San Mateo, CA 94403
Phone: (650) 522­7020
smason@cityofsanmateo.org
Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644­3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov
Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440­0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972) 490­9990
meredithcmiller@maximus.com
Jeff Moneda, Director, City of Foster City
Public Works, 610 Foster City Boulevard, Foster City, CA 94404
Phone: (650) 286­3270
jmoneda@fostercity.org
Thomas Mumley, Assistant Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
B
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 622­2395
thomas.mumley@waterboards.ca.gov
Justin Murphy, Public Works Director, City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone: (650) 330­6752
jicmurphy@menlopark.org
Paul Nagengast, Town of Woodside
2955 Woodside Road, Woodside, CA 94062
Phone: (650) 851­6790
PNagengast@woodsidetown.org
Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association of
Counties (CSAC)
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1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327­7500
gneill@counties.org
Gregory Newmark, Meyers,Nave,Riback,Silver & Wilson
Claimant Representative
555 12th Street, Suite 1500, Oakland, CA 94607
Phone: (510) 808­2000
gnewmark@meyersnave.com
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455­3939
andy@nichols­consulting.com
Adriana Nunez, Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812
Phone: (916) 322­3313
Adriana.nunez@waterboards.ca.gov
Celso Ortiz, City of Oakland
One Frank Ogawa Plaza, 6th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 238­6236
cortiz@oaklandcityattorney.org
Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619) 232­3122
apalkowitz@as7law.com
Roger Peters, Best Best & Krieger,LLP
2001 N. Main Street., Suite 390, Walnut Creek, CA 94597
Phone: (925) 977­3300
roger.peters@bbklaw.com
Elizabeth Pianca, Deputy County Counsel, County of Santa Clara
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 9th Floor, San Jose, CA 95110­1770
Phone: (408) 299­5920
elizabeth.pianca@cco.sccgov.org
Richard Pio Roda, City Attorney, City of San Leandro
835 East 14th Street, San Leandro, CA 94577
Phone: (510) 577­6098
rpioroda@meyersnave.com
James Porter, County of San Mateo
555 County Center, 5th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 559­1421
jporter@co.sanmateo.ca.us
Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor­Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415­
0018
Phone: (909) 386­8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov
Cecilia Quick, City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Ave, Pacifica, CA 94044
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Phone: (650) 738­7408
quickc@ci.pacifica.ca.us
Veronica Ramirez, City of Redwood City
1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 780­7200
vramirez@redwoodcity.org
Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
808 Moorefield Park Drive, Suite 205, Richmond, VA 23236
Phone: (949) 440­0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com
Benjamin Reyes, City of Union City
34009 Alvarado­Niles Road, Union City, CA 94587
Phone: (510) 471­3232
breyes@meyersnave.com
Nick Romo, Policy Analyst, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658­8254
nromo@cacities.org
Michael Roush, Emergency Services­Marina Services­Public Works
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005
Phone: (415) 508­2136
mroush@ci.brisbane.ca.us
James Scanlin, Environmental Compliance Specialist, County of Alameda
Public Works, 399 Elmhurst Street, Hayward, CA 94544
Phone: (510) 670­6548
jims@acpwa.org
Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327­6490
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Wayne Shimabukuro, County of San Bernardino
Auditor/Controller­Recorder­Treasurer­Tax Collector, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San
Bernardino, CA 92415­0018
Phone: (909) 386­8850
wayne.shimabukuro@atc.sbcounty.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) 323­5849
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) 324­0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
Patrick Sweetland, City of Daly City
153 Lake Merced Boulevard, Daly City, CA 94015
Phone: (650) 991­8201
psweetland@dalycity.org
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Jimmy Tan, Director, City of San Bruno
Public Services, 567 El Camino Real, San Bruno, CA 94066
Phone: (650) 616­7065
jtan@sanbruno.ca.gov
Charles Taylor, City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025­3483
Phone: (650) 858­6740
CWTaylor@MenloPark.org
Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 443­411
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com
Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644­3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov
Jay Walter, Director, City of San Carlos
Public Works, 600 Elm Street, San Carlos, CA 94070
Phone: (650) 802­4203
jwalter@cityofsancarlos.org
Renee Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc. 
3609 Bradshaw Road, H­382, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 797­4883
dwa­renee@surewest.net
Jennifer Whiting, Assistant Legislative Director, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento , CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658­8249
jwhiting@cacities.org
Patrick Whitnell, General Counsel, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658­8281
pwhitnell@cacities.org
Paul Willis, Director, Town of Hillsborough
Public Works, 1600 Floribunda Avenue, Hillsborough, CA 94010
Phone: (650) 375­7444
pwillis@hillsborough.net
Bruce Wolfe, Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control B
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 622­2314
bwolfe@waterboards.ca.gov
Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor­Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974­9653
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
T.J. Yang­Wurm, County of Santa Clara
Controller­Treasurer, 70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 2nd Floor, San Jose, CA 95112
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Phone: (408) 299­5200
tj.yang­wurm@fin.sccgov.org
Howard Young, Town of Portola Valley
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028
Phone: (650) 851­1700
hyoung@portolavalley.net


