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Date of Report:  April 2, 2013 

SDCWA filed an opposition to IID’s request to 
withdraw its original brief, which it had joined.  At 
the same time, Cuatro del Mar filed a motion 
seeking to have the court reopen the case and 
allow it to undertake further discovery on the 
issues related to the authority granted by IID’s 
board on the execution of the QSA agreements.  
These pleadings were filed on March 18.  At this 
time, the court has not acted on IID’s request to 
withdraw its brief or Cuatro del Mar’s motion to 
reopen the case.  Nor has Metropolitan’s counsel 
been contacted regarding the purported settlement 
discussions that initially triggered the delays in 
bringing the case to conclusion.  (See General 
Counsel’s November 2012 Activity Report.) 

Management and Professional Employees 
Association (MAPA) v. Metropolitan (Public 
Employment Relations Board) 
MAPA filed an unfair practice charge with the 
Public Employment Relations Board (PERB) on 
March 22, 2013.  The charge alleges Metropolitan 

violated the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA) by 
changing certain job descriptions and salary 
grades for seven WSO section managers without 
implementing MAPA’s request to increase the 
salary grade for all other MAPA classifications by 
one salary grade.  While MAPA did agree to the 
changes to the descriptions and salary grades for 
the section managers, the Charge alleges that 
Metropolitan refused to meet and confer in good 
faith by creating salary disparities within MAPA and 
by implementing the proposed changes without 
following the District’s impasse procedures.  
Metropolitan will respond to the charge by lodging 
a position statement.  The Legal Department will 
represent Metropolitan in this matter.   
 
 
 
 
 

Items of Interest 

Finance 
On March 13, 2013, Metropolitan posted the 
remarketing statement for $104,180,000 Water 
Revenue Refunding Bonds, 2009 Series A-2 
(Index Mode).  Legal Department staff attorneys 
worked with finance and resources staff to 
prepare Appendix A incorporated in the 
Remarketing Statement and worked with bond 
counsel to prepare bond documents.  

On March 21, 2013, Metropolitan executed a 
revolving credit agreement with The Bank of 
New York Mellon, which will extend credit to 
Metropolitan to purchase tendered (put) variable 
rate water revenue bonds and to backstop 
Metropolitan’s own liquidity.  Legal Department 
staff attorneys worked with bond counsel and 
bank counsel to negotiate and deliver the 
agreement.  


