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Biggs-West Gridley Water District and Richvale [rrigation District (collectively Districts) appeal
the Executive Director of the Commission on State Mandates issuance of “Notice of Pending Dismissal
of Test Claim and Notice of Opportunity for a Local Agency, Subject to the Tax and Spend Limitation of
Article X1 A and B of the California Constitution and Subject to the Requirements of the Alleged
Mandate to Take Over the Test Claim by a Substitution of Parties” (Notice of Pending Dismissal), on

November 12, 2013,

This appeal is brought pursuant to 2 CCR § 1181(c). It has been timely filed pursuant to 2 CCR

§ 1181¢c)1) and served in accordance with 2 CCR §§ 1181(c)(2) & 1181.2(c)(1).

Actions Being Requested of the Commission

1. The Commission vacate the Executive Director’s determination that the Districts are not
eligible as claimants to maintain the Test Claims.'

2. The Commission find that the Executive Director overstepped the authority delegated to
her by 2 CCR § 1183(i) by the Commission when she dismissed the Districts as claimants for the reasons
explained in the Notice of Pending Dismissal. Disposing of a test claim on those grounds is a power that
is within the exclusive purview of the Commission under Government Code § 17556(d), and even the
Commission may not exercise dismissal power without first holding a hearing.

3. Counsel for Districts will attempt to locate and add as a claimant an agricuitural water
supplier that receives a share of ad valorem property taxes. Given this, and in the interest of

' The consolidated test claims, 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01, are referred to collectively as the Test Claims.
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administrative/judicial economy, the Commission should vacate the Executive Director’s dismissal
decision and thereafter decide the underlying merits of the consolidated Test Claims and Districts’
eligibility for reimbursement at one hearing as part of one proceeding.

Background

The background of this appeal is fully explained in the documents in the docket folder for the
consolidated Test Claims, which documents are incorporated herein by reference.” Specifically, the
background for this appeal is detailed in the following documents: The two Test Claims, filed June 30,
2011, and February 28, 2013; comments filed by the Department of Finance on June 7, 2013, and by the
Department of Water Resources on June 7, 2013; rebuttal comments filed by the claimants on August 7,
2(13; a Notice of Request for Additional Information, issned by the Executive Director on August 22,
2013; additional comments submitted by the Department of Finance on September 19, 2013, and by the
Department of Water Resources dated September 23, 2013; the claimants® response to the Request for
Additional Information, dated September 23, 2013; comments submitted by the State Controller’s Office
on October 7, 2013; and the Executive Director’s Notice of Pending Dismissal, dated November 12,
2013.

Basis for this Appeal

I THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR EXCEEDED HER DELEGATED AUTHORITY; THE
COMMISSION ALONE IS TASKED WITH DETERMINING DISTRICTS”
ELIGIBILITY FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE MANDATES

A, The Executive Director Did Not Have the Authority to Dismiss on these Grounds

The Executive Director exceeded the authority granted to her by the Commission’s regulations
when she issued the Notice of Pending Dismissal based on her own determination that the Districts were
ineligible to pursue the Test Claims. The Executive Director did not dismiss the Districts on
jurisdictional grounds, as she is authorized to do, but did so on the substantive merits of the Test Claims
themselves. The justification for the dismissal-—based on dicta in County of Fresno v, State of
C'alzfornz‘a3—was not a jurisdictional defect. The Fresno case reviewed the constitutionality of a test
claim denial issued by the Commission after holding a hearing on the merits. That case did not authorize
the Executive Director to dismiss a test claim on the same grounds, nor to do so without a hearing, nor did
the case posit that those grounds were jurisdictional. Dismissing a test claim on those grounds, as they
were identified in Fresno and in the Notice of Pending Dismissal, is an action within the Commission’s
exclusive purview that may only be taken after the Commission holds a hearing, as is discussed below.

? Each of these documents is available on the Commission’s website,
http://www.csm.ca.gov/pendingclaims/wea.shtml, and “need not be otherwise served on persons that have
provided an e-mail address for the mailing list.” 2 CCR § 1181.2(¢)(1). All persons appearing on the
mailing list have provided email addresses.

?(1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487,
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The Executive Director overstepped her authority and dismissed the test claim without putting the matter
before the Commission for a hearing and decision, in violation of the Districts’ due process rights.

I. The grounds for dismissal were not jurisdictional under the statutes and
regulations.

The Commission’s jurisdiction to hear and decide test claims arises from Government
Code § 17551, Subsections (b) through (d) of that statute delineate the jurisdictional time limits for filing
test claims. Subsection (a) provides that the Commission can only hear test claims brought by a local
agency that asserts that it is entitled to reimbursement under Art. X1II B, § 6 of the California
Constitution. Thus, under § 17551, the Commission has jurisdiction to hear a test claim if: (1) The test
claim was timely filed; (2) the claimant is a local agency or school district; and (3) the claimant claims to
be entitled to reimbursement under Art. XIII B, § 6. The jurisdictional requirements to have a test claim
heard by the Commission are reiterated in part in 2 CCR § 1183(b) & (c): Under those regulations, test
claims filed with the Commission (1) must be timely (§ 1183(c)) and (2) “must allege increased costs as a
result of the statute or executive order that exceed” certain amounts (§ 1183(b)). It is undisputed that
Districts timely filed the Test Claims, are local public agencies, and claim reimbursement for mandates
that exceed the jurisdictional amount.

Whether the claimant is actually entitled to such reimbursement is a question reserved
solely for the Commission,” and that question is the substantive issue to be resolved in the Commission’s
hearing and decision. There is a jurisdictional requirement that the claimant c/aim that it is entitled to
reimbursement, but whether the claimant is actually entitled to such reimbursement is a question reserved
solely for the Commission. It would be absurd and recursive if actual success on the merits of a test claim
were a jurisdictional prerequisite to having the test claim considered on its merits at a hearing by the
Commission. The Executive Director’s finding that the Districts are not actually entitled to such
reimbursement is not a finding that the Commission lacks jurisdiction, but is an adjudication of the merits
of the Test Claims.

2. The Fresno case did not create a jurisdictional requirement.

The Executive Director relied upon dicta in County of Fresno v. State of California® to
support the notion that the grounds she relied upon were jurisdictional.” However, that case did not affect

* Gov. Code § 17551(a) states: “The commission, pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, shall hear
and decide upon a claim by a local agency or school district that the local agency or school district is
entitled to be reimbursed by the state for costs mandated by the state as required by Section 6 of Article
X111 B of the California Constitution.”

® “Whether a particular cost incurred by a local government arises from carrying out a state mandate for
which subvention is required under article XIII B, section 6, is a matter for the Commission fo determine
in the first instance.” County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th
898, 907 (emphasis added).

¢ Supra.
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or even discuss the Commission’s jurisdiction. In the Fresno case, the Commission found that, under
Government Code § 17556(d), because a claimant had the authority to charge fees sufficient to support
the program at issue, the costs were not reimbursable. On appeal to the Supreme Court, the “single issue”
was whether § 17556(d) was facially constitutional. The word “jurisdiction” does not appear anywhere in
the opinion. And given that a test claim may not be denied under § 17556(d) until gfter the Commission
holds a hearing on the merits, compliance with § 17556(d) cannot be a jurisdictional prerequisite to a
hearing. The Executive Director’s dismissal based on the reasoning in Fresno amounts to a dismissal on
the merits of the Districts’ test claim.

The Executive Director cited four cases in the Notice of Pending Dismissal to support her
position that her grounds for dismissal were “jurisdictional” and within her authority to dismiss upon. It
is notable, then, that none of the cases she relied upon involved a dismissal by an Executive Director. In
Fresno,® San Marcos,” and EI Monte," the Commission held a hearing and issued a decision on the
merits—none of them classified these grounds for dismissal as “jurisdictional,” and none of them
involved a dismissal by an Executive Director. The Placer County case'' did not mention either Art. X111
B, § 6 or the Commission. The Executive Director has not produced any support for her position that
claimants” “eligibility” is a jurisdictional issue that she had the authority to unilaterally dismiss upon.
Nor for prudential reasons should an issue of this import be decided by staff. The Executive Director’s
decision has far reaching implications on Districts in these Test Claims and on all other enterprise public
agencies that do not receive a share of ad valorem property tax proceeds. The Executive Director’s
decision has the effect of permanently disqualifying these public agencies from reimbursement for
approved test claims and all future mandates that may be subject to future test claims.

3. Disposing of a test claim under Gov. Code § 17556(d) 1s within the
Commission’s exclusive authoritv. and a claim mav only be dismissed on those
grounds after the Commission holds a hearing.

The Commission denied the test claim at issue in Fresno under Gov. Code § 17556(d).
Section 17556 directs “[tJhe commission” to not find costs mandated by the state “if, afier a hearing, the
commission” finds that “(d) 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.””? Thus, it
ts within the Commission’s exclusive authority to deny a test claim if, afier the Commission holds a
hearing, it determines that subsection (d) applies.

7 See Notice of Pending Dismissal at 2-3
® Supra.

? Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Marcos v. Commission on State Mandates, (1997) 55 Cal.
App. 4th 976.

' County of El Monte v. Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 83 Cal App. 4th 266.
" County of Placer v. Corin, (1980) 113 Cal. App. 3d 443.
> Emphasis added.
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The grounds for dismissal in the Notice of Pending Dismissal were based on Fresno,
which itself was based solely on a denial under § 17556(d). The statute makes clear that (1) it is within
the Commission’s exclusive authority to make this finding, and (2) this finding may only be made after
the Commission holds a hearing.” The Executive Director exceeded her authority and violated the
Commission’s procedural statutes and regulations when she, rather than the Commission, dismissed the
Districts as claimants based on this substantive determination without the Commission holding a hearing
on the merits,

To summarize, the Executive Director did not dismiss based on a jurisdictional
requirement applicable to the Test Claims (that the claimant must claim to be entitled to reimbursement),
but she dismissed on their substantive merits (i.e., whether the claimants are actually so entitled). The
grounds for her dismissal are based on the Fresno case, which applied § 17556(d). Section 17556(d)
directs the Commission, after it holds a hearing, to deny a claim if the Commission makes the finding in
subsection (d). The Executive Director overstepped her statutory authority when she dismissed the
Districts’ test claim, without holding a hearing. The Executive Director’s determination should be
vacated and the Commission should hear and determine the substantive merits of the Test Claims and
Districts® eligibility for reimbursement under the Claims in one hearing as part of one proceeding."

B. The Executive Director May Not Overturn or Ignore Established Commission
Precedent

As recently as 2010, the Commission held that where “the local agency has no authority to
impose the fee without the consent of the voters or property owners” due to Proposition 218,

“|d]enying reimbursement would violate the purpose of article XIII B, section 6,
which 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 XII[ A and XIII B impose.["}

The Cominission held that “local agencies do not have fee authority that is sufficient within the
meaning of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d) to deny the test claim for those activities

" See Gov. Code § 17556.

" Districts also note that it is unclear what procedures the Executive Director was following when she
dismissed the claimants and opened 12-TC-01 to other claimants. The Executive Director is authorized to
dismiss test claims, or parts of them, not to dismiss claimants. 2 CCR § 1183(i). And the procedures for
substituting a claimant apply only after a test claim has been withdrawn by written notice of the claimant.
Id § 1183.08. Nothing authorizes the Executive Director to dismiss a claimant, let alone dismiss on the
merits, and to seek a substitute claimant.

'* Statement of Decision, Discharge of Stormwater Runoff — Order No, R9-2007-001, Case No. 07-TC-
09, (Mar. 26, 2010), at 106
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that would condition the fee or assessment on voter or property owner approval under Proposition 218.7'
Importantly, the Commission’s rationale extended to fees and assessments subject to an election and fees
that can only be imposed in the absence of a majority protest:

Government Code, section 17556, subdivision (d), does not apply to street sweeping
because the fee is contingent on the outcome of a written protest by a majority of the
parcel owners. The plain language of subdivision {d) of this section prohibits the
Commission from finding that the permit imposes “costs mandated by the state” if “The
local agency ... has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient
to pay for the mandated program or increased level of service.” Under Proposition 218
the local agency has no authority to impose the fee if it is protested by a majority of
parcel owners.["']

In the Notice of Dismissal the Executive Director states “there is no evidence that the districts
have made any attempt to raise its fees to comply with the mandate, or that such an increase would be
defeated by the voters.”"® There is no requirement in either Proposition 218 or as part of the
Commission’s enabling legislation and regulations that claimants first exhaust attempts to pass the costs
of state mandates onto customers before seeking relief from the
Commission."” Tn Discharge of Stormwater Runoff, 07-TC-09, the Commission determined that
Proposition 218 divested local agencies of authority to pass the costs of mandates onto customers under
Government Code § 17556(d). If a claimant’s voters/customers under Proposition 218 accepted higher
fees or assessments to fund and implement mandates, then the Commission directed that it be identified as
offsetting revenue in the parameters and guidelines

In making these statements and conclusion, the Executive Director, without any authority to do
s0, set aside the legal conclusion established in 07-TC-09, and replaced the Commission’s analysis and
conclusion with her own.

IT. DISTRICTS ARE ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT BECAUSE ALL PUBLIC

AGENCIES ARE ILL EQUIPPED IN LIGHT OF PROPOSITION 218 TO FUND AND

IMPLEMENT STATE MANDATES

Even if the Executive Director had the authority to dismiss on the grounds explained in the Notice
of Pending Dismissal (which she did not have), the Executive Director erred in her determination on those
substantive issues for the reasons already explained in the Districts” “Claimants’ Response to Request for
Additional Information 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01,” filed September 23, 2013; and in “Claimants’ Rebuttal

16 1d at 107.
I p. 115,
" Notice of Dismissal, p. 5

'* By analogy, non-enterprise agencies such as school districts are not required to first attempt to pass a
new tax prior to filing test claims seeking reimbursement from the Commission for new mandates.

% Discharge of Stormwater Runoff, supra, pp. 107, 116.
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to 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01,” filed August 7, 2013. As explained therein and incorporated herein by
reference, the Districts are eligible to maintain this test claim.

IiL THE COMMISSION SHOULD GRANT THE APPEAL VACATING THE EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR’S DISMISSAL, THEREBY ALLOWING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
DISTRICTS’ ELIGIBILITY AND UNDERLYING MERITS OF THE TEST CLAIMS AT
THE SAME TIME IN A HEARING BEFORE THE COMMISSION

In the interest of administrative/judicial economy, Districts intend to seek the addition of a third
agricultural water supplier to the Test Claims that receives a share of ad valorem property taxes. For the
reasons mentioned above, and in furtherance of economy, vacatur of the Executive Director’s
inappropriate decision to dismiss Districts will allow the Commission to determine the underlying merits
of the Test Claims as well as the issue of the Districts eligibility as part of one proceeding.

Very truly yours,

MINASIAN, MEITH, SOARES,
SEXTO COOPER, LLP

" PETER C. HARMAN
PCH:aw
cc: Biggs-West Gridley Water District
Richvale Irrigation District
South Feather Water & Power Agency
Paradise Irrigation District



DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Yolo and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the
within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

On November 25, 2013, I served the:

Appeal of Exetutive Director Decision and Notice of Hearing

Agricultural Water Measurement, 12-TC-01

California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Section 597 et seq.; Register 2012, No. 28
Richvale Irrigation District and Biggs-West Gridley Water District, Co-Claimants
Richvale Irrigation District and Biggs-West Gridley Water District, Appellants

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 November 25, 2013 at Sacramento,

California.
/?Z —

J4son Hone

Commission on State Mandates
980 9™ Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Last Updated: 11/25/13
Claim Number: 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01
Matter: Water Conservation

Claimant(s): Biggs-West Gridley Water District
Paradise Irrigation District
Richvale Irrigation District
South Feather Water and Power Agency

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, § 1181.2.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522 / FAX: N/A

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

George Barber, Paradise Irrigation District
6331 Clark Road, Paradise, CA 95969

Phone: (530) 876-2032 / FAX: N/A
gbarber@paradiseirrigation.com

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhom Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350 / FAX: N/A
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 / FAX: N/A

Ibaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick,

7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608 / FAX: N/A
allanburdick@gmail.com

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_indexphp
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J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America

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

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274 / FAX: N/A
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 / FAX: N/A

gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.

705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901 / FAX: N/A
achinncrs@aol.com

Dustin Cooper, Minasian,Meith,Soares,Sexton & Cooper,LLP
Claimant Representative

1681 Bird Street, P.O. Box 1679, Oroville, CA 95965-1679
Phone: (530) 533-2885/ FAX: N/A

dcooper@minasianlaw.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

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

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

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

Sean Early, Richvale Irrigation District
1193 Richvale Hwy, Richvale, CA
Phone: (530) 882-4243 / FAX: N/A
rid@pulsarco.com

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

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

Michael Glaze, South Feather Water & Power Agency
2310 Oro Quincy Highway, Oroville, CA 95966

Phone: (916) 533-4578 / FAX: N/A
glaze@southfeather.com

Peter C. Harman, Minasian, Meith, Soares, Sexton & Cooper, LLP
1681 Bird Street, P.O. Box 1679, Oroville, CA 95965-1679
Phone: (530) 533-2885 / FAX: (530) 533-0197

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_indexphp
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pharman@minasianlaw.com

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

Phone: (916) 442-7887 / FAX: N/A

dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee

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

Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564 / FAX: N/A

ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562 / FAX: N/A
matt.jones@csm.ca.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC

2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444 / FAX: N/A
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 / FAX: N/A

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Spencer Kenner, Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA 94236-0001
Phone: N/A / FAX: N/A

skenner@water.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 / FAX: N/A

jhurst@counties.org

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

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

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Michael Lauffer, State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828
Phone: (916) 341-5183 / FAX: N/A
mlauffer@waterboards.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_indexphp 3/5
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Phone: (916) 445-3274 / FAX: N/A
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Fugene Massa, Biggs-West Gridley Water District
1713 West Biggs-Gridley Road, Gridley, CA 95948
Phone: (530) 846-3317 / FAX: N/A
bwg@bwgwater.com

Hortencia Mato, City of Newport Beach

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

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS

17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845 / FAX: (614) 523-3679
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 / FAX: N/A

gneill@counties.org

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

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

Phone: (916) 319-8315/ FAX: N/A

marianne.O'malley @lao.ca.gov

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 / FAX: N/A

jaiprasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS

625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845 / FAX: N/A
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 / FAX: N/A

krios@sco.ca.gov

David Sandino, Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836, Sacramento, CA 94236

Phone: N/A / FAX: N/A
dsandino@water.ca.gov

csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_indexphp 4/5
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Matthew S chuneman, MAXIMUS

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

Lee Scott, Department of Finance

15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274 / FAX: N/A
lee.scott@dof.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 / FAX: N/A

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 / FAX: N/A

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA
Phone: (916) 651-1500 / FAX: (916) 324-3944
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America

2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136 / FAX: N/A
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach

100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127 / FAX: N/A
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office

925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328 / FAX: N/A
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244 / FAX: N/A
dwa-david@surewest.net

Anita Worlow, AK & Company

3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666 / FAX: N/A
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 / FAX: N/A

hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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