STATE of CALIFORNIA

COMMISSION ON STATE

MANDATES
September 29, 2026
Ms. Anne Kato Mr. Arthur Palkowitz
State Controller’s Office Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
Local Government Programs 12807 Calle de la Siena
and Services Division San Diego, CA 92130

3301 C Street, Suite 740
Sacramento, CA 95816

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

Re: Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Schedule for
Comments, and Notice of Hearing
Race-Blind Charging, 24-TC-07
Statutes 2022, Chapter 806, Section 2 (AB 2778); Penal Code Section 741(b),
effective January 1, 2023
City of Sacramento, County of Santa Clara, and County of Sutter, Claimants

Dear Ms. Kato and Mr. Palkowitz:

The Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines for the above-captioned
matter is enclosed for your review and comment.

Written Comments: Written comments may be filed on the Draft Proposed Decision
and Parameters and Guidelines by October 20, 2026. Please note that all
representations of fact submitted to the Commission must be signed under penalty of
perjury by persons who are authorized and competent to do so and must be based
upon the declarant’s personal knowledge, information, or belief. (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
2,§ 1187.5.) Hearsay evidence may be used for the purpose of supplementing or
explaining other evidence but shall not be sufficient in itself to support a finding unless it
would be admissible over an objection in civil actions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1187.5.) The Commission’s ultimate findings of fact must be supported by substantial
evidence in the record.’

You are advised that comments filed with the Commission are required to be
electronically filed (e-filed) in an unlocked legible and searchable PDF file, using the
Commission’s Dropbox. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3(f).) Refer to
https://www.csm.ca.gov/dropbox.shtml on the Commission’s website for electronic filing
instructions. If e-filing would cause the filer undue hardship or significant prejudice,
filing may occur by first class mail, overnight delivery or personal service only upon
approval of a request to the executive director. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3(j).)

If you would like to request an extension of time to file comments, please refer to
section 1187.9(a) of the Commission’s regulations.

' Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the
Code of Civil Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that
the Commission’s decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
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Ms. Kato and Mr. Palkowitz
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Hearing: This matter is set for hearing on Friday, December 4, 2026 at 10:00 a.m.
The Proposed Decision will be issued on or about November 20, 2026.

If you plan to address the Commission on this item, please notify the Commission Office
not later than noon on December 1, 2026. Please also include the names of the
people who will be speaking for inclusion on the witness list and the names and emails
addresses of the people who will be speaking both in person and remotely to receive a
hearing panelist link in Zoom. When calling or emailing, please identify the item you
want to testify on and the entity you represent. The Commission Chairperson reserves
the right to impose time limits on presentations as may be necessary to complete the
agenda.

If you would like to request postponement of the hearing, please refer to section
1187.9(b) of the Commission’s regulations.

Very truly yours,
Juliana F. G

Executive



Hearing Date: December 4, 2026
ITEM

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION AND PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Penal Code Section 741(b)
Statutes 2022, Chapter 806, Section 2 (AB 2778)

Race-Blind Charging
24-TC-07
Period of reimbursement begins July 1, 2023

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I.  Summary of the Mandate

These Parameters and Guidelines address Penal Code section 741(b), added by the
test claim statute, to require county and city agencies that prosecute felonies and
misdemeanors to develop and implement a process, after the Department of Justice
(DOJ) issues guidelines on the program, to perform an initial “race blind” review and
evaluation of a case before the prosecutor’s ordinary evaluation of the case for potential
charging of a crime based on information that has been redacted to remove the direct
means of identifying the race of the suspect, victim, or witness. The purpose of the test
claim statute is to reduce the potential for unconscious bias in the criminal charging
process.’

On August 14, 2026, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a
Decision finding that the test claim statute imposes a reimbursable state-mandated
program within the meaning of article Xlll B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Government Code section 17514 for counties and cities, beginning July 1, 2023.

On August 18, 2026, Commission staff issued the Draft Expedited Parameters and
Guidelines.? The Controller filed comments indicating it has no comments.® The
County of Santa Clara, co-claimant on the Test Claim, fled comments requesting
reimbursement for the costs of conducting activities related to (1) the ongoing execution
of a redaction and review process; (2) providing training and other forms of instruction to
staff; and (3) receiving electronic police reports by prosecution agencies.*

T Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 2; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly
Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-
2022 Reg. Sess.).

2 Exhibit B, Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.

3 Exhibit C, Controller's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.
4 Exhibit D, Claimant’s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 1.

1
Race-Blind Charging, 24-TC-07
Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines



ll. Proposed Parameters and Guidelines
A. Eligible Claimants (Section ll. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

Any city, county, or city and county, subject to the taxing restrictions of articles XIII A
and XIlII C, and the spending limits of article XlII B, of the California Constitution, whose
costs for this program are paid from proceeds of taxes and incurs increased costs as a
result of this mandate, is eligible to claim reimbursement.

B. Period of Reimbursement (Section lll. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

Government Code section 17557(e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or
before June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year.
The claimant filed the Test Claim on June 10, 2025, establishing eligibility for
reimbursement for the 2023-2024 fiscal year.® Therefore, costs incurred are
reimbursable on or after July 1, 2023.

C. Reimbursable Activities (Section IV. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

The Proposed Parameters and Guidelines include the reimbursable activities approved
by the Commission in the Test Claim Decision.

As explained below, the claimant also requests clarifying language be added and
reimbursement for additional activities that are reasonably necessary to comply with the
mandate.®

1. The Claimant’s Request to Add the Word “Execute” in Section IV.A.1. Is
Duplicative of Sections IV.A.2. and 3., and Potentially Inconsistent with
the Commission’s Test Claim Decision, and Staff Recommends the
Commission Deny this Request.

Sections IV.A.1.-3. of the Parameters and Guidelines identify the state-mandated
requirements to independently develop a redaction and review process, to redact the
narrative portion of the police report, and to then evaluate the redacted information to
determine whether the case should be charged.

The claimant alleges that activity A.1. (developing a redaction and review process)
should also include the activity to “execute” versions of the redaction and review
process developed by the local agency in accordance with Penal Code section 741(b).
The claimant requests that the Section IV.A.1., of the Parameters and Guidelines
include the following italicized language: “Independently develop and execute versions
of a redaction and review process following DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines
(Issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code § 741(b).).””

5 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 1.
6 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 1.

7 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 2.
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Staff recommends the Commission deny this request. First, execution of the redaction
and review process is already identified in Sections IV.A.2. and 3., which separately
address the reimbursable activities to redact and review the narrative portion of the
police report and, thus, adding the verb to “execute” the redaction and review process in
Section IV.A.1. is duplicative.

Moreover, the additional language could conflict with the Commission’s Test Claim
Decision. As explained in the Test Claim Decision, regardless of how a claimant
develops its redaction and review process, the Commission found that reimbursement
for the execution of that process was limited. Specifically, except for the crimes and
circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c),® the activity mandated by the
state is to redact and review only the narrative portion of the police report, and not the
entire report, to determine only whether charges should be brought.®

Thus, if the language in Section IV.A.1. of the Parameters and Guidelines were to also
include the verb to “execute” a city or county’s redaction and review process, and that
process broadly was developed to include redacting and reviewing the entire police
report or redacting and reviewing the crimes and circumstances listed in Penal Code
section 741(c) (activities that were expressly denied by the Commission), the
Parameters and Guidelines would conflict with the Commission’s Test Claim Decision. ™

Thus, staff recommends that the Commission deny the claimant’s request to add the
word “execute” in Section IV.A.1. of the Parameters and Guidelines.

2. Staff Recommends the Commission Approve, as a Reasonably
Necessary Activity, One-Time Training for Each Employee Performing
the Mandate.

The claimant contends that the costs for training attorney and support staff and ongoing
individualized instruction in response to service requests are reasonably necessary to
comply with the mandate and should be reimbursable and refers to a declaration filed
with the Test Claim from a county district attorney.

The Commission has regularly approved reimbursement for one-time training per
employee assigned to perform the reimbursable activities for new programs and
processes, when supported by declarations and to ensure the program is performed

8 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 23-24, 36.
9 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 27-28.

10 See for example, Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 35 (Declaration of James Gibbons-
Shapiro, Assistant District Attorney for the County of Santa Clara, paragraph 8: “To
comply with Section 741(b), the DAO must redact all indicia of race from cases received
from law enforcement agencies, such as police reports, and from suspect criminal
history documentation.” Emphasis added.).

1 Exhibit D, Claimant's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
pages 3-4; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 39 (Declaration of Declaration of James
Gibbons-Shapiro, Assistant District Attorney for the County of Santa Clara).
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correctly and in line with legislative intent.’? In this case, the purpose of the test claim
statute is to reduce the potential for unconscious bias in the criminal charging process.’3
The test claim statute established a new process for redaction and an initial race blind
review of the narrative portion of the police report, modeled after a pilot program in Yolo
County District Attorney and partnered with the Stanford Computational Policy lab in
2021 to find and redact race data from police reports so that the initial charging
determination could be performed “race blind.”'* The process allows for both manual
redaction and electronic redaction, and specifically allows either method “so long as the
method used reasonably ensures correct redaction.’®

Thus, based on the declaration filed by the claimant and the legislative history of the
test claim statute, Section IV.C. of the Proposed Parameters and Guidelines identifies
the following one-time activity for reimbursement:

One-time training for each county and city employee performing the
activities in Sections IV.A. and IV.B. of these Parameters and Guidelines.

In addition, standard boilerplate language for training is added to Section V., Claim
Preparation and Submission, to state the following:

5. Training

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as
specified in Section 1V.C. of this document. Report the name and job
classification of each employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting
training necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. Provide the title,
subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of the training session), dates
attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects broader than the
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the

12 See for example, Exhibit X (2), Commission on State Mandates, Decision and
Parameters and Guidelines on Racial and Identify Profiling, 18-TC-02, adopted
September 25, 2020, https://csm.ca.gov/matters/18-TC-02/doc20.pdf (accessed
September 11, 2026), pages 9-10; Exhibit X (3), Commission on State Mandates,
Amendment to Parameters and Guidelines on Sexually Violent Predators, 05-PGA-43
(CSM 4509), adopted October 30, 2009, https://csm.ca.gov/decisions/022715.pdf
(accessed September 11, 2026), page 4; Exhibit X (4), Commission on State Mandates,
Parameters and Guidelines on Post Conviction: DNA Court Proceedings, 00-TC-21,
01-TC-08, adopted May 31, 2007, https://csm.ca.gov/decisions/doc51.pdf (accessed
September 11, 2026), page 6.

13 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 2; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly
Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-
2022 Reg. Sess.).

14 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate
Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-2022 Reg. Sess.).

15 Penal Code section 741(b)(1), emphasis added.
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rules of cost element A.1., Salaries and Benefits, and A.2., Materials and
Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who conduct the training according to
the rules of cost element A.3., Contracted Services.

The claimant also requests reimbursement for ongoing training to provide
“‘individualized guidance to users in response to service requests, for example, by
explaining how to navigate the new interface and the steps for conducting the new initial
charging evaluation process.” Staff recommends that the Commission deny this
request. The Commission has approved ongoing training only when the program has
been subject to numerous lawsuits seeking to determine and clarify the responsibilities
of local government.’® In this case, there has not been significant litigation over this
program and there is not substantial evidence supporting the ongoing request for
reimbursement.

3. Staff Recommends the Commission Approve, as a Reasonably
Necessary Activity, the Receipt of Scanned Police Reports to Comply
with the Mandate to Redact the Narrative Portion of the Police Report by
Automation with the Use of Computer Programming.

The claimant requests reimbursement for county and city prosecuting agencies to
receive electronic police reports since redaction software requires that the reports be
electronic.’”

The claimant is correct that the mandate allows cities and counties to redact either
manually or by automation with the use of computer programming, and this is identified
in Section VI.A.2. of the Parameters and Guidelines.'® DOJ’s Guidelines for this
program identify examples of redaction processes, including the receipt of scanned
police reports (either through PDF or Optical Character Recognition (OCR)), to satisfy
the program’s requirements.'®

The claimant also submitted declarations with the Test Claim indicating the redaction
process by automation with the use of computer programming.2°

Based on DOJ’s Guidelines, staff recommends the Commission find receiving scanned
police reports to comply with the redaction process is reasonably necessary to comply
with the mandate and the following underlined language directly from the DOJ

16 See, for example, Exhibit X (6), Commission on State Mandates, Final Staff Analysis
for Parameters and Guidelines on Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights, CSM 4499,
adopted July 27, 2000, page 5; Exhibit X (7), Commission on State Mandates,
Parameters and Guidelines on Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights, CSM 4499,
adopted, July 27, 2000, pages 4-5.

7 Exhibit D, Claimant's Comments on Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 4.

18 Penal Code section 741(b)(1).
19 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, pages 68-69 (DOJ’s Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
20 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 17-20 (summary of the Declarations).
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Guidelines discussing examples of redaction processes to comply with the mandate is
added to Section IV.A.2. of the Proposed Parameters and Guidelines:

2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Reimbursement for this activity includes the following redaction processes
outlined in DOJ’s Race Blind Charging Guidelines, including the receipt of
scanned police reports (either through PDF or Optical Character Recognition
(OCR)), to satisfy the program’s requirements:

a. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency, and the narrative portions of the reports
are separated from the complete reports and the criminal history
information. Those narrative portions are then reviewed by staff,
and the direct means of identifying race are redacted by hand. The
redacted narrative portions are then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation for review. The decision
from the initial charging evaluation is hand recorded in a log for
later comparison to the second review.

b. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files (e.g., a PDF) which may
be opened using a standard commercial computer program for
reviewing scanned files (e.g., Adobe Acrobat). The narrative is
then separated from the complete file and redacted using that same
program. After the narrative is separated and redacted, it is
provided to the prosecutor performing the initial charging evaluation
for review. The decision from the initial charging evaluation is
recorded in a spreadsheet on a computer.

c. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files to which Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) is performed on the narrative portion of the
police reports using a commercial document image program (e.q.,
Adobe Acrobat). An application, which may or may not be
incorporated into the prosecution agency’s case management
system, is then applied to the OCR’d narrative which locates (using
a predetermined list) and automatically redacts the direct means of
identifying race, producing a redacted version of the document.
The redacted narrative is then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.

d. The prosecution agency, either internally or working with a third-
party vendor, develops a “batched” process to replicate each of the
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steps in example (3) above automatically upon receipt of scanned
police reports from investigating agencies. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.2!

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.??

D. The Remaining Sections of the Parameters and Guidelines

Section V., Claim Preparation and Submission; Section VI. Record Retention; Section
VII. Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements; Section VIII. State Controller's Claiming
Instructions; Section IX. Remedies Before the Commission; and Section X. Legal and
Factual Basis for the Parameters and Guidelines contain standard boilerplate language.

lll. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Proposed Decision and Parameters
and Guidelines and authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive changes to
the Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines following the hearing.

21 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, pages 68-69 (DOJ’s Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).

22 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.
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BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Penal Code Section 741(b)

Statutes 2022, Chapter 806, Section 2
(AB 2778)

Period of reimbursement begins
July 1, 2023

Case No.: 24-TC-07
Race-Blind Charging

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

(Adopted December 4, 2026)

DECISION

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this Decision
and Parameters and Guidelines during a regularly scheduled hearing on
December 4, 2026. [Witness list will be included in the adopted Decision and

Parameters and Guidelines.]

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

The Commission [adopted/modified/rejected] the Proposed Decision and Parameters
and Guidelines by a vote of [vote will be included in the adopted Decision and

Parameters and Guidelines], as follows:

|Member

Vote

|Lee Adams, County Supervisor

|Deborah Gallegos, Representative of the State Controller

[Karen Greene Ross, Public Member

William Pahland, Representative of the State Treasurer, Vice Chairperson

Chairperson

[Michele Perrault, Representative of the Director of the Department of Finance,

Land Use and Climate Innovation

Alexander Powell, Representative of the Director of the Governor’s Office of
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I.  Summary of the Mandate

These Parameters and Guidelines address Penal Code section 741(b), added by the
test claim statute, to require county and city agencies that prosecute felonies and
misdemeanors to develop and implement a process, after the Department of Justice
(DOJ) issues guidelines on the program, to perform an initial “race blind” review and
evaluation of a case before the prosecutor’s ordinary evaluation of the case for potential
charging of a crime based on information that has been redacted to remove the direct
means of identifying the race of the suspect, victim, or witness. The purpose of the test
claim statute is to reduce the potential for unconscious bias in the criminal charging
process.?3

On August 14, 2026, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a
Decision finding that the test claim statute imposes a reimbursable state-mandated
program within the meaning of article Xlll B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Government Code section 17514 for counties and cities, beginning July 1, 2023, for the
following reimbursable activities:

A. For county and city agencies that prosecute misdemeanors and felonies, except
for those crimes and circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c)
(which are not mandated by the state), to:

1. Independently develop versions of a redaction and review process following
DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code,

§ 741(b).)
2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,

victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.?*

3. A prosecutor who does not have knowledge of the redacted facts shall
perform the initial race-blind charging evaluation based on redacted
information and shall determine whether the case should be charged or not
be charged.

If the prosecutor who performed the initial charging review is no longer
available, the race-blind initial charging review must be performed anew by a

23 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 2; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly
Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-
2022 Reg. Sess.).

24 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 3; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.
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different prosecutor, who will then also ultimately perform the second review
for charging. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).)?®

However, performing the second review for charging pursuant to Penal Code
section 741(b)(3) is not new, does not mandate a new program or higher level
of service, and is not reimbursable.

Document as part of the case record, the following information:

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case not be charged
and the second review determined that a charge shall be filed.

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case shall be charged
and the second review determined that no charge be filed.

e The explanation for the charging decision change. (Pen. Code, §
741(b)(4).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article XIIl B, section 6(a)(4).

Document and retain the reason for the inability to put a case through a race-
blind charging evaluation. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(5).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article Xl B, section 6(a)(4).

B. For counties only, to:

1.

Collect the data resulting from the race-blind initial charging evaluation
process.

Only the raw data generated by the process, rendered anonymous for
privacy, is required to be collected and maintained. The raw data includes
crimes the prosecution agency included in the race-blind process and crimes
the prosecution agency excepted from the race-blind process, statistics
regarding both changes and consistent charging decisions between the two
stages, information regarding failed attempts to use the race-blind system,
and the race information data of the suspects connected to those changes or
failures. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(6).)%®

25 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 3; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 70 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).

26 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 4; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 72 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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ll. Procedural History

On August 14, 2026, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a
Decision approving the Test Claim.?” On August 18, 2026, Commission staff issued the
Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.?® The Controller filed comments indicating
it has no comments.?® The County of Santa Clara, co-claimant on the Test Claim, filed
comments requesting clarification and reimbursement for activities alleged to be
reasonably necessary for the performance of the state-mandated program.3°
Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines
for comment on September 26, 2026.3!

lll. Position of the Parties
A. County of Santa Clara, Claimant

In addition to the state-mandated activities, the claimant requests reimbursement for the
costs of conducting activities related to (1) the ongoing execution of a redaction and
review process; (2) providing training and other forms of instruction to staff; and (3)
receiving electronic police reports by prosecution agencies.3?

With respect to the ongoing execution of a redaction and review process, the claimant
states the following:

Specifically, whereas the Test Claim Statute requires that “prosecution
agencies shall independently develop and execute versions of [a]
redaction and review process” (Pen. Code, § 741(b), italics added)), the
corresponding language in the Parameters and Guidelines requires the
State to reimburse prosecution agencies only for activities associated with
“liindependently develop[ing] versions of a redaction and review process”
(Parameters and Guidelines at p. 4, italics added).

All

While the omission of the words “and execution” from the Parameters and
Guidelines may have been inadvertent, its effect is significant, as the new
activities mandated by the Test Claim Statute are not limited to the one-

time activities associated solely with the development of a redaction and

review process. Amending the Parameters and Guidelines will capture the
ongoing costs imposed on counties and cities by the statutory mandate to
continuously execute the redaction and review process going forward. For

27 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision.

28 Exhibit B, Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.

29 Exhibit C, Controller's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.
30 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines.
31 Exhibit E, Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines.

32 Exhibit D, Claimant's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 1.
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these reasons, Claimant requests that the Commission amend Section
IV(A)(1) of the Parameters and Guidelines to read as follows:
‘Independently develop and execute versions of a redaction and review
process following DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (Issued January 1,
2024). (Pen. Code § 741(b).).”33

In addition, the claimant contends that the costs for training of attorney and support staff
and individualized instruction in response to service requests are reasonably necessary
to comply with the mandate and should be reimbursable as follows:

As described in the declaration of Assistant District Attorney James
Gibons-Shapiro submitted by Claimant in support of the Test Claim (see
Test Claim at pp. 20-32) (“Declaration”), the County of Santa Clara
District Attorney’s Office (DAO) conducted a two-hour user training
session for attorneys that included an overview of the Test Claim Statute
and specific instructions on how to navigate the new user interface for
conducting the initial charging evaluation in its case management system.
(Declaration at ] 19(a).) The DAO also provided instructions to support
staff on how to identify which documents require redaction and how to flag
them for redaction in its case management system. (/d. at | 19(b).) Lastly,
the DAO has provided individualized guidance to users in response to
service requests, for example, by explaining how to navigate the new
interface and the steps for conducting the new initial charging evaluation
process. (/d. at  19(c).)

These activities are reasonably necessary to comply with the Test Claim
Statute. Under the Test Claim Statute, individual prosecutors conduct the
initial charging evaluation. (See Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).) In order to carry
out that obligation, they must be familiar not only with the new statutory
mandate but also with how the DAO operationalized that mandate in its
case management system. In addition, because the Test Claim Statute
mandates the redaction of only certain documents for certain crimes,
instructions must be provided to support staff to ensure that they identify
and flag the appropriate documents for redaction in the case management
system. (See id., § 741(b)(1) & (c); see also Parameters and Guidelines at

pp. 1-2.)
[§8]

Claimant asks that the Commission add the following to the list of
reimbursable activities in Section IV(A) of the Parameters and Guidelines:
“Training and providing other forms of instruction to an employee to
perform the reimbursable activities as specified in Section IV of this
document.” It also asks the Commission to add the following to the list of
direct costs in Section V(A) of the Parameters and Guidelines: “Report the

33 Exhibit D, Claimant's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 2.
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cost of training and providing other forms of instruction to an employee to
perform the reimbursable activities as specified in Section IV of this
document.”34

Finally, the claimant requests reimbursement for prosecuting agencies to receive
electronic police reports since redaction software requires that the reports be electronic.
The claimant states the following:

Claimant requests that the Commission amend the Parameters and
Guidelines to provide for reimbursement of the costs incurred for the
activities required for prosecuting agencies to receive electronic police
reports. Because redaction software can be used to redact only electronic
police reports, these activities are reasonably necessary to comply with
the Test Claim Statute’s mandate that prosecution agencies redact the
narrative portion of police reports, including by “mechanically” redacting
the reports.

The Test Claim Statute requires that prosecuting agencies independently
develop and execute a redaction process—including redacting “by
automation with the use of computer programming”—following the
California Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Race-Blind Charging Guidelines
(“Guidelines”). (Pen. Code, § 741(b) & (b)(1).) The Guidelines, in turn,
describe various examples of redaction processes that satisfy this
statutory mandate. (See Test Claim at p. 53; Cal. Dept. of J., Race-Blind
Charging Guidelines: Penal Code Section 741, § lli(d) (Jan. 1, 2024).)
Notably, in providing an example of how redactions are applied
automatically to police narratives using a software application, the
Guidelines describe how the prosecuting agency receives police reports
from the investigating agency in electronic form as scanned files. (Test
Claim at p. 53; Guidelines, § IlI(d)(3).) The declarations submitted in
support of the Test Claim describe how the two claimants that automated
redactions using software obtain electronic police reports. (Decision at p.
16; Declaration at {[f] 21-25; Test Claim at p. 33, Declaration of Jeff C.
Greeson, at § 4.).35

B. State Controller

The Controller filed comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines
indicating it has no comments.36

34 Exhibit D, Claimant's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
pages 3-4.

35 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 4.

36 Exhibit C, Controller's Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 1.
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IV. Discussion
A. Eligible Claimants (Section ll. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

Any city, county, or city and county, subject to the taxing restrictions of articles XIII A
and XIlII C, and the spending limits of article XlII B, of the California Constitution, whose
costs for this program are paid from proceeds of taxes and incurs increased costs as a
result of this mandate, is eligible to claim reimbursement.

B. Period of Reimbursement (Section lll. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

Government Code section 17557(e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or
before June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year.
The claimant filed the Test Claim on June 10, 2025, establishing eligibility for
reimbursement for the 2023-2024 fiscal year.®” Therefore, costs incurred are
reimbursable on or after July 1, 2023.

C. Reimbursable Activities (Section IV. of the Parameters and Guidelines)

1. Reimbursable Activities Approved in the Test Claim Decision

The Parameters and Guidelines identify the following state-mandated activities
approved in the Test Claim Decision:

A. For county and city agencies that prosecute misdemeanors and felonies, except
for those crimes and circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c)
(which are not mandated by the state), to:

1. Independently develop versions of a redaction and review process following
DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code,
§ 741(b).)

2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.38

3. A prosecutor who does not have knowledge of the redacted facts shall
perform the initial race-blind charging evaluation based on redacted
information and shall determine whether the case should be charged or not
be charged.

37 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 1.

38 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 37; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.
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If the prosecutor who performed the initial charging review is no longer
available, the race-blind initial charging review must be performed anew by a
different prosecutor, who will then also ultimately perform the second review
for charging. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).)*°

However, performing the second review for charging pursuant to Penal Code
section 741(b)(3) is not new, does not mandate a new program or higher level
of service, and is not reimbursable.

4. Document as part of the case record, the following information:

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case not be charged
and the second review determined that a charge shall be filed.

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case shall be charged
and the second review determined that no charge be filed.

e The explanation for the charging decision change. (Pen. Code, §
741(b)(4).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article XlIIl B, section 6(a)(4).

5. Document and retain the reason for the inability to put a case through a race-
blind charging evaluation. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(5).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article Xl B, section 6(a)(4).

B. For counties only, to:

1. Collect the data resulting from the race-blind initial charging evaluation
process.

Only the raw data generated by the process, rendered anonymous for
privacy, is required to be collected and maintained. The raw data includes
crimes the prosecution agency included in the race-blind process and crimes
the prosecution agency excepted from the race-blind process, statistics
regarding both changes and consistent charging decisions between the two
stages, information regarding failed attempts to use the race-blind system,
and the race information data of the suspects connected to those changes or
failures. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(6).)*°

39 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 70 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).

40 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 37; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 72 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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2. Additional Requests by the Claimant, County of Santa Clara.

The claimant requests that additional clarifying language be added and requests
reimbursement for additional activities that are reasonably necessary to comply with the
mandate.*!

Government Code section 17557(a) states that the parameters and guidelines “may
include proposed reimbursable activities that are reasonably necessary for the
performance of the state-mandated program.” Section 1183.7(d) of the Commission’s
regulations defines “reasonably necessary activities” as follows:

"Reasonably necessary activities” are those activities necessary to comply
with the statutes, regulations and other executive orders found to impose
a state-mandated program. Activities required by statutes, regulations and
other executive orders that were not pled in the test claim may only be
used to define reasonably necessary activities to the extent that
compliance with the approved state-mandated activities would not
otherwise be possible. Whether an activity is reasonably necessary is a
mixed question of law and fact. All representations of fact to support any
proposed reasonably necessary activities shall be supported by
documentary evidence in accordance with section 1187.5 of these
regulations.

Proposed reasonably necessary activities must be supported by substantial evidence in
the record explaining why the proposed activity is necessary for the performance of the
state-mandated activity in accordance with Government Code sections 17557(a),
17559, and California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 1183.7(d) and 1187.5.

Each request is analyzed below.

a. The claimant’s request to add the word “execute” in Section IV.A.1. is
denied as duplicative of Sections IV.A.2. and 3., and potentially
inconsistent with the Commission’s Test Claim Decision.

Sections IV.A.1. -3. of the Parameters and Guidelines identify the state-mandated
requirements to independently develop a redaction and review process, to redact the
narrative portion of the police report, and to then evaluate the redacted information to
determine whether the case should be charged as follows:

A. For county and city agencies that prosecute misdemeanors and felonies, except
for those crimes and circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c)
(which are not mandated by the state), to:

1. Independently develop versions of a redaction and review process following
DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code,
§ 741(b).)

41 Exhibit D, Claimant’s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 1.
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2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.#?

3. A prosecutor who does not have knowledge of the redacted facts shall
perform the initial race-blind charging evaluation based on redacted
information and shall determine whether the case should be charged or not
be charged.

If the prosecutor who performed the initial charging review is no longer
available, the race-blind initial charging review must be performed anew by a
different prosecutor, who will then also ultimately perform the second review
for charging. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).)*

The claimant alleges that activity A.1. should also include the activity to “execute”
versions of the redaction and review process developed by the local agency in
accordance with Penal Code section 741(b). The claimant requests that the Section
IV.A.1. of the Parameters and Guidelines include the following italicized language:
“Independently develop and execute versions of a redaction and review process
following DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (Issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code §
741(b).).”44

This request is denied. First, execution of the redaction and review process is already
identified in Sections IV.A.2. and 3., which separately address the reimbursable
activities to redact and review the narrative portion of the police report and, thus, adding
the verb to “execute” the redaction and review process in Section IV.A.1. is duplicative.

Moreover, the additional language could conflict with the Commission’s Test Claim
Decision. As indicated below, regardless of how a claimant develops its redaction and
review process, the Commission found that reimbursement for the execution of that
process was limited. Specifically, except for the crimes and circumstances identified in
Penal Code section 741(c),*S the activity mandated by the state is to redact and review

42 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.

43 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 70 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).

44 Exhibit D, Claimant’s Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision, page 2.
45 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 23-24, 36.
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only the narrative portion of the police report, and not the entire report, to determine
only whether charges should be brought:

[A]s explained by the plain language in section 741(b)(1), “[t]he redaction
may be applied to the entire report or to only the ‘narrative’ portion of the
report so long as the portion submitted for initial review is sufficient to
perform that review and the unredacted portions are not part of the initial
charging evaluation.” DOJ Guidelines state:

At a minimum, for the initial charging evaluation, the prosecution
agency must rely on the redacted narrative portion of the police
reports received by the prosecution agency from a law enforcement
agency. (§ 741, subd. (b)(1).) The prosecution agency may, at its
option, consider for the initial charging evaluation all materials
received, including the entire police report(s) and the criminal
history of the suspect, so long as all materials have been redacted
to remove direct means of identifying the race of the suspecit(s),
victim(s), and witness(es). (§ 741, subds. (b)(1) & (2).) Subsequent
“supplemental” reports, received after an initial charging evaluation
for a case has already been made, need not be redacted and no
second or subsequent race-blind review is required.[Fn.
omitted.]Thus, the minimum requirement imposed by section
741(b)(1) is to redact the narrative portion of the police report by
hand or by automation with the use of computer programming to
ensure correct redaction. Redacting any additional materials or
“the entire report” received from law enforcement is within the
discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not legally
compelled by state law.46

Moreover, there is no evidence in the law or the record that prosecuting
agencies are practically compelled to redact the entire report.” As
explained below, the initial review of the redacted race-blind narrative of
the report is only needed to determine whether charges should be brought

46 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern High School Dist.)
(2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745.

47 Coast Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th
800, 816 (practical compulsion “arises when a statutory scheme does not command a
local entity to engage in conduct, but rather induces compliance through the imposition
of severe consequences that leave the local entity no reasonable alternative but to
comply.”); see also Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern
High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 754 (where no “legal” compulsion exists,
“practical” compulsion may be found if the local agency faces “certain and
severe...penalties” such as “double...taxation” or other “draconian” consequences if
they fail to comply with the statute).
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or not and is not used to determine the individual charges against a
suspect.4® 49

Thus, if the language in Section IV.A.1. of the Parameters and Guidelines were to also
include the verb to “execute” a city or county’s redaction and review process, and that
process broadly was developed to include redacting and reviewing the entire police
report or redacting and reviewing the crimes and circumstances listed in Penal Code
section 741(c) (activities that were expressly denied by the Commission), the
Parameters and Guidelines would conflict with the Commission’s Test Claim Decision.*°

Thus, the claimant’s request to add the word “execute” in Section IV.A.1. of the
Parameters and Guidelines is denied.

b. One-time training for each employee performing the mandate is
reasonably necessary to comply with the mandate.

The claimant contends that the costs for training attorney and support staff and
individualized instruction in response to service requests are reasonably necessary to
comply with the mandate and should be reimbursable as follows:

As described in the declaration of Assistant District Attorney James
Gib[b]ons-Shapiro submitted by Claimant in support of the Test Claim (see
Test Claim at pp. 20-32) (“Declaration”), the County of Santa Clara
District Attorney’s Office (DAO) conducted a two-hour user training
session for attorneys that included an overview of the Test Claim Statute
and specific instructions on how to navigate the new user interface for
conducting the initial charging evaluation in its case management system.
(Declaration at § 19(a).) The DAO also provided instructions to support
staff on how to identify which documents require redaction and how to flag
them for redaction in its case management system. (/d. at { 19(b).) Lastly,
the DAO has provided individualized guidance to users in response to
service requests, for example, by explaining how to navigate the new
interface and the steps for conducting the new initial charging evaluation
process. (/d. at ] 19(c).)

These activities are reasonably necessary to comply with the Test Claim
Statute. Under the Test Claim Statute, individual prosecutors conduct the
initial charging evaluation. (See Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).) In order to carry
out that obligation, they must be familiar not only with the new statutory
mandate but also with how the DAO operationalized that mandate in its

48 Penal Code section 741(b)(2).
49 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 27-28.

%0 See for example, Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 35 (Declaration of James Gibbons-
Shapiro, Assistant District Attorney for the County of Santa Clara, paragraph 8: “To
comply with Section 741(b), the DAO must redact all indicia of race from cases received
from law enforcement agencies, such as police reports, and from suspect criminal
history documentation.” Emphasis added.).
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case management system. In addition, because the Test Claim Statute
mandates the redaction of only certain documents for certain crimes,
instructions must be provided to support staff to ensure that they identify
and flag the appropriate documents for redaction in the case management
system. (See id., § 741(b)(1) & (c); see also Parameters and Guidelines at

pp. 1-2.)

The Commission has regularly found that training employees on how to
perform the reimbursable activities is reasonably necessary. (See, e.g.,
Racial and Identity Profiling, Decision and Parameters and Guidelines
Amendment, No. 21-PGA-01, p. 20 (adopted Mar. 24, 2023) [including
among reimbursable direct costs “the cost of training an employee to
perform the reimbursable activities, as specified in . . . this document”];
accord Photographic Record of Evidence, Parameters and Guidelines
Amendment, No. 04-PGA-09, p. 5 (adopted Dec. 9, 2005).) Similarly here,
Claimant requests that the Commission amend the Parameters and
Guidelines to provide for the reimbursement of the costs of providing
training and other forms of instruction to employees on performing the
reimbursable activities on the grounds that such training is reasonably
necessary to ensure compliance with the Test Claim Statute. Accordingly,
Claimant asks that the Commission add the following to the list of
reimbursable activities in Section IV(A) of the Parameters and Guidelines:
“Training and providing other forms of instruction to an employee to
perform the reimbursable activities as specified in Section IV of this
document.” It also asks the Commission to add the following to the list of
direct costs in Section V(A) of the Parameters and Guidelines: “Report the
cost of training and providing other forms of instruction to an employee to
perform the reimbursable activities as specified in Section IV of this
document.”®!

The quoted language refers to the Declaration of Declaration of James Gibbons-
Shapiro, Assistant District Attorney for the County of Santa Clara, paragraph 19, which
says the following:

19. Toimplement Section 741(b), it was reasonably necessary for the DAO
to educate staff on Section 741(b)'s requirements and how to
implement it, including how to use the new tools [to] conduct an initial
charging evaluation. The training included all DAO attorneys because
attorneys regularly rotate onto assignments where they are responsible
for conducting charging evaluations. These activities included the
following:

51 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on the Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
pages 3-4.
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a. Conducting a two-hour user training session for 98 attorneys,
including background on the law and instructions on navigating the
new user interface. (See Ex. 1, Task 8.)

b. Instructing support staff on how to identify which documents require
redaction and how to flag them for redaction in CiberLaw. (See Ex.
1, Task 5.)

c. Assisting end users in response to service requests, for example, by
explaining how to navigate the new workflows and the steps for
conducting the initial charging evaluation and the second review.
(See Ex.1, Task 5.)%?

The Commission has regularly approved reimbursement for one-time training per
employee assigned to perform the reimbursable activities for new programs and
processes, when supported by declarations and to ensure the program is performed
correctly and in line with legislative intent.53 In this case, the purpose of the test claim
statute is to reduce the potential for unconscious bias in the criminal charging process.%
The test claim statute established a new process for redaction and an initial race blind
review of the narrative portion of the police report, modeled after a pilot program in Yolo
County District Attorney and partnered with the Stanford Computational Policy lab in
2021 to find and redact race data from police reports so that the initial charging
determination could be performed “race blind.”®®> The process allows for both manual
redaction and electronic redaction, and specifically allows either method “so long as the
method used reasonably ensures correct redaction:

This redaction may occur in a separate version of the documents and may
be done mechanically, by hand performed by personnel not associated
with the charging of the case, or by automation with the use of computer

52 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 39.

53 See for example, Exhibit X (2), Commission on State Mandates, Decision and
Parameters and Guidelines on Racial and Identify Profiling, 18-TC-02, adopted
September 25, 2020, https://csm.ca.gov/matters/18-TC-02/doc20.pdf (accessed
September 11, 2026), pages 9-10; Exhibit X (3), Commission on State Mandates,
Amendment to Parameters and Guidelines on Sexually Violent Predators, 05-PGA-43
(CSM 4509), adopted October 30, 2009, https://csm.ca.gov/decisions/022715.pdf
(accessed September 11, 2026), page 4; Exhibit X (4), Commission on State Mandates,
Parameters and Guidelines on Post Conviction: DNA Court Proceedings, 00-TC-21,
01-TC-08, adopted May 31, 2007, https://csm.ca.gov/decisions/doc51.pdf (accessed
September 11, 2026), page 6.

54 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 2; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly
Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-
2022 Reg. Sess.).

55 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate
Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-2022 Reg. Sess.).
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programming, so long as the method used reasonably ensures correct
redaction.®®

Moreover, if the mandated program is not performed correctly, and there is evidence of
implicit bias when seeking or obtaining a criminal conviction, the defendant can request
relief under the Racial Justice Act and have the conviction set aside.>’

Thus, based on the declaration filed by the claimant and the legislative history of the
test claim statute, Section IV.C. of the Parameters and Guidelines identifies the
following one-time activity for reimbursement:

One-time training for each county and city employee performing the
activities in Sections IV.A. and IV.B. of these Parameters and Guidelines.

In addition, standard boilerplate language for training is added to Section V., Claim
Preparation and Submission, to state the following:

6. Training

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as
specified in Section 1V.C. of this document. Report the name and job
classification of each employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting
training necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. Provide the title,
subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of the training session), dates
attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects broader than the
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the
rules of cost element A.1., Salaries and Benefits, and A.2., Materials and
Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who conduct the training according to
the rules of cost element A.3., Contracted Services.

The claimant also requests reimbursement for ongoing training to provide
“‘individualized guidance to users in response to service requests, for example, by
explaining how to navigate the new interface and the steps for conducting the new initial
charging evaluation process.” This request is denied. The Commission has approved
ongoing training only when the program has been subject to numerous lawsuits seeking
to determine and clarify the responsibilities of local government.58 In this case, there

56 Penal Code section 741(b)(1), emphasis added.

57 Penal Code section 745 (Stats. 2020, ch. 317 (AB 2542)). Penal Code 745(a) says
“The state shall not seek or obtain a criminal conviction or seek, obtain, or impose a
sentence on the basis of race, ethnicity, or national origin.” See also, Exhibit X (5),
Commission on State Mandates, Test Claim Decision on Criminal Procedure:
Discrimination, 24-TC-02, adopted September 26, 2025,
https://csm.ca.gov/decisions/24-TC-02-092625.pdf (accessed September 11, 2026).

%8 See, for example, Exhibit X (6), Commission on State Mandates, Final Staff Analysis
for Parameters and Guidelines on Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights, CSM 4499,
adopted July 27, 2000, page 5; Exhibit X (7), Commission on State Mandates,
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has not been significant litigation over this program and there is not substantial
evidence supporting the ongoing request for reimbursement.

c. The receipt of scanned police reports is reasonably necessary to comply
with the mandate to redact the narrative portion of the police report by
automation with the use of computer programming.

The claimant requests reimbursement for county and city prosecuting agencies to
receive electronic police reports since redaction software requires that the reports be
electronic. The claimant states the following:

Claimant requests that the Commission amend the Parameters and
Guidelines to provide for reimbursement of the costs incurred for the
activities required for prosecuting agencies to receive electronic police
reports. Because redaction software can be used to redact only electronic
police reports, these activities are reasonably necessary to comply with
the Test Claim Statute’s mandate that prosecution agencies redact the
narrative portion of police reports, including by “mechanically” redacting
the reports.

The Test Claim Statute requires that prosecuting agencies independently
develop and execute a redaction process—including redacting “by
automation with the use of computer programming”—following the
California Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Race-Blind Charging Guidelines
(“Guidelines”). (Pen. Code, § 741(b) & (b)(1).) The Guidelines, in turn,
describe various examples of redaction processes that satisfy this
statutory mandate. (See Test Claim at p. 53; Cal. Dept. of J., Race-Blind
Charging Guidelines: Penal Code Section 741, § lli(d) (Jan. 1, 2024).)
Notably, in providing an example of how redactions are applied
automatically to police narratives using a software application, the
Guidelines describe how the prosecuting agency receives police reports
from the investigating agency in electronic form as scanned files. (Test
Claim at p. 53; Guidelines, § IlI(d)(3).) The declarations submitted in
support of the Test Claim describe how the two claimants that automated
redactions using software obtain electronic police reports. (Decision at p.
16; Declaration at {[{] 21-25; Test Claim at p. 33, Declaration of Jeff C.
Greeson, at { 4.).5°

The claimant is correct that the mandate allows cities and counties to redact either
manually or by automation with the use of computer programming, and this is identified
in Section VI.A.2. of the Parameters and Guidelines.®® DOJ’s Guidelines for this

Parameters and Guidelines on Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights, CSM 4499,
adopted, July 27, 2000, pages 4-5.

59 Exhibit D, Claimant’'s Comments on Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,
page 4.

60 Penal Code section 741(b)(1).
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program identify the following examples of redaction processes, including the receipt of
scanned police reports (either through PDF or Optical Character Recognition (OCR)), to
satisfy the program’s requirements:

(1) The police reports from the investigating agency are received by the
prosecution agency, and the narrative portions of the reports are
separated from the complete reports and the criminal history information.
Those narrative portions are then reviewed by staff, and the direct means
of identifying race are redacted by hand. The redacted narrative portions
are then provided to the prosecutor performing the initial charging
evaluation for review. The decision from the initial charging evaluation is
hand recorded in a log for later comparison to the second review.

(2) The police reports from the investigating agency are received by the
prosecution agency as scanned files (e.g., a PDF) which may be opened
using a standard commercial computer program for reviewing scanned
files (e.g., Adobe Acrobat). The narrative is then separated from the
complete file and redacted using that same program. After the narrative is
separated and redacted, it is provided to the prosecutor performing the
initial charging evaluation for review. The decision from the initial charging
evaluation is recorded in a spreadsheet on a computer.

(3) The police reports from the investigating agency are received by the
prosecution agency as scanned files to which Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) is performed on the narrative portion of the police
reports using a commercial document image program (e.g., Adobe
Acrobat). An application, which may or may not be incorporated into the
prosecution agency’s case management system, is then applied to the
OCR'd narrative which locates (using a predetermined list) and
automatically redacts the direct means of identifying race, producing a
redacted version of the document. The redacted narrative is then provided
to the prosecutor performing the initial charging evaluation. The decision
from the initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.

(4) The prosecution agency, either internally or working with a third-party
vendor, develops a “batched” process to replicate each of the steps in
example (3) above automatically upon receipt of scanned police reports
from investigating agencies. The decision from the initial charging
evaluation is recorded in the office’s case management system.%’

The claimant also submitted declarations with the Test Claim indicating the redaction
process by automation with the use of computer programming.5?

61 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, pages 68-69 (DOJ’s Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
62 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 17-20 (summary of the Declarations).
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Based on DOJ’s Guidelines, receiving scanned police reports to comply with the
redaction process is reasonably necessary to comply with the mandate and the
following underlined language is added to Section IV.A.2.:

3. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Reimbursement for this activity includes the following redaction processes
outlined in DOJ’s Race Blind Charging Guidelines, including the receipt of
scanned police reports (either through PDF or Optical Character Recognition
(OCR)), to satisfy the program’s requirements:

a. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency, and the narrative portions of the reports
are separated from the complete reports and the criminal history
information. Those narrative portions are then reviewed by staff,
and the direct means of identifying race are redacted by hand. The
redacted narrative portions are then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation for review. The decision
from the initial charging evaluation is hand recorded in a log for
later comparison to the second review.

b. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files (e.g., a PDF) which may
be opened using a standard commercial computer program for
reviewing scanned files (e.q., Adobe Acrobat). The narrative is
then separated from the complete file and redacted using that same
program. After the narrative is separated and redacted, it is
provided to the prosecutor performing the initial charging evaluation
for review. The decision from the initial charging evaluation is
recorded in a spreadsheet on a computer.

c. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files to which Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) is performed on the narrative portion of the
police reports using a commercial document image program (e.g.,
Adobe Acrobat). An application, which may or may not be
incorporated into the prosecution agency’s case management
system, is then applied to the OCR’d narrative which locates (using
a predetermined list) and automatically redacts the direct means of
identifying race, producing a redacted version of the document.
The redacted narrative is then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.
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d. The prosecution agency, either internally or working with a third-
party vendor, develops a “batched” process to replicate each of the
steps in example (3) above automatically upon receipt of scanned
police reports from investigating agencies. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.83

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.64

D. Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements (Section VIl. Offsetting
Revenues and Reimbursements)

Section VII., Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements, contains the following standard
language:

Any offsetting revenue the claimant experiences in the same program as a
result of the same statutes or executive orders found to contain the
mandate shall be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited
to, state and federal funds, any service charge, fee, or assessment
authority to offset all or part of the costs of this program, and any other
funds that are not the claimant’s proceeds of taxes shall be identified and
deducted from any claim submitted for reimbursement.

E. The Remaining Sections of the Parameters and Guidelines

Section V., Claim Preparation and Submission; Section VI. Record Retention; Section
VIIl. State Controller’s Claiming Instructions; Section IX. Remedies Before the
Commission; and Section X. Legal and Factual Basis for the Parameters and
Guidelines contain standard boilerplate language.

V. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Commission hereby adopts the Proposed Decision
and Parameters and Guidelines.

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES®®
Penal Code Section 741(b)

63 Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, pages 68-69 (DOJ’s Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).

64 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.

85 Please note that the Decision and Parameters and Guidelines is a single document
and must be read as a whole. It is not intended to be separated and should be posted
in its entirety.
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Statutes 2022, Chapter 806, Section 2 (AB 2778)
Race-Blind Charging
24-TC-07

Period of reimbursement begins July 1, 2023

. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE

These Parameters and Guidelines address Penal Code section 741(b), added by the
test claim statute, to require county and city agencies that prosecute felonies and
misdemeanors to develop and implement a process, after the Department of Justice
issues guidelines on the program, to perform an initial “race blind” review and evaluation
of a case before the prosecutor’s ordinary evaluation of the case for potential charging
of a crime based on information that has been redacted to remove the direct means of
identifying the race of the suspect, victim, or witness. The purpose of the test claim
statute is to reduce the potential for unconscious bias in the criminal charging process.%®

On August 14, 2026, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a
Decision finding that the test claim statute imposes a reimbursable state-mandated
program within the meaning of article Xlll B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Government Code section 17514 for counties and cities, beginning July 1, 2023, for the
following reimbursable activities:®’

A. For county and city agencies that prosecute misdemeanors and felonies, except
for those crimes and circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c)
(which are not mandated by the state), to:

1. Independently develop versions of a redaction and review process following
DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code,
§ 741(b).)

2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.68

66 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 2; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 62 (Assembly
Floor Analysis, Concurrence in Senate Amendments on June 21, 2022, AB 2778, 2021-
2022 Reg. Sess.).

67 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, pages 35-37.

68 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
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3. A prosecutor who does not have knowledge of the redacted facts shall

perform the initial race-blind charging evaluation based on redacted
information and shall determine whether the case should be charged or not
be charged.

If the prosecutor who performed the initial charging review is no longer
available, the race-blind initial charging review must be performed anew by a
different prosecutor, who will then also ultimately perform the second review
for charging. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).)%°

However, performing the second review for charging pursuant to Penal Code
section 741(b)(3) is not new, does not mandate a new program or higher level
of service, and is not reimbursable.

Document as part of the case record, the following information:

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case not be charged
and the second review determined that a charge shall be filed.

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case shall be charged
and the second review determined that no charge be filed.

e The explanation for the charging decision change. (Pen. Code, §
741(b)(4).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article XIIl B, section 6(a)(4).

Document and retain the reason for the inability to put a case through a race-
blind charging evaluation. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(5).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article Xl B, section 6(a)(4).

B. For counties only, to:

1.

Collect the data resulting from the race-blind initial charging evaluation
process.

Only the raw data generated by the process, rendered anonymous for
privacy, is required to be collected and maintained. The raw data includes
crimes the prosecution agency included in the race-blind process and crimes
the prosecution agency excepted from the race-blind process, statistics
regarding both changes and consistent charging decisions between the two
stages, information regarding failed attempts to use the race-blind system,

Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.

69 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 70 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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and the race information data of the suspects connected to those changes or
failures. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(6).)"°

All other provisions of the test claim statute and claims for reimbursement are denied.
Il. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Any city, county, or city and county, subject to the taxing restrictions of articles XIII A
and XIlII C, and the spending limits of article XlII B, of the California Constitution, whose
costs for this program are paid from proceeds of taxes and incurs increased costs as a
result of this mandate, is eligible to claim reimbursement.

lll. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Government Code section 17557(e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or
before June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The
claimant filed the Test Claim on June 10, 2025, establishing eligibility for reimbursement
for the 2023-2024 fiscal year. Therefore, costs incurred are reimbursable on or after
July 1, 2023.

Reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be claimed as follows:
1. Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim.

2. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1)(A), all claims for
reimbursement of initial fiscal year costs shall be submitted to the State
Controller (Controller) within 120 days of the issuance date for the claiming
instructions.

3. Pursuant to Government Code section 17560(a), a local agency may, by
February 15 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred, file an annual
reimbursement claim that details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year.

4. If revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to
Government Code section 17558(c), between November 15 and February 15, a
local agency filing an annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following
the issuance date of the revised claiming instructions to file a claim. (Gov. Code
§17560(b).)

5. If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement
shall be allowed except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section
17564(a).

6. There shall be no reimbursement for any period in which the Legislature has
suspended the operation of a mandate pursuant to state law.

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs
may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the

70 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 37; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 72 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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mandated activities. Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and their
relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source document is a document created at
or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the event, or activity in question.
Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time
logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts.

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to,
worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts,
agendas, training packets, and declarations. Declarations must include a certification or
declaration stating, “I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
State of California that the foregoing is true and correct,” and must further comply with
the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating
the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable activities
otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements.
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents.

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for
reimbursable activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an
activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the mandate.

For each eligible claimant that incurs increased costs, the following activities are
reimbursable:

A. For county and city agencies that prosecute misdemeanors and felonies, except
for those crimes and circumstances identified in Penal Code section 741(c)
(which are not mandated by the state), to:

1. Independently develop versions of a redaction and review process following
DOJ Race-Blind Charging Guidelines (issued January 1, 2024). (Pen. Code,
§ 741(b).)

2. Beginning January 1, 2025, redact by hand or by automation with the use of
computer programming the direct means of identifying the suspect(s)’,
victim(s)’, and witness(es)’ race from only the narrative portion of the police
report. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(1).)

Reimbursement for this activity includes the following redaction processes
outlined in DOJ’s Race Blind Charging Guidelines, including the receipt of
scanned police reports (either through PDF or Optical Character Recognition
(OCR)), to satisfy the program’s requirements:

a. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency, and the narrative portions of the reports
are separated from the complete reports and the criminal history
information. Those narrative portions are then reviewed by staff,
and the direct means of identifying race are redacted by hand. The
redacted narrative portions are then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation for review. The decision
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from the initial charging evaluation is hand recorded in a log for
later comparison to the second review.

b. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files (e.g., a PDF) which may
be opened using a standard commercial computer program for
reviewing scanned files (e.q., Adobe Acrobat). The narrative is
then separated from the complete file and redacted using that same
program. After the narrative is separated and redacted, it is
provided to the prosecutor performing the initial charging evaluation
for review. The decision from the initial charging evaluation is
recorded in a spreadsheet on a computer.

c. The police reports from the investigating agency are received by
the prosecution agency as scanned files to which Optical Character
Recognition (OCR) is performed on the narrative portion of the
police reports using a commercial document image program (e.g.,
Adobe Acrobat). An application, which may or may not be
incorporated into the prosecution agency’s case management
system, is then applied to the OCR’d narrative which locates (using
a predetermined list) and automatically redacts the direct means of
identifying race, producing a redacted version of the document.
The redacted narrative is then provided to the prosecutor
performing the initial charging evaluation. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.

d. The prosecution agency, either internally or working with a third-
party vendor, develops a “batched” process to replicate each of the
steps in example (3) above automatically upon receipt of scanned
police reports from investigating agencies. The decision from the
initial charging evaluation is recorded in the office’s case
management system.”!

Redacting any additional materials or “the entire report” received from law
enforcement is within the discretion of the local prosecuting agency and is not
mandated by the state.”?

3. A prosecutor who does not have knowledge of the redacted facts shall
perform the initial race-blind charging evaluation based on redacted

" Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, pages 68-69 (DOJ’s Race Blind Charging Guidelines).

2 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 67 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines); Department of Finance v. Commission on State
Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727, 731, 742-745; Coast
Community College Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2022) 13 Cal.5th 800, 816.
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information and shall determine whether the case should be charged or not
be charged.

If the prosecutor who performed the initial charging review is no longer
available, the race-blind initial charging review must be performed anew by a
different prosecutor, who will then also ultimately perform the second review
for charging. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(2).)"®

However, performing the second review for charging pursuant to Penal Code
section 741(b)(3) is not new, does not mandate a new program or higher level
of service, and is not reimbursable.

4. Document as part of the case record, the following information:

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case not be charged
and the second review determined that a charge shall be filed.

e The initial charging evaluation determined that the case shall be charged
and the second review determined that no charge be filed.

e The explanation for the charging decision change. (Pen. Code, §
741(b)(4).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article XIIl B, section 6(a)(4).

5. Document and retain the reason for the inability to put a case through a race-
blind charging evaluation. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(5).)

However, the costs to disclose and make this information available to the
public under the California Public Records Act are not eligible for mandate
reimbursement pursuant to article Xl B, section 6(a)(4).

B. For counties only, to:

1. Collect the data resulting from the race-blind initial charging evaluation
process.

Only the raw data generated by the process, rendered anonymous for
privacy, is required to be collected and maintained. The raw data includes
crimes the prosecution agency included in the race-blind process and crimes
the prosecution agency excepted from the race-blind process, statistics
regarding both changes and consistent charging decisions between the two
stages, information regarding failed attempts to use the race-blind system,

73 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 36; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 70 (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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and the race information data of the suspects connected to those changes or
failures. (Pen. Code, § 741(b)(6).)"*

C. One-time training for each county and city employee performing the activities in
Sections IV.A. and IV.B. of these Parameters and Guidelines.

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity
identified in Section IV., Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed
reimbursable cost must be supported by source documentation as described in Section
IV. Additionally, each reimbursement claim must be filed in a timely manner.

A. Direct Cost Reporting

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The
following direct costs are eligible for reimbursement.

1. Salaries and Benefits

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits
divided by productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities
performed and the hours devoted to each reimbursable activity performed.

2. Materials and Supplies

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended
for the purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the
actual price after deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the
claimant. Supplies that are withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an
appropriate and recognized method of costing, consistently applied.

3. Contracted Services

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the
reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the
number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the contractis a
fixed price, report the services that were performed during the period covered by
the reimbursement claim. If the contract services are also used for purposes
other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services
used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed. Submit contract
consultant and attorney invoices with the claim and a description of the contract
scope of services.

4. Fixed Assets

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets (including computers) necessary
to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase price includes taxes,
delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset is also used for purposes

74 Exhibit A, Test Claim Decision, page 37; Exhibit X (1), Test Claim, page 72. (DOJ
Race-Blind Charging Guidelines).
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other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase
price used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed.

5. Training

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as
specified in Section 1V.C. of this document. Report the name and job
classification of each employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting
training necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. Provide the title,
subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of the training session), dates
attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects broader than the
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the
rules of cost element A.1., Salaries and Benefits, and A.2., Materials and
Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who conduct the training according to
the rules of cost element A.3., Contracted Services.

B. Indirect Cost Rates

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more
than one program, and are not directly assignable to a particular department or program
without efforts disproportionate to the result achieved. Indirect costs may include both:
(1) overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central
government services distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and
rational basis through a cost allocation plan.

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement in accordance with the
Office of Management and Budget Circular 2 CFR, Chapter | and Chapter Il, Part 200 et al.
Claimants have the option of using the federal de minimis indirect cost rate percentage
of direct labor identified in the Office of Management and Budget Circular, at Code of
Federal Regulations, title 2, section 200.414(f), excluding fringe benefits, or preparing
an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed exceeds the de
minimis rate.”®

If the claimant chooses to prepare an ICRP, both the direct costs (as defined and
described in 2 CFR, Chapter | and Chapter II, Part 200 et al.) and the indirect costs
shall exclude capital expenditures and unallowable costs (as defined and described in
2 CFR, Chapter | and Chapter II, Part 200 et al.). However, unallowable costs must be
included in the direct costs if they represent activities to which indirect costs are
properly allocable.

The distribution base may be: (1) total direct costs (excluding capital expenditures and
other distorting items, such as pass-through funds, major subcontracts, etc.); (2) direct
salaries and wages; or (3) another base which results in an equitable distribution.

In calculating an ICRP, the claimant shall have the choice of one of the following
methodologies:

75 Effective October 1, 2024, the federal de minimis rate was raised from 10 percent to
15 percent. (Code of Federal Regulations, title 2, § 200.414(f) (89 FR 30046, 30092.)
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1. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in 2 CFR,
Chapter | and Chapter Il, Part 200 et al.) shall be accomplished by: (1)
classifying a department’s total costs for the base period as either direct or
indirect; and (2) dividing the total allowable indirect costs (net of applicable
credits) by an equitable distribution base. The result of this process is an
indirect cost rate which is used to distribute indirect costs to mandates. The
rate should be expressed as a percentage that the total amount of allowable
indirect costs bears to the base selected; or

2. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in 2 CFR,
Chapter | and Chapter I, Part 200 et al.) shall be accomplished by: (1)
separating a department into groups, such as divisions or sections, and then
classifying the division’s or section’s total costs for the base period as either
direct or indirect; and (2) dividing the total allowable indirect costs (net of
applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base. The result of this
process is an indirect cost rate that is used to distribute indirect costs to
mandates. The rate should be expressed as a percentage which the total
amount of allowable indirect costs bears to the base selected.

VI. RECORD RETENTION

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5(a), a reimbursement claim for actual
costs filed pursuant to this chapter’® is subject to the initiation of an audit by the
Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is
filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no
payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is
filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date
of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than
two years after the date that the audit is commenced. All documents used to support
the reimbursable activities, as described in Section IV., must be retained during the
period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period
subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit
findings.

VIl. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting revenue the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the
same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted from
the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source,
including but not limited to, state and federal funds, any service charge, fee, or
assessment authority to offset all or part of the costs of this program, and any other
funds that are not the claimant’s proceeds of taxes shall be identified and deducted from
any claim submitted for reimbursement.

76 This refers to title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code.
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VIII. STATE CONTROLLER’S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558(b), the Controller shall issue claiming
instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement not later than 90 days
after receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist
local governments in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall
be derived from these parameters and guidelines and the decisions on the test claim
and parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission.

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1), issuance of the claiming
instructions shall constitute a notice of the right of the eligible claimants to file
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the
Commission.

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION

Upon request of an eligible claimant, the Commission shall review the claiming
instructions issued by the Controller or any other authorized state agency for
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. If the
Commission determines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters
and guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming
instructions and the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to conform to the
parameters and guidelines as directed by the Commission.

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to
Government Code section 17557(d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section
1183.17.

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

The decisions adopted for the test claim and parameters and guidelines are legally
binding on all parties and interested parties and provide the legal and factual basis for
the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is found in
the administrative record. The administrative record is on file with the Commission.
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

| am a resident of the County of Sacramento 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 September 29, 2026, | served the:
e Current Mailing List dated September 28, 2026

o Draft Proposed Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Schedule for
Comments, and Notice of Hearing issued September 29, 2026

Race-Blind Charging, 24-TC-07

Statutes 2022, Chapter 806, Section 2 (AB 2778); Penal Code Section 741(b),
effective January 1, 2023

City of Sacramento, County of Santa Clara, and County of Sutter, Claimants

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.

| 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

September 29, 2026 at Sacramento, California.

Jill Magee

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

(916) 323-3562
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 9/28/26
Claim Number: 24-TC-07
Matter: Race-Blind Charging

Claimants: City of Sacramento
County of Santa Clara
County of Sutter

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.)

Adaoha Agu, County of San Diego Auditor & Controller Department

Projects, Revenue and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Avenue, Ste. 410 , MS:0-53, San Diego,
CA 92123

Phone: (858) 694-2129

Adaoha.Agu@sdcounty.ca.gov

Scott Allen, Director of Operations, Orange County District Attorney's Office
300 North Flower Street, Santa Ana, CA 92703

Phone: (949) 898-0417

scott.allen@ocdapa.org

Rachelle Anema, Assistant Auditor-Controller, County of Los Angeles
Accounting Division, 500 W. Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8321

RANEMA @auditor.lacounty.gov

Lili Apgar, Specialist, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

lapgar@sco.ca.gov

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

Aaron Avery, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 T Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 442-7887
Aarona@csda.net

David Bass, Vice Mayor, City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 663-8504
David.Bass@rocklin.ca.us

Michael Beaton, Assistant County Administrative Officer, County of Monterey
County Administrative Office, 168 W. Alisal Street, 3rd Floor , Salinas, CA 93901
Phone: (831) 755-3835

beatonm@countyofmonterey.gov

Ginni Bella Navarre, Deputy Legislative Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8342

Ginni.Bella@lao.ca.gov

Matthew Beltramo, Assistant District Attorney, County of Alameda

Alameda County District Attorney’s Office, 7677 Oakport Street, Suite 650, Oakland, CA 94621
Phone: (510) 777-2235

Matthew.beltramo@acgov.org

Nathan Black, Auditor-Controller, County of Sutter
Claimant Contact

1160 Civic Center Blvd., Suite D, Yuba City, CA 95993
Phone: (530) 822-7127

nblack@co.sutter.ca.us

Jonathan Borrego, City Manager, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3065
citymanager@oceansideca.org

Maz Bozorginia, Director of Public Works/City Engineer, City of Brisbane
50 Park Place, Brisbane, CA 94005

Phone: (415) 508-2131

MBozorginia@brisbaneca.gov

Allan Burdick,

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

allanburdick@gmail.com

Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting

2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775

gburdick@mgtconsulting.com

Rica Mae Cabigas, Chief Accountant, Auditor-Controller

Accounting Division, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8309

rcabigas@auditor.lacounty.gov

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 324-5919
ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

Julissa Ceja Cardenas, Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500

jeejacardenas@counties.org

Sheri Chapman, General Counsel, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 658-8267

schapman(@calcities.org

Kate Chatfield, Executive Director, California Public Defenders Association
10324 Placer Lane, Sacramento, CA 95827

Phone: (916) 362-1686

katechatfield@cpda.org

Thelma Chavez, Senior Management Analyst, City of San Diego

Office of the City Attorney, 1200 Third Avenue, Suite 700, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-6484

tchavez@sandiego.gov

Ali Chemkhi, Senior Supervising Accountant/Auditor, County of San Bernardino

Office of Auditor-Controller, 268 West Hospitality Lane, Fourth Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-

0018
Phone: (909) 382-7035
ali.chemkhi@sbcountyatc.gov

Annette Chinn, Consultant, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901

achinncrs@aol.com

Carolyn Chu, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8326

Carolyn.Chu@]lao.ca.gov

Michael Coleman, Fiscal Policy Advisor, Coleman Advisory Services
2217 Isle Royale Lane, Davis, CA 95616

Phone: (530) 758-3952

coleman@munil.com

Oana Cosma, Budget and Finance Director, County of Orange
400 W. Civic Center Dr., 5th Floor, Santa Ana, CA 92701-4062
Phone: (714) 834-7410

Oana.Cosma@ceo.0c.gov

Elena D'Agustino, Public Defender, County of Solano

Office of the Public Defender, 675 Texas Street, Suite 3500, Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone: (707) 784-6700

edagustino@solanocounty.gov

Thomas Deak, Senior Deputy, County of San Diego

Office of County Counsel, 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 355, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 531-4810

Thomas.Deak@sdcounty.ca.gov
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Nicole Denow, Chief Deputy City Attorney, City of San Diego

Environment Section, 1200 Third Avenue, Suite 1100, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 533-6173

NDenow@sandiego.gov

Charles Denton, Assistant Public Defender, Alameda County Public Defender

Law & Motions Division, 1401 Lakeside Drive, 4th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612-4305
Phone: (510) 272-6641

chuck.denton@acgov.org

Tracy Drager, Auditor and Controller, County of San Diego
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 166, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 531-5413

tracy.drager@sdcounty.ca.gov

Jennifer Dupre, District Attorney, County of Sutter

District Attorney’s Office, 463 2nd Street, Suite 102, Yuba City, CA 95991
Phone: (530) 822-7330

jdupre@co.sutter.ca.us

Christy Duquette, Deputy City Attorney, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660

Phone: (949) 644-3130

CDuquette@newportbeachca.gov

Kevin Fisher, Assistant City Attorney, City of San Jose

Environmental Services, 200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor, San Jose, CA 95113
Phone: (408) 535-1987

kevin.fisher@sanjoseca.gov

Tim Flanagan, CIO-Registrar of Voters, County of Solano

Registrar of Voters, 678 Texas Street, Suite 2600, Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone: (707) 784-3359

Elections@solanocounty.com

Juliana Gmur, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

juliana.gmur@csm.ca.gov

Godfrey Gozos, Chief of Budget & Fiscal Services, District Attorney's Office

Bureau of Administrative Services, 211 West Temple Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 257-2832

godfreygozos@da.lacounty.gov

Jeffrey Greeson, Chief Deputy District Attorney, County of Sutter
District Attorney’s Office, 463 2nd Street, Suite 102, Yuba City, CA 95991
Phone: (530) 822-7330

jgreeson@co.sutter.ca.us

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov

Tiffany Hoang, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 323-1127
THoang@sco.ca.gov

Ken Howell, Senior Management Auditor, State Controller's Office

Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 725A, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-2368

KHowell@sco.ca.gov

Jason Jennings, Director, Maximus Consulting

Financial Services, 808 Moorefield Park Drive, Suite 205, Richmond, VA 23236
Phone: (804) 323-3535

SB90@maximus.com

Angelo Joseph, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-0706

AlJoseph@sco.ca.gov

Emma Jungwirth, Senior Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Ste 101, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 650-8115

ejungwirth@counties.org

Anne Kato, Acting Chief, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816

Phone: (916) 322-9891

akato@sco.ca.gov

Anita Kerezsi, Principal Consultant, AK & Company
2425 Golden Hill Road, Suite 106, Paso Robles, CA 93446
Phone: (805) 239-7994

akcompanysb90@gmail.com

Joanne Kessler, Fiscal Specialist, City of Newport Beach

Revenue Division, 100 Civic Center Drive , Newport Beach, CA 90266
Phone: (949) 644-3199

jkessler@newportbeachca.gov

Daniel Kigel, Finance Manager 11, County of Monterey

Administration and Finance, County Administrative Office (CAO), 168 W. Alisal Street, 3rd Floor
(Room 35048), Salinas, CA 93901

Phone: (831) 755-5119

KigelD@countyofmonterey.gov

Nick Kondoleon, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs & Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2294

NKondoleon@sco.ca.gov

Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 327-3138

lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov

Government Law Intake, Department of Justice
Attorney General's Office, 1300 I Street, Suite 125, PO Box 944255, Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
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Phone: (916) 210-6046
governmentlawintake@doj.ca.gov

Eric Lawyer, Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8112

elawyer@counties.org

Kim-Anh Le, Deputy Controller, County of San Mateo
555 County Center, 4th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 599-1104

kle@smcgov.org

William Lee, Chief Deputy District Attorney, County of San Bernardino District Attorney's Office
303 W. 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0502

Phone: (909) 382-3800

WLee@sbcda.org

Fernando Lemus, Principal Accountant - Auditor, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324

flemus@auditor.lacounty.gov

Lucas Leung, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs & Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 720-3009
LLeung@sco.ca.gov

Erika Li, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-3274

erika.li@dof.ca.gov

Kenneth Louie, Chief Counsel , Department of Finance
915 L. Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 322-0971

Kenny.Louie@dof.ca.gov

Everett Luc, Supervisor, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0766

ELuc@sco.ca.gov

Holly Lyon, Finance Supervisor, City of West Sacramento

Accounting and Audit, 1110 West Capitol Avenue, 3rd Floor, West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone: (916) 617-5306

hollyl@cityofwestsacramento.org

Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Suresh Malkani, Finance Director, Town of Apple Valley
14955 Dale Evans Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307
Phone: (760) 240-7000

smalkani@applevalley.org

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php

6/11



9/29/26, 12:04 PM Mailing List

Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706

DMar@sco.ca.gov

Scott Marcus, Chief Assistant City Attorney, City of Los Angeles

City Attorney's Office Criminal Branch, 200 North Main Street, City Hall East, 9th Floor, Los
Angeles , CA 90012

Phone: (213) 473-9721

scott.marcus@]lacity.org

Graciela Martinez, President, California Public Defenders Association
10324 Placer Lane, Sacramento, CA 95827

Phone: (916) 362-1686

gmartinez@pubdef.lacounty.gov

Frederick Mayo, Water Utilities Director, City of Oceanside
300 N. Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054

Phone: (760) 435-5827

fmayo@oceansideca.org

Michelle Mendoza, Business Engineer Lead and Senior Manager, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403

Phone: (949) 440-0845

michellemendoza@maximus.com

Leyne Milstein, Interim City Manager, City of Sacramento
Claimant Contact

915 I Street, S5th Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514

Phone: (916) 808-8491

Imilstein@cityofsacramento.org

Kaleb Neufeld, Assistant Controller, City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, CA 93721

Phone: (559) 621-2489

Kaleb.Neufeld@fresno.gov

Rosanna Nguyen, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L. Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Rosanna.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Adam Nguyen, Finance Director, County of Contra Costa
1025 Escobar Street, 4th Floor, Martinez, CA 94553
Phone: (925) 655-2048

adam.nguyen(@cao.cccounty.us

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

Margaret Olaiya, Director of Finance, County of Santa Clara
Claimant Contact

70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 2nd Floor, San Jose, CA 95110
Phone: (408) 299-5201

Margaret.Olaiya@fin.sccgov.org

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list from_claim.php 711
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Erika Opp, Administrative Analyst, City of St. Helena
City Clerk, 1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574
Phone: (707) 968-2743

eopp@cityofsthelena.gov

Patricia Pacot, Accountant Auditor I, County of Colusa

Office of Auditor-Controller, 546 Jay Street, Suite #202 , Colusa, CA 95932
Phone: (530) 458-0424

ppacot@countyofcolusa.org

Arthur Palkowitz, Attorney, Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
Claimant Representative

12807 Calle de la Siena, San Diego, CA 92130

Phone: (858) 259-1055

law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com

Kirsten Pangilinan, Specialist, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2446

KPangilinan@sco.ca.gov

Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 658-8214

jpina@cacities.org

Eric Pooch, Senior Deputy, City of San Diego

Office of the City Attorney, 1200 Third Avenue, Suite 700, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 236-7263

epooch@sandiego.gov

Trevor Power, Accounting Manager, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach , CA 92660

Phone: (949) 644-3085

tpower@newportbeachca.gov

Jonathan Quan, Associate Accountant, County of San Diego

Projects, Revenue, and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Ave, Suite 410, San Diego, CA 92123
Phone: 6198768518

Jonathan.Quan@sdcounty.ca.gov

Chad Rinde, Director of Finance, County of Sacramento
700 H Street, Room 3650, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 874-7248

RindeC@SacCounty.gov

Becky Robertson, Acting Director of Finance , City of West Sacramento
1110 West Capitol Ave, West Sacramento, CA 95691

Phone: (916) 617-4509

beckyr@cityofwestsacramento.org

John Saephan, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs & Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-2664

JSaephan@sco.ca.gov

Jessica Sankus, Senior Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 327-7500
jsankus@counties.org

Cindy Sconce, Director, Government Consulting Partners
5016 Brower Court, Granite Bay, CA 95746

Phone: (916) 276-8807

cindysconcegcp@gmail.com

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Paul Steenhausen, Principal Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, , Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8303

Paul.Steenhausen@lao.ca.gov

Kim Stone, Legislation, California District Attorneys Association
2495 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 575, Sacramento, CA 95833
Phone: (916) 443-2017

kim@stoneadvocacy.com

Julie Testa, Vice Mayor, City of Pleasanton

123 Main Street PO Box520, Pleasanton, CA 94566
Phone: (925) 872-6517
Jtesta@cityofpleasantonca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, Consultant, MGT Consulting Group
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 243-8913

jolenetollenaar@gmail.com

Robert Torrez, Interim Chief Financial Officer, City of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Phone: (714) 536-5630

robert.torrez@surfcity-hb.org

Gregory Totten, Chief Executive Officer, California District Attorneys Association
2495 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 575, Sacramento, CA 95833

Phone: (916) 443-2017

gtotten@cdaa.org

Mima Ugbo, Chief Controller, County of San Bernardino

Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, San Bernardino, CA 92415
Phone: (909) 382-3191

mima.ugbo@sbcountyatc.gov

Jessica Uzarski, Consultant, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
1020 N Street, Room 502, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 651-4103

Jessica.Uzarski@sen.ca.gov

Oscar Valdez, Auditor-Controller, County of Los Angeles

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 525, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phone: (213) 974-8302
ovaldez@auditor.lacounty.gov
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Edoneia Valdez, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs & Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 283-7753

EValdez@sco.ca.gov

Alejandra Villalobos, Management Services Manager, County of San Bernardino

Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, Forth Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415
Phone: (909) 382-3191

alejandra.villalobos@sbcountyatc.gov

Joshua Walden, Deputy County Counsel, County of Santa Clara

Office of the County Counsel, 70 West Hedding Street, 9th Floor, San Jose, CA 95110
Phone: (408) 229-9052

joshua.walden@cco.sccgov.org

Tiffany Walston, County Counsel, County of Los Angeles

648 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012-2713
Phone: (213) 974-1811

twalston@counsel.lacounty.gov

Renee Wellhouse, President, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, H-382, Sacramento, CA 95927

Phone: (916) 797-4883

renee@wellhouseassociates.com

Adam Whelen, Director of Public Works, City of Anderson
1887 Howard St., Anderson, CA 96007

Phone: (530) 378-6640

awhelen@ci.anderson.ca.us

R. Matthew Wise, Supervising Deputy Attorney General, Department of Justice

Attorney General's Office, 1300 I Street, Suite 125, PO Box 944255, Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Phone: (916) 210-6046

Matthew. Wise@doj.ca.gov

Linda Wong, Fiscal Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs & Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 229-8037

LWong@sco.ca.gov

Arthur Wylene, General Counsel, Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC)
1215 K Street, Suite 1650, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 447-4806

awylene@rcrcnet.org

Elisa Wynne, Staff Director, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103

elisa.wynne@sen.ca.gov

Kaily Yap, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Kaily.Yap@dof.ca.gov

Siew-Chin Yeong, Director of Public Works, City of Pleasonton
3333 Busch Road, Pleasonton, CA 94566

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php
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Phone: (925) 931-5506
syeong@cityofpleasantonca.gov

Traci Young, IS Project Director, City and County of San Francisco

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), 525 Golden Gate Ave, San Francisco, CA
94102

Phone: (415) 653-2583

tmyoung@sfwater.org

Morgan Zamora, Prison Advocacy Coordinator, Ella Baker Center for Human Rights
1419 34th Avenue, Suite 202, Oakland, CA 94601

Phone: (510) 428-3940

morgan@ellabakercenter.org

Aly Zimmermann, Clty Manager, City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677

Phone: (916) 625-5585

alyz@rocklin.ca.us

Helmholst Zinser-Watkins, Analyst I, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 700,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-7876

HZinser-watkins@sco.ca.gov
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