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  BE IT REMEMBERED that on Thursday, December 1, 1 

2011, commencing at the hour of 9:30 a.m., thereof, at 2 

the State Capitol, Room 447, Sacramento, California, 3 

before me, DANIEL P. FELDHAUS, CSR #6949, RDR and CRR, 4 

the following proceedings were held: 5 

 6 

          CHAIR REYES:  I’m going to call this meeting to 7 

order, with the hour of 9:30 having arrived.   8 

  Roll call, please.  9 

          MS. PATTON:  Mr. Alex?   10 

          MEMBER ALEX:  Here.  11 

          MS. PATTON:  Mr. Chivaro is absent.   12 

  Mr. Lujano?   13 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  Here.  14 

          MS. PATTON:  Ms. Olsen?   15 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  Here.  16 

          MS. PATTON:  Mr. Reyes?   17 

          CHAIR REYES:  Present.   18 

  Okay, Nancy?   19 

          MS. PATTON:  So Item 1 is the minutes from 20 

October 27th, 2011.   21 

          CHAIR REYES:  Is there a motion to approve?   22 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  I have a correction.   23 

  CHAIR REYES:  Okay, or corrections?   24 

  MEMBER OLSEN:  It’s a silly correction, but 25 
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it’s a correction all the same.   1 

  Under Approval of Minutes, Item 1, July 28th, 2 

2011, Member Olsen should be O-L-S-E-N.  3 

          CHAIR REYES:  That’s important.  That’s not 4 

silly, that’s good.  5 

  MS. PATTON:  We will fix that. 6 

  CHAIR REYES:  Thank you. 7 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  Other than that, with that 8 

correction, I’ll make a motion to approve.  9 

          CHAIR REYES:  With that correction, it’s been 10 

moved.  11 

          MEMBER ALEX:  Second.  12 

          CHAIR REYES:  It’s been moved and seconded.   13 

  Without objection, it will be unanimous of 14 

those present.   15 

  (No response) 16 

  CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  17 

          MS. PATTON:  The next item is the consent 18 

calendar.  And that consists of Item 5, proposed 19 

parameters and guidelines for Permanent Absent Voters II, 20 

and the Comprehensive School Safety Plans II, statewide 21 

cost estimate.  22 

          CHAIR REYES:  Is there a motion to move the 23 

consent?   24 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  So moved.  25 
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          CHAIR REYES:  It’s moved. 1 

  Is there a second?   2 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  Second.  3 

          CHAIR REYES:  Second?   4 

  Any comments from the public?   5 

  (No response) 6 

  CHAIR REYES:  Okay, without objection, it would 7 

be unanimous of those present.   8 

  Thank you.   9 

  Nancy?   10 

          MS. PATTON:  Next, this is the part to swear in 11 

the parties.   12 

  Will the parties and witnesses for Items 3, 4, 13 

and 6 please rise?   14 

  (The parties stood to be sworn.) 15 

  MS. PATTON:  Do you solemnly swear or affirm 16 

that the testimony which you are about to give is true 17 

and correct based on your personal knowledge, 18 

information, or belief?  19 

  (The parties responded affirmatively.) 20 

          MS. PATTON:  Thank you.  21 

          CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  22 

          MS. PATTON:  Item 3, Senior Staff Counsel 23 

Heather Halsey will present Item 3, Developer Fees test 24 

claim and proposed statement of decision.  25 
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          MS. HALSEY:  Good morning.  1 

          CHAIR REYES:  Good morning.  2 

          MS. HALSEY:  This test claim addresses 3 

activities required --  4 

          CHAIR REYES:  Can you get it closer to you?  5 

Because we’re not picking it up. 6 

          MS. HALSEY:  I’m right in between the two.  7 

          CHAIR REYES:  Yes, thank you.  8 

          MS. HALSEY:  This test claim addresses 9 

activities required by the School Facilities Act, the 10 

AB 2926 program, and the Mitigation Fee Act as a 11 

condition of imposing developer fees to help pay for 12 

school facilities.   13 

  This test claim also addresses mediation and 14 

settlement proceedings authorized by the Mediation and 15 

Resolution of Land Use Disputes Law that assists in 16 

settling disputes about actions taken for developer fees 17 

imposed under AB 2926, the Mitigation Fee Act programs.   18 

  Staff finds that the activities required by  19 

most of the test-claim statutes are downstream 20 

requirements of a school’s discretionary decision to 21 

build or modernize school facilities and impose developer 22 

fees to raise funds for these projects, or engage in 23 

mediation under the Mediation and Resolution of Land Use 24 

Disputes Law.   25 
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  However, staff finds that the School Facilities 1 

Act imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program.  In 2 

particular, staff finds that the School Facilities Act is 3 

a program of last resort that requires school districts 4 

to notify the city council and county board of 5 

supervisors if the school district finds, based on clear 6 

and convincing evidence, that conditions of overcrowding 7 

exist in one or more of the attendance areas that impairs 8 

the normal functioning of educational programs and all 9 

reasonable methods of mitigating conditions of 10 

overcrowding have been evaluated by the district, and no 11 

feasible method exists to reduce the overcrowding 12 

conditions.   13 

  The city council or county board of supervisors 14 

may then impose a fee on development for the purpose of 15 

providing interim school facilities for students.  Staff 16 

finds that this notification triggers other 17 

state-mandated requirements on school districts specified 18 

in the analysis.   19 

  None of the parties commented on the draft 20 

staff analysis for this test claim.   21 

  Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 22 

proposed statement of decision to partially approve the 23 

test claim.   24 

  Will the parties and witnesses please state 25 
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your names for the record?   1 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  Good morning.  Art Palkowitz on 2 

behalf of Clovis School District.  3 

          MS. GEANACOU:  Susan Geanacou, Department of 4 

Finance.  5 

  MR. FERGUSON:  Chris Ferguson, Department of 6 

Finance.  7 

          CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  8 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  Thank you.   9 

  Sir?  10 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  Thank you.   11 

  Good morning.  12 

          CHAIR REYES:  Good morning.  13 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  I would like to thank staff for 14 

the analysis regarding these really three potential 15 

issues:  The School Facilities Act, the Mitigation Fee 16 

Act, and then the mediation that flows from those two.   17 

  Regarding the staff analysis, we concur with 18 

their recommendation regarding the School Facilities Act. 19 

So I would like to address my comments towards the  20 

Mitigation Fee Act.   21 

  This involves the developer fees that school 22 

districts have the authority to collect when there is new 23 

construction in the school district.  This is a fee that 24 

allows a school district to absorb extra resources that 25 
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are burdened on them due to any new construction.   1 

  We feel that this type of authorization by the 2 

statute puts the school districts in a position where, 3 

without adopting the developers’ fees, they would be 4 

suffering a severe penalty.  And under the Kern Act, we 5 

feel this type of penalty is what is referred to as 6 

practical compulsion.   7 

  And because of that practical compulsion, this 8 

should be a mandate where the district gets reimbursed 9 

for the activities that are involved.   10 

  There are a lot of activities involved when a 11 

developer builds in a district.  You have to establish 12 

the rates.  There’s rates for residential, commercial.   13 

  I’ve been personally involved where there’s 14 

disputes on which rate is used.  Once the rates are 15 

determined, you need to collect the fees.  There’s a lot 16 

of activities that flow from this.   17 

  And it’s the claimant’s contention that because 18 

of the practical compulsion, the severe penalty they 19 

would have by not exercising the authority that the 20 

statute gives them in collecting these fees, that this 21 

should be a reimbursable mandate.   22 

  Regarding the mediation process that flows from 23 

that, I would agree that’s a downstream type of event.  24 

However, once the decision is made to collect those fees, 25 
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there is case law that says that type of downstream event 1 

flows from that, and that should also be reimbursable.  2 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.  So the first step is, so 3 

is the second, and the results from that?  4 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  Yes, right.  5 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.  Finance?   6 

  MR. FERGUSON:  I’d like to thank staff for 7 

their work on this one.  However, we disagree with the 8 

staff’s analysis regarding the mandated claim about the 9 

School Facilities Act.  In particular, the requirement 10 

that school districts -- there is no requirement that 11 

school districts build new facilities, reconstruct 12 

facilities, or acquire additional facilities.  That’s a 13 

discretionary activity of the school district.  And if 14 

the underlying activity is discretionary, anything that 15 

results downstream from that, in our view, would be 16 

discretionary as well.   17 

  School districts have multiple options to fund 18 

facilities should they choose to acquire, construct, or 19 

reconstruct their facilities.  These include Mello-Roos 20 

funds.  These include general-obligation bonds authorized 21 

by their local voters.  These include developer fees.  22 

These include their Proposition 98 funds.  They include 23 

developer-built schools, lease-leaseback options.  School 24 

districts may also seek waivers from the State Board of 25 



 

 Daniel P. Feldhaus, CSR, Inc.  916.682.9482 

 
 

 

 

 Commission on State Mandates – December 1, 2011 

   19

Education to exceed loading standards -- for classroom 1 

loading standards, that is -- in which case we believe 2 

that this is not a mandated activity.  School districts 3 

have options.  School districts are not compelled to 4 

build new facilities or acquire additional facilities; 5 

and we would -- it is our position that we believe that 6 

this is not a mandated activity.  7 

          CHAIR REYES:  Do you want to add, or are you… 8 

          MS. GEANACOU:  I just have one point to add, or 9 

perhaps more of a question at this point.  Perhaps the 10 

staff could address this.   11 

  In the final staff analysis, there’s comments 12 

or conclusions that if the district makes the findings -- 13 

the factual findings regarding overcrowding -- and what  14 

I don’t believe Finance sees in the analysis is, what is 15 

the triggering duty or obligation for the District to 16 

commence on that fact-finding in the first place.   17 

  I believe that kind of analysis is missing from 18 

the discussion here and -- because we don’t see any 19 

statutory legal duty to commence in this process in the 20 

first place; that, as Mr. Ferguson said, we believe the 21 

staff analysis on the School Facilities Act is incorrect.  22 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay, are there any questions 23 

from the members?   24 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  Well, could Ms. Shelton reply to 25 
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that?   1 

          MS. SHELTON:  Yes.  Just a couple of thoughts.  2 

  If you look at the plain language of the 3 

statute, on page 21 of the proposed statement of 4 

decision, the statutory language here is far different 5 

than any of the other funding programs that are available 6 

to school districts to get funds for facilities.   7 

  Here, you have language that requires them to 8 

seek the authority of the county or the city to get the 9 

developer fees only when they’ve exhausted all other 10 

alternatives, including all of the alternatives that the 11 

Department of Finance has just testified about.   12 

  So they have exhausted all of those remedies.   13 

This is a last-resort option when they need interim 14 

facilities.  It is not a permanent program.  And the 15 

statutory scheme puts the burden on the school district, 16 

does not leave them any discretion in this particular 17 

instance to request that the county or city seek funds.  18 

And that’s why this particular program is different than 19 

all the other facility-funding programs that we’ve 20 

analyzed in the past.  21 

          CHAIR REYES:  Anything?   22 

  Mr. Lujano?   23 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  (Shaking head.)   24 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.  Finance, would you like to 25 
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answer?   1 

  MR. FERGUSON:  I would like to respond to that. 2 

  I would also note that it says that “If the 3 

governing board makes both of the following findings,” 4 

which implies a discretionary duty of the school district 5 

to institute those requirements.  6 

          MS. SHELTON:  Can I comment on that?   7 

          CHAIR REYES:  Yes.  8 

          MS. SHELTON:  We’ve had lots of cases like that 9 

in the past, that that does not involve the exercise of 10 

their discretion.  If those facts exist, they have no 11 

other choice.  And they don’t have the choices on the 12 

facts.  13 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.  So let’s leave that first 14 

piece, and let’s go back to his comment, though. 15 

  Can somebody respond to his issues?   16 

          MS. SHELTON:  Heather, do you want to start on 17 

that?   18 

          MS. HALSEY:  Well, I would start by saying that 19 

no evidence has been submitted to the Commission on the 20 

issue of practical compulsion, and so there’s nothing in 21 

the record to make that finding on.   22 

  And also, it’s not clear to me what that severe 23 

penalty is for not going under the Mitigation Fee Act.  24 

It’s the first time we’ve actually heard it, is today at 25 
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this hearing.  1 

          CHAIR REYES:  Mr. Palkowitz?   2 

  MR. PALKOWITZ:  Yes, the severe penalty would 3 

be the loss of the income from the developer fees.  4 

          CHAIR REYES:  Camille?   5 

          MS. SHELTON:  The Supreme Court in the 6 

Department of Finance versus Commission on State 7 

Mandates, Kern High School District’s case, has 8 

specifically found that a loss of funds is not a penalty.  9 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.  Were you going to add 10 

something to that?    11 

          MS. GEANACOU:  Well, not on the second point.  12 

Back on the first one.  13 

          CHAIR REYES:  Back to the first?   14 

  MS. GEANACOU:  So I’ll leave this one alone. 15 

  CHAIR REYES:  All right.  So we’ll leave the 16 

second point alone then, unless anybody has any 17 

questions.  18 

          MEMBER ALEX:  (Shaking head.) 19 

          CHAIR REYES:  Let’s go back to your first, the 20 

first point then.  21 

          MS. GEANACOU:  Yes, I heard the Commission 22 

staff address Finance’s concerns.  And I think part of 23 

the concern I continue to have on behalf of Finance, is 24 

that this appears to be a fact-driven situation that, in 25 
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any given district situation, whether or not this might 1 

be a mandate as to a particular district, is driven by 2 

their facts, their conclusions, their findings, 3 

whatever -- however we want to call it.   4 

  And I think I have some concern that perhaps 5 

the staff could address, that the existence of a mandate 6 

or not as to any given district, would be driven by  7 

their findings about the existence of overcrowding and 8 

their review or evaluation of other alternatives for 9 

alleviating the overcrowding.   10 

  And so my concern is, to what degree does that 11 

become part of their ability to claim or not claim?  Is 12 

that part of their claim?  Is that finding reviewed?   13 

It suggests that the findings are reviewed by the city 14 

council and/or county board of supervisors to whom they 15 

posit their request for an ordinance.  But I’m just 16 

concerned about whether we have a situation where the 17 

mandate switch is off or on, dependent on the particular 18 

findings in the district, as opposed to what the law 19 

requires ostensibly or not, on its face.  20 

          CHAIR REYES:  So are you concerned that what  21 

is defined as overcrowding and whether or not all the 22 

activities that lead to going back to the legislative 23 

body is subjective by the district, and there is no real 24 

threshold to determine, “Yes, my schools are overcrowded, 25 
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therefore I need -- and I’ve exhausted all options”?  Or 1 

are you saying that that is a subjective call?   2 

  I want to make sure I understand.  I don’t want 3 

to put words in your mouth.  I just want to understand 4 

what --  5 

          MS. GEANACOU:  I don’t know that I’d say that 6 

it’s subjective.  I think the statute provides an 7 

objective standard that the district can hold itself up 8 

against factually.   9 

  But as to any given district’s ability to file 10 

a reimbursement claim, that district would have had to 11 

make the positive findings that the statute requires.   12 

So there isn’t automatically a mandate to do anything.  13 

          MS. HALSEY:  Well, just like any other mandate, 14 

you’re only entitled to reimbursement if you had to 15 

engage in the activities, and you can show that you have 16 

done so.  So similarly here, there will be findings based 17 

on clear and convincing evidence that will have to be 18 

made. And that is definitely an issue to be addressed in 19 

the P’s & G’s, I would think, of what would be submitted 20 

for a claim.  21 

          MS. SHELTON:  Can I just comment on that?  That 22 

is raising a good discussion.   23 

  The mandate, though, based on a statutory 24 

scheme, starts with notifying the city council.  25 
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  (Mr. Chivaro entered the meeting room.)   1 

          MS. SHELTON:  So the start of the mandate is to 2 

notify the city council based on the plain language of 3 

the statute.   4 

  This discussion does not authorize 5 

reimbursement for making those findings.  It’s only if a 6 

school district has made those findings and has clear and 7 

convincing evidence that those findings exist and they’ve 8 

exhausted all potential funding streams, and they have no 9 

other resort to deal with the situation, and it affects 10 

their educational ability to provide services to those 11 

students, then at that point the mandate is triggered 12 

when they notify the school district because that’s when 13 

they’re required to do so by statute.  14 

          CHAIR REYES:   Thank you. 15 

  Let the record show that Mr. Chivaro has joined 16 

us.  17 

          MS. GEANACOU:  I think I still -- Susan 18 

Geanacou for Finance.   19 

  I think I still have some concern that maybe 20 

staff has already addressed that, typically,  we see 21 

mandates where there’s a legal requirement to do 22 

something, triggered by something affirmative that the 23 

Legislature has directed a school district or a local 24 

agency to do from the get-go.  25 
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  And I think that appears to be missing here -- 1 

or I’m missing it, perhaps.  And if staff could -- I 2 

don’t see the trigger -- the affirmative duty to commence 3 

this process here in the analysis in a statute that’s 4 

called out or identified by staff.  In other words, 5 

whatever initiates this process on which the district 6 

embarks to do this analysis or fact-finding, it seems to 7 

be within the control or the discretion, whatever word  8 

we choose to affix, of the district, which is atypical 9 

from situations where the Commission in the past has 10 

found a legal duty to do something or a mandate -- a 11 

state-reimbursable mandate.  12 

          CHAIR REYES:  Camille?  13 

          MS. SHELTON:  I just would respectfully 14 

disagree with that interpretation, I mean, as an 15 

argument.   16 

  We have seen this very differently here.  17 

Because here, you have the statutory language that is 18 

very different.  And it’s not triggered by discretion.  19 

It’s triggered by facts that they find based on clear and 20 

convincing evidence.  It’s a very different situation 21 

than any of the other funding programs, where truly,  22 

they have lots of options for getting money.  You know, 23 

there’s grant programs, there are Mello-Roos developer 24 

fees, there’s bonds -- there’s all kinds of things they 25 
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can do.   1 

  Here, all of those options have been fully 2 

exhausted.  And they are in sort of an emergency 3 

situation where they need interim facilities.  So it’s 4 

not triggered based on their discretion; it’s triggered 5 

based on facts.  It’s different.  6 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay.   Any other comments from 7 

Board members?   8 

  (No response) 9 

  CHAIR REYES:  Do I have a motion?   10 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  I’ll move the staff 11 

recommendation and adoption of the statement of decision.  12 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  Second.  13 

          CHAIR REYES:  It’s been moved and seconded.   14 

  Without objection, it will be unanimous of 15 

those present.   16 

  (No response) 17 

  CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.   18 

  And so that will be for the staff 19 

recommendation and then for the statement of decision.   20 

  Thank you.  21 

          MS. PATTON:  So Item 4, Staff Counsel Kenny 22 

Louie will present Item 4, Peace Officer Procedural Bill 23 

of Rights II test claim and proposed statement of 24 

decision.  25 



 

 Daniel P. Feldhaus, CSR, Inc.  916.682.9482 

 
 

 

 

 Commission on State Mandates – December 1, 2011 

   28

  MR. LOUIE:  This test claim alleges activity 1 

associated with the Peace Officers’ Procedural Bill of 2 

Rights Act, commonly referred to as “POBOR.” 3 

  POBOR provides a series of rights and 4 

procedural protections to peace officers who are facing 5 

discipline or investigation by their employers.  Such 6 

rights and protections include notice to officers that 7 

they may face discipline, the right of an officer to 8 

inspect his or her personnel file, and procedural 9 

rights -- or procedural requirements in order to search 10 

an officer’s locker.   11 

  Some of the rights and procedural safeguards 12 

pled in this test claim were pled in a prior test claim 13 

in which the Commission has already made a mandates 14 

determination on it.  As a result, there are no findings 15 

made on those activities in this test claim.   16 

  Staff finds that some of the rights and the 17 

safeguards imposed by POBOR are mandated by federal 18 

constitutional law or required by preexisting law, 19 

depending on the type of discipline an officer faced or 20 

whether the officer’s employer is a city, county, or 21 

special police-protection district.   22 

  However, staff finds some of the rights and 23 

procedural safeguards pled in this test claim impose 24 

state-mandated programs that exceed federal law for 25 
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new -- and are new as compared to preexisting law.   1 

  Neither the claimants or Finance raised any 2 

specific concerns regarding this staff analysis.   3 

  As a result, staff recommends the Commission 4 

adopt the proposed statement of decision to partially 5 

approve the test claim.   6 

  Will the witnesses and parties state their name 7 

for the record, please?   8 

          MS. GMUR:  Juliana Gmur on behalf of the City 9 

of Newport Beach.  10 

          MS. FEREBEE:  Donna Ferebee, Department of 11 

Finance.  12 

          MS. JACKSON:  Miranda Jackson, Department of 13 

Finance.    14 

          MS. GMUR:  Good morning, Commissioners.  15 

          CHAIR REYES:  Good morning.  16 

          MS. GMUR:  We’d like to thank staff for this 17 

very sound analysis that they’ve provided to us.  We 18 

concur with the analysis, and we ask you all to pass it 19 

today.   20 

  Thank you.  21 

          CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.   22 

  Finance?   23 

          MS. FEREBEE:  Thank you.   24 

  Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance.   25 
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  Finance did a thorough review of the draft 1 

staff analysis and I believe commented that there were no 2 

significant concerns.   3 

  It appears the final staff analysis reflects 4 

the same determinations as the draft.  And we don’t have 5 

any objections to your adoption of it.   6 

  Thank you.  7 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay, so why was this not on 8 

consent?     9 

      MEMBER CHIVARO:  I will move the staff 10 

recommendation.  11 

          MEMBER OLSEN:  Second.  12 

          CHAIR REYES:  It’s been moved and seconded.   13 

  Without objection, it will be unanimous of 14 

those present.   15 

  (No response) 16 

  CHAIR REYES:   Thank you.  17 

          MS. PATTON:  Item 5 was on the consent 18 

calendar.   19 

  So that brings us to Item 6.   20 

  Chief Legal Counsel Camille Shelton will 21 

present Item 6, which is a request to review claiming 22 

instructions.   23 

          MS. SHELTON:  Good morning.   24 

  This is a request to review claiming 25 



 

 Daniel P. Feldhaus, CSR, Inc.  916.682.9482 

 
 

 

 

 Commission on State Mandates – December 1, 2011 

   31

instructions for parameters and guidelines that were 1 

amended by the Commission in 2010 to update boilerplate 2 

language to require eligible claimants to retain 3 

contemporaneous source documentation to support their 4 

reimbursement claims.  5 

   Following the adoption of the amended 6 

parameters and guidelines, the Commission submitted the 7 

amended P’s & G’s to the State Controller’s office as 8 

required by the Government Code so that revised claiming 9 

instructions could be issued.   10 

  The Government Code then requires the State 11 

Controller’s Office to issue revised claiming 12 

instructions that are consistent with the parameters and 13 

guidelines within 60 days after receiving the amended 14 

P’s & G’s to put local agencies and school districts on 15 

notice of their rights and responsibilities for filing 16 

reimbursement claims.   17 

  The Controller’s office has not issued the 18 

revised claiming instructions; and the existing claiming 19 

instructions for these programs, which do not contain   20 

the requirement to retain contemporaneous source 21 

documentation, do not conform to the amended parameters 22 

and guidelines that were adopted by the Commission.   23 

  Thus, pursuant to Government Code section 24 

17571, staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 25 
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proposed statement of decision and direct the Controller 1 

to modify the claiming instructions to conform to the 2 

amended parameters and guidelines for the programs listed 3 

in the decision.   4 

  Will the parties please state your names for 5 

the record?   6 

  MR. PETERSEN:  Keith Petersen, representing the 7 

requestors.  8 

          MS. KANEMASU:  Jill Kanemasu, State 9 

Controller’s Office.  10 

          CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  11 

  MR. PETERSEN:  I guess I’ll start.  12 

          CHAIR REYES:  Yes, please.  13 

  MR. PETERSEN:  It appears that the requestors 14 

and the Commission staff agree on what the law requires. 15 

Write this day down.   16 

  So I guess we can go ahead and proceed.  17 

  CHAIR REYES:  Please. 18 

          MS. KANEMASU:  The State Controller’s Office 19 

concurs with the Commission’s recommendation, and will 20 

issue the claiming instructions.  21 

          CHAIR REYES:  We will write the date down, yes. 22 

  Yes? 23 

  MR. PETERSEN:  I do have a question.   24 

  There were actually 49 parameters and 25 
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guidelines; but only 20 were the subject of this request.  1 

  Can I direct a question to the Controller and 2 

ask them to release the claiming instructions for the 3 

other 29?   4 

          CHAIR REYES:  Well, it’s not in the item now.  5 

So I prefer not to bring up stuff that’s not on the 6 

agenda.  Unless -- 7 

          MS. SHELTON:  I was going to say, there has 8 

been no request filed with the Commission to review 9 

claiming instructions on the other 29 programs.  10 

  MR. PETERSEN:  I said that.  11 

          CHAIR REYES:  All right, thank you.  12 

  MR. PETERSEN:  So it will be a surprise.  13 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay, so is there a motion?   14 

  MEMBER ALEX:  Move the staff recommendation.  15 

  CHAIR REYES:  Staff recommendation moved. 16 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  Second.  17 

          CHAIR REYES:  We have a second. 18 

  Without objection, it will be unanimous of 19 

those present.   20 

  (No response) 21 

  CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  22 

  Great.  Nancy? 23 

          MS. PATTON:  Item 7 was on the Consent 24 

Calendar. 25 
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  Item 8, there are no SB 1033 applications.   1 

  So that brings us to the Chief Legal Counsel’s 2 

report.  3 

          MS. SHELTON:  Just a couple of things new to 4 

report.   5 

  The LA County Water case dealing with trash 6 

receptacles has been appealed to the Second District 7 

Court of Appeals, so that will proceed up to the courts.  8 

  The San Diego Water case, we’ll still waiting 9 

for a decision from the judge on that.  So that remains 10 

pending.   11 

  As we’ve indicated, the Department of Finance 12 

versus Commission on State Mandates case dealing with  13 

the P’s and G’s amendment on the reasonable reimbursement 14 

methodology, that hearing date I have marked as 15 

March 9th.  The Court has notified the parties that they 16 

need to move it up.  So it will either be in April or 17 

June.  18 

  And that’s all I have to report.  19 

          CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.   20 

  Is there any public comment on any of the items 21 

or any future items?       22 

  (No response) 23 

  CHAIR REYES:  Thank you.  24 

          MS. PATTON:  I just wanted to let you know that 25 
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to give you the totals of the items that we completed in 1 

2011 -- and that includes what was voted on today --    2 

18 test claims, 29 incorrect reduction claims, seven sets 3 

of parameters and guidelines, and 11 statewide cost 4 

estimates.   5 

  We are still on track at this point to complete 6 

the 2002 claims by March, hopefully, and the 2003 claims 7 

by this summer.   8 

  CHAIR REYES:  Okay. 9 

  MS. PATTON:  And I also wanted to let you know, 10 

the Legislature is having a joint oversight hearing on 11 

education mandates this afternoon.  It’s being conducted 12 

by both Senate and Assembly Budget and Education 13 

committees.  And I’ll be there to give them a 14 

presentation on our backlog and an overview of our 15 

process.  16 

          CHAIR REYES:  Great.  Thank you.   17 

  Anything else before we go to closed session?  18 

  (No response) 19 

  CHAIR REYES:  No?  20 

          MS. PATTON:  That’s it.  21 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay, so we will break and go to 22 

closed session.   23 

  And we will then -- the Commission will meet  24 

in closed executive session pursuant to Government Code 25 
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section 11126, subdivision (e), to confer and receive 1 

advice from legal counsel for consideration and action, 2 

as necessary and appropriate, upon the pending litigation 3 

listed on the published notice and agenda; and to confer 4 

with and receive advice from legal counsel regarding 5 

potential litigation.   6 

  The Commission will also confer on personnel 7 

matters pursuant to Government Code section 11126, 8 

subdivision (a)(1).   9 

  We will reconvene in open session in 10 

approximately 30 minutes.   11 

  Thank you.   12 

  (The Commission met in closed executive 13 

  session from 9:57 a.m. to 10:23 a.m.)  14 

          CHAIR REYES:  Okay, we’re back in from closed 15 

session.   16 

  The Commission met in closed executive session 17 

pursuant to Government Code section 11126(e)(2), to 18 

confer and receive advice from legal counsel for 19 

consideration and action, as necessary and appropriate, 20 

upon the pending litigation listed on the published 21 

notice and agenda; and to confer with and receive advice 22 

from legal counsel regarding potential litigation.  23 

  The Commission also met in closed session 24 

pursuant to Government Code section 11126, subdivision 25 
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(a), to confer on personnel matters.   1 

  With no further business to discuss, I’ll 2 

entertain a motion to adjourn.  3 

          MEMBER CHIVARO:  So moved.  4 

          MEMBER LUJANO:  Second.  5 

          CHAIR REYES:  Moved and seconded, without 6 

objection, it’s unanimous.   7 

   Thank you.   8 

   (The meeting concluded at 10:24 a.m.)  9 
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