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MUPHERTOR L) RT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

< (7 UINTY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, Case Na. 07CS00079

Plantfl and Appellant. | [PROPOSED| PEREMPTORY WRIT OF

.
Dept: 33
Judpe The Honorable Llovd G.
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES, Connelly

Defendant and Respondent.

TORESPONDENT COMMISSTON ON STATE MANDATES:
W - Judgment imxmn heen entered n this action, mdumg‘ that a Peremptory Writ
of Manduwe bo issued rom this mLu'L YOU ARE COMMANDED TO:
. Set aside the jn(:n‘l‘n‘.;)r\ of its reconsideration decision in *Case No. 05-Rl.-
4499-07 Peace CTcer Procedural HIH of Rights™ (reconsideration decision) that found that the
Peace Officer Frocedural Bl OF Hi{zg‘]m: program constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated

program for sthool disgricts, community college districts, and special districts that are permitted
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by statute, but not required. to employ peace officers who gupplement the general law

enforcement units of cities and counties,

I fnsue a new

dsion denving the portion of the reconsideration decision
approving reimbursement for sc,l*u'u.)%} districts, community college districts, and spectal districts
that are permitied by statute, but not required. (o employ peace officers who supplement the
gencrol law enforcenent units of Ll'i?jlﬁi% and counties: and

. Arnend the pprameters and guidelines consistent with this judgment.

his judgment does not affect eities, counties, or special police protection districts named

- in Government Cade section 33060.7, which wholly supplant the law enforcement functions of

the County within thetr jucisdiction;

d. Fide a Return to the writ within 120 days of service of the writ,

Dated:  MAY ~ 2

Clerk of the Superior Court

FTRRA28 o

oy -

frosed| Peremptory Writ of Mandate (CO36833 (POBOR Appealy)
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i.}I%"l(',fl,,f-“g'l?..A%TI ONOF SERVICE BY U.S. MAIL
Case Name: Department of l‘gil'lﬂl'l ce v, CSM/POBOR (APPEAL)
No.: COR6833
Fdeclare;

Lam empioved in the Office of the Atlorney General, which is the office of a member of the

California State Bar. at which e'.).\mtl'l'lé‘vk::x":ﬁ direction this service is made, Tam |8 years ol age or
older and not o party 1o this mater. l am lamiliar with the business practice af the Office of the
Attorney General for collection 211‘1.([; processing of correspondence for mailing with the United
States Postal Service. In :-I.L“(J('il‘ﬂ-ii'&.‘l’)(:i‘:‘. with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal
mail collection systemn at the O (.‘_ﬁc;f:m [ the Attorney General js deposited with the United States
Postal Service thal same day in the %’fll'(i’i‘[“léﬂ‘}r course of business.

On May 5. 2009, 1 served theattached Proposed Peremptory Writ of Mandate by placing

a true copy thereol enclosed o a sciled envelope with postage thereon {ully prepaid. in the

internal mail collection system ar the Office of the Attorney General at 1300 1 Streel, Suite 125,

PO, Box 944235, Sacramerto, CA194244-2550, addressed as follows:
Ciarmille »holion
Shiet Lepal Counsel

o on State Mandates

Sacramento. OA U58T14-27180

I dectare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California the foregoing is

true and correct and that this declarbtion was executed on May 5. 2009, at Sacramento. California,

Ty 1T reichel

Dectarant

[Propussd Peremptory Writ of Mandate
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Fax: (916) 7

E-mail: Jack Woodsiderodo).ca g
Attornevs for Plainiii and Appellant
Lepariment of Finance
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By Chvista Becbout, Deputy Clork

SUPERIOR (fﬁ(ﬁ;) URT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

C.‘ij(f) UNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF E"’!'N.f\N(ff.!C,g Caze No. 07C500079

ED| JUDGMENT

S

Plamirfl :ﬁnéxd Appellant, | [EPROPOS

V. | Dept: 33

' Judge The Honorable Llovd G.
Connelly

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES,

Defendant and Respondent. |

In a published opinion i.&tsu?t:('l February 6. 2009 1n Case No. CO56833, the California
Court of Appeal. Third Appellate lé".)im.ri cl, reversed i its entirety the judgment of the Superior
Court entered m fevor of defend ml Commission on State Mandales on July 13, 2007 The Court
of Appeal further direcied each pz’r}i’t‘},«' to bear ils own costs on appeal pursuant to California Rules

“t

J(A) and (a)(5).

of Court, Tule 8278, subdivisions

Abpesed | fudpment (COSGEI3 (POBOR Appedl )
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In aceordance with the n\'u’,néic‘n'i wsued by the Court of Appeals, I'T 18 HERERY
ORDERED that |
I The Petition -;'ll,n' Writ ol Admimstrative Mandamus is GRANTED;
2. Defendant Commission on State Mandates is ordered fo:
g Set aside jl‘l‘n;-, portion of 1ts reconsideration decision in “Case No. 05-R1L.-
4499-01 Peace Officer Procedural f?,iH of Rights™ (reconsideration decision) that found that the

Peace Oficer Provedural Bill OF Rights program constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated

1ot school distriets, community college distriets, and special distriets that are permitfed

peace officers who supplement the general law

by starute, but pol required. W en ‘rpéfn ¥
enforcement units of citics and co uén ties;

b lssue o new decision denying the portion of the reconsideration decision
approving reimbursement for z«':c,:]:lcug)f districts, community college districts, and special districts
that are permitted by statule, but mé‘l' required, to employ peace officers who supplement the
general law enforcement units oi[‘ciil:it:t-l: and counties; and

¢ Amend the parameters and guidelhnes congisient with this judgment.

33 (POBOR Appaal)}
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This judement does not aﬁvr* cities, counties, or special police protection districts named
in Governmeny Code section m( . which wholly supplant the law enforcement functions of

the County within their harisdictio 151.

Dated: HaY

The Honorable Lloyd (. Connelly
Judge of the Sacraments County Superior Court

Submitted by:

state de No. 1§

Deputy ey General
(e tiorney General

130015 f}‘-m Sre 125
P.O Box 94 423
Sacramento, C
Telephone:

¥

*PF}J rmw as o Form:

f/ {14 U,ﬁ Al &%’\

mxlu sheltor rNo, 160945
Cl).lt“sf Con 4l on on State Mandates

980 9th Str 5 300
Sacramento, CA 95814-2719

(e (
Telephone: m b T »:{;3 Fas
Attorney for Defendant

IProposed] Tudgment (CHS6532 (POBOR Appealy)
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DECTA Rﬂi ONOF SERVICE BY U.S. MAIL
Case Name: Department of F.i?.n ance v, CSM/POBOR (APPEAL)
Mo CHR6833
I declare:

am emploved m the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of & member of the

California State Bar. at which tr‘u';:f}']ﬂ'ét " direction thig service is mace. T am T8 vears ol age or
older and nota party (o this matter. Tam famifiar with the business practice at the Office of the
Attorney General for collection and ;pmc:mss;in.g of carrespondence for marling with the United
States Postal Service. In accordar me with that practice. correspondence placed in the internal
mail collection system at the Office uf the Attorney General 1s deposited with the United States
Postal Service that same day m the i;ﬂ't,i'il'lil'l“}' course of busiess.

On May 5, 20001 served the attached [Proposed] Judgment by placing a true copy
thereol enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid, in the internal mail
collection system at the Office of the » Attorney General at 1300 1 Street, Sutte 125, .00 Box

doag Tollows:

4

5. Sacramento. CA 94244

Camilic She lmn
Chiel'l ‘
Commission on i’%h : !‘v’f.i‘ll](:}’,{li'.é!f?
980 Ninth Street. Suite 300
Sacramento. CA 93814-2719

I dectare under peralty of perjury under the Taws of the State of California the foregoing 1s

true and correct and that this declardt

Tammy )T reichel /
{'\) \’,{ /; /
\rmmmu

SAZOBT L0

FPOBOR Appeah)

TPraposed] hudgman
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EXHIBIT B

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE

STATEMENT OF DECISION ON Case Nos: CSM-4499; 05-RL-4499-01,
RECONSIDERATION AND THE 06-PGA-06
AMENDED PARAMETERS AND

Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights
(POBOR)

NOTICE OF DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS
AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
STATEMENT OF DECISION AND
AMENDED PARAMETERS AND
GUIDELINES; COMMENT PERIOD;
HEARING DATE

GUIDELINES:

Government Code Sections 3300 through 3311, as
added and amended by Statutes 1976, Chapter
465, Statutes 1978, Chapters 775, 1173, 1174, and
1178; Statutes 1979, Chapter 405; Statutes 1980,
Chapter 1367; Statutes 1982, Chapter 994; Statutes
1983, Chapter 964; Statutes 1989, Chapter 1165;
and Statutes 1990, Chapter 675; and,

Pursuant to Department of Finance v. Commission
on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355; | Hearing Date: July 31, 2009
Judgment and Writ issued May 8, 2009,
by the Sacramento County Superior Court, Case Website: http://www.csm.ca.gov/pobor/index.shiml
No. 07CS00079

TO: League of California Cities
California State Association of Counties
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office
Department of Personnel Administration
Department of Finance
Department of Education
State Controller’s Office
State Personnel Board
Legislative Analyst
Interested Parties and Persons
Legislative Committees

Draft Staff Analysis, Proposed Amendments and Comment Period

The draft staff analysis and proposed amendments to the Statement of Decision on
Reconsideration and Amended Parameters and Guidelines are enclosed for your review. These
documents will be posted to the Commission’s website by June 2, 2009:

http./fwww.csm.ca. gov/pobor/index.shiml

Interested parties, affected state agencies, and interested persons are invited to file comments
with the Commission on the draft staff analysis and proposed amendments by June 24, 2009.

POBOR
Notice of Proposed Amendmentsto
Statement of Decision on Reconsideration and Amended Parameters & Guidelines
Draft Staff Analysis, Comment Period, and Hearing Date
1
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An original and one copy, or an original and an Adobe Acrobat PDF file, shall be submitted to
the Commission. PDF files should be e-mailed to: csminfo@csm.ca.gov. All comments will be
posted on the Commission’s website. This will satisfy all the service requirements under
California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1181.2, subdivision (d).

Commission Hearing

The Commission will hear this matter on Friday, July 31, 2009, at 9:30 a.m., in Room 447, State
Capitol, Sacramento, California.

Please let us know in advance if you or a representative of your agency will testify at the hearing,
and if other witnesses will appear. If there are no objections, this matter will be included on the
Commission’s Proposed Consent Calendar. If you would like to request postponement of the
hearing, please refer to section 1183.01, subdivision (c)(2), of the Commission’s regulations.

Special Accommodations

For any special accommodations such as a sign language interpreter, an assistive listening
device, materials in an alternative format, or any other accommodations, please contact the
Commission Office at least five to seven working days prior to the meeting.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (916) 323-8210.

June 2, 2009
PAULA HIGASHI, Executive Director ' Date

Attachments: Draft Staff Analysis
Proposed Amendments to Statement of Decision on Reconsideration
Proposed Amendments to Amended Parameters and Guidelines

CSM-4499
Proposed Amendments to the Parameters & Guidelines
Notice of Comment Period and Tentative Hearing Date
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ITEM

COURT-ORDERED SET ASIDE AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO STATEMENT OF DECISION ON RECONSIDERATION AND
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Pursuant to Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009)
170 Cal.App.4th 1355; Judgment and Writ issued May 8, 2009,
by the Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00079

DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS

Government Code Sections 3300 through 3310

As Added and Amended by Statutes 1976, Chapter 465;
Statutes 1978, Chapters 775, 1173, 1174, and 1178;
Statutes1979, Chapter 405; Statutes 1980, Chapter 1367; Statutes 1982, Chapter 994;
Statutes 1983, Chapter 964; Statutes 1989, Chapter 1165; and
Statutes 1990, Chapter 675 (CSM 4499)

Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights
05-RL-4499-01 (CSM-4499)

Reconsideration Directed by Government Code Section 3313
(Stats. 2005, ch. 72, § 6 (Assem. Bill (AB) No. 138), eff. July 19, 2005)

Executive Summary
Background ‘

In January 2007, the Department of Finance filed a petition for writ of mandate
challenging the Commission’s Statement of Decision on Reconsideration, arguing that
the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights Act (POBOR) does not constitute a state-
mandated program for school districts and special districts and, thus, school districts and
special districts are not eligible claimants for this program (Sacramento County Superior
Court, Case No. 07CS00079). The Department of Finance agreed, however, that the test
claim statutes are state-mandated with respect to the police protection districts named in
Government Code section 53060.7 that wholly supplant the law enforcement functions of
the county within their jurisdiction.

On February 6, 2009, the Third District Court of Appeal, in Department of Finance v.
Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355, 1357, determined that
POBOR is not a reimbursable mandate as to school districts and special districts that are
permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace officers who supplement the
general law enforcement units of cities and counties.



On May 8, 2009, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued a judgment and writ in
Case No. 07CS00079, pursuant to the Third District Court of Appeal’s decision in
Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355,
requiring the Commission to:

a. Set aside the portion of its reconsideration decision in “Case No. 05-RL-4499-01
Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights™ (reconsideration decision) that found that
the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights program constitutes a reimbursable
state-mandated program for school districts, community college districts, and
special districts that are permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace
officers who supplement the general law enforcement units of cities and counties;

b. Issue a new decision denying the portion of the reconsideration decision
approving reimbursement for school districts, community college districts, and
special districts that are permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace
officers who supplement the general law enforcement units of cities and counties;
and

c. Amend the parameters and guidelines consistent with this judgment.

This judgment does not affect cities, counties, or special police protection districts
named in Government Code section 53060.7, which wholly supplant the law
enforcement functions of the County within their jurisdiction.

Attached are the proposed amended Statement of Decision on Reconsideration and
proposed amended parameters and guidelines, which include the conclusions and
rationale of the court. Changes are reflected in strike-out and underline.

Conclusion and Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed amendments to the Statement
of Decision on Reconsideration and amended parameters and guidelines pursuant to the
court’s ruling in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170
Cal.App.4th 1355, and judgment and writ issued May 8, 2009, by the Sacramento County
Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00079. ’




STAFF ANALYSIS
Court Order

Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355;
Judgment and Writ issued May 8, 2009, by the Sacramento County Superior Court,
Case No. 07CS00079

Chronology

04/26/06 Commission adopts Statement of Decision on Reconsideration (directed
by Stats. 2005, ch. 72, § 6, Assem. Bill 138)

12/04/06 Commission amends parameters and guidelines pursuant to Statement of
Decision on Reconsideration

01/19/07 Department of Finance files petition for writ of mandate to challenge the

Statement of Decision on Reconsideration, arguing that school districts
and special districts are not eligible claimants (Sacramento County
Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00079)

03/28/08 Commission amends parameters and guidelines (06-PGA-06) by adopting
a reasonable reimbursement methodology

02/06/09 Third District Court of Appeal issues published decision in Department of
Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355,
finding that POBOR does not constitute a reimbursable state-mandated
program for school districts and special districts that are permitted by
statute to employ peace officers and who supplement the general law
enforcement units of cities and counties.

05/08/09 Judgment and Writ of Mandate issued by Sacramento County Superior
Court

06/--/09 Staff issues draft staff analysis on court-ordered set aside and amendment
of Statement of Decision on Reconsideration and parameters and
guidelines

Background

Statutes 2005, chapter 72, section 6 (AB 138) added section 3313 to the Government
Code to direct the Commission to “review” the Statement of Decision, adopted in 1999,
on the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights test claim (commonly abbreviated as
“POBOR?”) to clarify whether the subject legislation imposed a mandate consistent with
California Supreme Court Decision in San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on
State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859 and other applicable court decisions.

On April 26, 2006, the Commission reviewed this claim pursuant to Government Code
section 3313 and found that the San Diego Unified School Dist. case supports the
Commission’s original 1999 Statement of Decision, which found that the POBOR
legislation constitutes a state-mandated program within the meaning of article XIII B,
section 6 of the California Constitution for counties, cities, school districts, and special
districts identified in Government Code section 3301 that employ peace officers.



In January 2007, the Department of Finance filed a petition for writ of mandate
challenging the Commission’s Statement of Decision on Reconsideration, arguing that
POBOR does not constitute a state-mandated program for school districts and special
districts and, thus, school districts and special districts are not eligible claimants
(Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00079). The Department of Finance
agreed, however, that the test claim statutes are state-mandated with respect to the police
protection districts named in Government Code section 53060.7 that wholly supplant the
law enforcement functions of the county within their jurisdiction.

On February 6, 2009, the Third District Court of Appeal, in Department of Finance v.
Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355, 1357, determined that
POBOR is not a reimbursable mandate as to school districts and special districts that are
permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace officers who supplement the
general law enforcement units of cities and counties.

On May 8, 2009, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued a judgment and writ in
Case No. 07CS00079, pursuant to the Third District Court of Appeal’s decision in
Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355,
requiring the Commission to:

a. Set aside the portion of its reconsideration decision in “Case No. 05-RL-4499-01
Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights” (reconsideration decision) that found that
the Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights program constitutes a reimbursable
state-mandated program for school districts, community college districts, and
special districts that are permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace
officers who supplement the general law enforcement units of cities and counties;

b. Issue a new decision denying the portion of the reconsideration decision
approving reimbursement for school districts, community college districts, and
special districts that are permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace
officers who supplement the general law enforcement units of cities and counties;
and

c. Amend the parameters and guidelines consistent with this judgment.

This judgment does not affect cities, counties, or special police protection districts
named in Government Code section 53060.7, which wholly supplant the law
enforcement functions of the County within their jurisdiction.

Proposed Amendments to Statement of Decision on Reconsideration and
Parameters and Guidelines

Pursuant to the court’s ruling, staff proposes the following amendments to the Statement
of Decision on Reconsideration (changes are reflected in strike-out and underline):

e The face sheet of the Statement of Decision on Reconsideration is amended to
show that the decision dated April 26, 2006 is amended pursuant to the court’s
ruling in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates.

e A brief description of the litigation and summary of the Court’s findings and writ
is placed in the Summary of Findings.



Issue II B. deletes the Commission’s findings that POBOR constitutes a state-
mandated program for school districts and special districts, and replaces the
language with a verbatim restatement of the Court’s conclusions and findings in
Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th
1355, 1365 through 1368.

The conclusion is modified to reflect the court’s ruling and to strike the language
that is inconsistent with the court’s ruling.

The parameters and guidelines are similarly amended as follows:

Section I, Summary and Source of the Mandate, is amended to summarize the
court’s judgment and writ, and the proposed amendments to the Statement of
Decision on Reconsideration.

Section II, Eligible Claimants, is amended as follows:

Counties, cities, a city and county, sehoel-distriets and special police protection
districts named in Government Code section 53060.7 that wholly supplant the law
enforcement functions of the county within their jurisdiction that-employ-peaee
efficers are eligible claimants.

School districts, community college districts, and special districts that are
permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace officers who supplement
the general law enforcement units of cities and counties are not eligible claimants
entitled to reimbursement.

Section III, Period of Reimbursement is amended to delete the words “or school
district.”

Section IV (D), Reimbursable Activities, Adverse Comment, is amended to delete
the reimbursable activities for school districts. In addition, the header for “Cities
and Special Districts” is amended to provide “Cities and Special Police Protection
Districts.”

Section V (A), Claim Preparation and Submission, Reasonable Reimbursement
Methodology is amended to delete the words “and school districts.” In addition,
language describing the indirect cost rates for school districts, county offices of
education, and community college districts is deleted. Finally, the boilerplate
language is amended to reflect the new citation adopted by the Commission for
the calculation of indirect costs: “2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B (OMB
Circular A-87).”

Section X, Legal and Factual Basis for the Parameters and Guidelines, is amended
to include a citation to Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates
(2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355.

In all other respects, the Statement of Decision on Reconsideration and the parameters
and guidelines remain undisturbed. The findings and conclusions of the Commission that
have not been challenged are final and may not be altered by the Commission.

CONCLUSION



Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed amendments to the Statement
of Decision on Reconsideration and parameters and guidelines pursuant to the court’s
ruling in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2009) 170
Cal.App.4th 1355, and judgment and writ issued May 8, 2009, by the Sacramento County
Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00079.
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June 24, 2009

Ms. Paula Higashi

Executive Director

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

Dear Ms. Higashi:

The Department of Finance (Finance) has reviewed the Commission's draft staff analysis
amending the Statement of Decision on Reconsideration {05-RL-4499-01) and the Amended
Parameters and Guidelines (06-PGA-06) of Claim No. 4499, "Peace Officers Procedural Bill of
Rights (POBOR)" pursuant to an appellate court decision.

Finance concurs with the Commission's proposed amendments to the reconsideration decision
and the amended parameters and guidelines (POBOR documents). The proposed
amendments are congsistent with the Superior Court judgment and writ pursuant to the appellate
court decision in the Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Department of
Finance) (2009) 170 Cal.App.4" 1355. In Department of Finance, the court found that POBOR
is not a reimbursable mandate for school districts (including community colleges districts) and
special districts that are permitted by statute, but not required, to employ peace officers who
supplement the general law enforcement units of cities and counties. The Commission
accurately amended the language of the POBOR documents to remove school districts and
specified special districts as eligible claimants for reimbursement.

As required by the Commission’s regulations, a "Proof of Service” has been enclosed indicating
that interested parties have been provided with copies of this letter via either United States Mail
or, in the case of other state agencies, Interagency Mail Service.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Carla Castafieda, Principal
Program Budget Analyst at (916) 445-3274.

—,

Sincerely,

Diana L. Ducay
Program Budget Manager

Enclosure

89



Attachment A

DECLARATION OF CARLA CASTANEDA
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
CLAIM NO. CSM-4499, 05-RL-4499-01, 06-PGA-06

1. ‘| am currently employed by the State of California, Department of Finance (Finance), am
familiar with the duties of Finance, and am authorized to make this declaration on behalf
of Finance. '

| certify under penalty of perjury that the facts set forth in the foregoing are true and correct of

my own knowledge except as to the matters therein stated as information or belief and, as ta
those matters, | believe them to be true.

-
N iy

. A VY 7
‘ ]'/7/{41(/;« - "71'/ oy, 7 ;o /y4{i;z (A ﬂgﬁcﬁ’uﬂﬁcﬁ;m
U at Sacramento, CA =~ Carla Castafieda
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PROOF OF SERVICE

Test Claim Name: Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights (POBCR)
Test Claim Number. CSM-4499, 05-RL-4499-01, 08-PGA-06

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

| am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California, | am 18 years of age or oider
and not a party to the within entitled cause; my business address is 915 L Street, 12th Floor,
Sacramento, CA 95814,

1 0, &

on_ & ‘LfL / , | served the attached recommendation of the Department of Finance in
said cause, by facsxmlle to the Commission on State Mandates and by placing a true copy
thereof. (1) to claimants and nonstate agencies enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage
thereon fully prepaid in the United States Mail at Sacramento, California; and (2) to state
agencies in the normal pickup location at 915 L Street, 12th Floor, for interagency Mail Service,
addressed as follows:

A-16

Ms. Paula Higashi, Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Facsimile No. 445-0278

| 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 éy -G at Sacramento,
California.

Kelly NAontelongo
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