
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Friday, October 17, 2014 
 
Heather Halsey 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
csminfo@csm.ca.gov 
 
Via Electronic Service 
 
RE:  Environmental Law Foundation Comments on Draft Proposed Decision, 

Test Claims 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01, Water Conservation 
 
Dear Ms. Halsey and Members of the Commission, 
 
Environmental Law Foundation (“ELF”) is happy to submit these comments on the Draft 
Proposed Decision on the test claims entitled Water Conservation, 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01 
(“test claim”). 
 
ELF is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization. Founded on Earth Day, 1991, ELF’s mission is to 
improve environmental quality by enforcing state and federal environmental laws. 
 
ELF agrees with the decision reached by the Commission on State Mandates 
(“Commission”) in its Draft Proposed Decision (“Draft”), released July 31, 2014. To aid the 
Commission in developing its final decision, we would like to present an additional ground 
upon which the Commission could rely in denying the test claim as it relates to the claims 
targeted at the Water Conservation Act of 2009’s requirements for agricultural water 
suppliers.1  
 
ELF believes that the Commission should deny the test claim under Government Code § 
17556(d) because the claimant irrigation districts have the authority to raise the funds to 
pay for any additional costs. Specifically, the Commission should find that charges for 
irrigation water are not “property-related fees” for the purposes of Article XIIID of the 
California Constitution. As discussed below, this finding is expressly permitted by 
California case law and would support a finding that the claimant districts have authority 
to raise revenue.  
 

                                                      
1 ELF also agrees with the Draft’s conclusions as they concern urban water suppliers, but our comments are directed 

solely at the Draft’s conclusions relating to the agricultural water suppliers. 
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Discussion 
 
ELF agrees with the Draft’s denial of the agricultural water districts’ test claim. We will 
briefly review the legal background, claimant districts’ contentions, and the Draft’s 
conclusion, and then offer an additional ground that the Commission could use to dispose of 
the claimants’ contentions.  
 
Denial of a Test Claim Is Appropriate Where the Local Government Can Raise Revenue to 
Cover New Costs. 
 
Under Article XIIIB § 6 of California’s Constitution, when the Legislature mandates a “new 
program or higher level service on any local government” the Legislature must provide a 
“subvention of funds” to the local government if the new program imposes costs on it. The 
Commission is empowered to hear and decide claims by local agencies asserting that they 
are entitled to be reimbursed by the State under Article XIIIB § 6. (Gov’t Code § 17551(a).)  
 
Government Code § 17556(d) contains an important exception to the reimbursement 
requirement embodied in Article XIIIB § 6. Section 17556(d) provides that the Commission 
shall not find that the Legislature imposed a reimbursable cost on the local government if 
the local government had the authority to levy fees or service charges sufficient to pay for 
the cost of the mandate. 
 
The Supreme Court explained the logic of this exception when it upheld section 17556(d)’s 
constitutionality in County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482. In denying 
a facial challenge to section 17556(d), the Court pointed out that Article XIIIB § 6 was 
adopted by the voters as part of a larger package of taxation and government spending 
reforms that had the effect of severely restricting local agencies’ ability to raise revenue. 
(Id. at 487; see generally Cal. Const., arts. XIIIA, XIIIB.) Because these reforms made it so 
difficult for local governments to raise additional revenue, the voters required the State to 
reimburse local agencies when it imposed costs on them that the local agencies were “ill-
equipped” to pay for themselves. (County of Fresno, 53 Cal.3d at 487.)  
 
But when local agencies have the authority to raise revenue to cover costs imposed by a 
state mandate, the Court held, Article XIIIB § 6’s logic no longer applies. (Id. at 488.) In 
cases where the taxation and appropriations limits in Articles XIIIA and XIIIB do not 
prevent the local governments from raising revenue, there is no reason to require the State 
to reimburse additional costs. (Id.)   
 
In sum, when local agencies, such as claimants, have the authority to raise revenues to 
cover additional costs imposed on them by a state mandate, the Commission must deny a 
test claim for reimbursement. 
 
The Commission Concluded that the Districts Have the Authority to Raise Funds to Cover 
the Cost of Compliance with the Act. 
 
The claimant agricultural districts, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District and Oakdale Irrigation 
District (collectively “Claimants”) argue that Article XIIID of the Constitution divests them  
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of the authority to raise fees. (Claimants’ Rebuttal 10-TC-12, 12-TC-01, filed August 7, 2013 
[“Claimants’ Rebuttal”] at 11-21.) 
 
Voters adopted Proposition 218 in 1996, adding Article XIIID to the Constitution. The 
proposition restricted local agencies from raising or imposing new assessments or 
“property-related charges.” Under Article XIIID, local agencies must comply with a series of 
procedural and substantive requirements in order to impose new assessments or property-
related fees. (Cal. Const. Art. XIIID §§ 4-6.) At issue here is the requirement that new 
property-related fees be submitted to the voters for approval. (Cal. Const. Art. XIIID § 6(c).)  
 
Claimants assert that in order to pay for the costs required to implement the Act, they must 
submit any new fee to the voters, under Article XIIID § 6(c). (Claimants’ Rebuttal at 18.) 
They argue that this requirement divests the claimant districts of the authority to raise the 
funds necessary to cover any additional costs because the ultimate authority to impose the 
fee rests in the hands of the voters, not the districts themselves. (Id.) Because the voters 
have ultimate authority, Claimants argue, the exception in Government Code § 17556(d) 
does not apply, and the State must therefore reimburse them. (Id.) 
 
In denying the test claim, the Draft relies in part on an exemption contained in Article 
XIIID § 6(c). This exemption removes property-related fees for “water service” from the 
voter approval requirements. (Draft at 80.) Revenue raised to cover any costs imposed by 
the Act would not need voter approval, meaning that the Claimants retain authority to 
impose the fee. Reimbursement, therefore, would be inappropriate.  
 
Charges for Irrigation Water Are Not “Property-Related Fees” Within the Meaning of Article 
XIIID.  
 
ELF agrees with the Commission’s interpretation of Article XIIID § 6(c) and we believe that 
there is an additional reason why the Commission should deny the test claim: Article XIIID 
compels the conclusion that charges for irrigation water are not “property-related fees” at 
all. As a result, raising them does not trigger the substantive or procedural requirements 
contained in Article XIIID, and the claimant districts may increase them free of any 
constitutional obstacle. And since the claimants have plenary authority to raise these fees, 
the Commission is correct to deny the test claim under Government Code § 17556(d).  
 
Article XIIID, § 3 restricts local governments’ ability to levy a new “assessment, fee, or 
charge” without complying with the substantive and procedural requirements of section 4 
(assessments) and section 6 (property-related fees). Claimants argue that Article XIIID 
places these restrictions on all “fees and charges.” (Claimants’ Rebuttal at 21.) But the 
plain text of the article reveals that it only restricts assessments and fees and charges that 
are “property-related.” (Cal. Const., art XIIID § 2(e).) 
 
Section 2 of Article XIID makes Proposition 218’s relatively limited reach abundantly clear. 
It defines “fee” or “charge” as any “levy… imposed by an agency upon a parcel or upon a 
person as an incident of property ownership, including a user fee or charge for a property 
related service.” (Cal. Const. Art. XIIID § 2(e).) Not all fees and charges, therefore, require 
conformance with Proposition 218. Fees that are not “imposed upon a parcel” or that are  
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not imposed upon a “person as an incident of property ownership” or that are not a “user fee 
or charge for a property related service” are not subject to Article XIIID.  
The Supreme Court’s rulings are consistent with this position. The Court has held that fees 
and charges that are not related to property are not covered by Proposition 218. In 
Apartment Association of Los Angeles County v. City of Los Angeles, the Court considered an 
inspection fee levied by Los Angeles on landlords. ((2001) 24 Cal.4th 830.) A landlords’ 
association sued the city, alleging that the fee should have complied with Article XIIID § 6’s 
procedural and substantive requirements. The Court ruled against the landlords.  
 
The Court started from the idea that Proposition 218 was enacted in order to address “tax 
increases disguised via euphemistic relabeling as ‘fees,’ ‘charges,’ or ‘assessments.’” 
(Apartment Assn., 24 Cal.4th at 839.) The amendment limited local governments’ ability to 
impose such taxes on landowners by enacting stricter requirements before raising them. 
But the Court emphasized that its requirements only applied to fees or charges imposed 
“upon a parcel or upon a person as an incident of property ownership.” (Id.)  
 
The inspection fee, the Court held, did not burden the landlords as landowners: it burdened 
them as business owners. (Id. at 842.) “[T]axes, assessments, fees and charges are subject to 
the constitutional strictures when they burden landowners as landowners.” (Id. [emphasis 
in original].) In other words, in order for the fee to be “property-related,” it must be tied to 
the land itself, no matter its use. And the relationship between the fee and land ownership 
there was “indirect:” the landlords could avoid the fee by changing the use of the land. (Id.) 
 
In other words, the landlords could avoid the fee by simply changing the nature of their 
business. If they used their land for any purpose other than renting apartments for 
residential use, the City would not impose the inspection fee. The fee was not “property 
related” because it was dependent on the property’s use – it was not imposed on the 
property simply as an incident of ownership. The Court therefore held that the inspection 
fee was not covered by Proposition 218. (Id.) 
 
Fees for water delivered to irrigate fields are not imposed upon owners of fields “as an 
incident of property ownership.” (Cal. Const., art. XIIID § 6.) They have much more in 
common with the inspection fee in Apartment Association. Irrigation water is a business 
input, not a property-related service. Just as the landlords in Apartment Association could 
avoid the inspection fee by ceasing to rent out their units, rural landowners can entirely 
avoid any fees for irrigation water by using their land for other purposes.  
 
The Supreme Court has held that not “all water service charges are necessarily subject to” 
Article XIIID. (Richmond v. Shasta Community Services Dist. (2004) 32 Cal.4th 409, 425-27 
[emphasis in original].) Rather, a water fee is subject to Proposition 218 “if, but only if, it is 
imposed ‘upon a person as an incident of property ownership.’” (Id., quoting Cal. Const., art. 
XIIID § 2(e).)  
 
Although no case has squarely addressed the issue, courts have specifically left open the 
possibility that charges for water used purely for irrigation are not property-related. 
(Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency v. Amrheim (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 1364, 1389.) 
In that case, the court considered whether a “groundwater augmentation charge,” a charge  
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based on the volume of water extracted from wells, was subject to Article XIIID. Although it 
held that the augmentation charge was a property-related fee, it rested that conclusion on 
the fact that the majority of users were residential users, not large-scale irrigators. Id. at 
1390-91. And as the Supreme Court held in Richmond and a later case, fees for residential 
water through existing connections are property-related because domestic water service is 
necessary for “normal ownership and use of property.” (Id. at 427; see also Bighorn Desert 
View Water Agency v. Verjil (2006) 39 Cal.4th 205 [holding that water rates for domestic 
water service were fees for the purposes of Article XIIID].)   
 
Other cases present no obstacle to the conclusion that irrigation water is not a property-
related service. Cases such as City of Palmdale v. Palmdale Water Dist. (2011) 198 
Cal.App.4th 926, 934, merely assume that such water service is property-related. In that 
case, the court never addressed the argument that charges for irrigation water are not 
property-related fees. (Id.) And “[c]ases are not authority for propositions not considered.” 
(In re Marriage of Cornejo (1996) 13 Cal.4th 381, 388.) 
 
Because fees for irrigation water are not “property-related” for the purposes of Article 
XIIID, its voter approval and other requirements do not apply. The Commission need not 
even reach the Article XIIID § 6’s exemption for fees for water service in order to find that 
claimant irrigation districts have plenary authority to raise revenue needed to cover the 
costs of implementing the Act.  
 
For this reason, in addition to those articulated by the Commission in its Draft, the 
Commission should deny the Test Claim. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Nathaniel Kane 
Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law Foundation 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

 I, Nicole Feliciano, hereby declare: 

 I am over the age of 18 years and am not a party to this action.  I am employed in 

the county of Alameda. My business address is Public Interest Law Office, 1736 Franklin 

Street, Ninth Floor, Oakland, CA 94612.   

 On October 17, 2014, I caused to be served the attached: 

Letter RE: Environmental Law Foundation Comments on Draft Proposed 
Decision, Test Claims 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01, Water Conservation  
Dated October 17, 2014 

 

X     BY EMAIL. I caused the above identified document(s) to be sent by electronic 

transmission to the party(ies) listed below pursuant to Commission on State Mandates’ 

Procedures for Electronic Filing of Documents (http://www.csm.ca.gov/ 

drobox_procedures.shtml).  

 See Mailing List Below 

 I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 

foregoing is true and correct, and that this Declaration was executed at Oakland, Cali-

fornia on October 17, 2014. 

 
 
       _____________________  
       Nicole Feliciano 
       DECLARANT
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  COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES  

Mailing List

Las t Updated:

Claim Number: 

Matter: 

Claimants:

8/5/14 
 

10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01 
 

Water Conservation 
 

Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 
Oakdale Irrigation District 
Paradise Irrigation District 

South Feather Water and Power Agency 

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES,AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
 

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove 
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission 
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except 
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material 
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material 
on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the 
commission. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2, § 1181.3.) 

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 

Phone: (916) 322-7522 

SAquino@s co.ca.gov 
 

George Barber, Paradise Irrigation District 

6331 Clark Road, Paradise, CA 95969 
Phone: (530) 876-2032 
gbarber@paradis eirrigation.com 

Harmeet Barks chat, Mandate Resource Services, LLC 

5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842 
Phone: (916) 727-1350 
harmeet@cals drc.com 

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 324-0254 
lbays inger@s co.ca.gov 

Thaddeus L. Bettner, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 

P.O. Box 150, Willows, CA 95988 
Phone: (530) 934-8881 
tbettner@gcid.net 

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/6
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Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vis ta Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831 
Phone: (916) 203-3608 
allanburdick@gmail.com 

J. Bradley Burges s , MGT of America 

895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864 

Phone: (916)595-2646 

Bburgess @mgtamer.com 
 

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance 

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-3274 
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov 

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 323-0706 
gcarlos @s co.ca.gov 

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

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

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

Claimant Representative 

1681 Bird Street, P.O. Box 1679, Oroville, CA 95965-1679 
Phone: (530) 533-2885 
dcooper@minas ianlaw.com 

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 322-4320 
mdelfin@s co.ca.gov 

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-3274 
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov 

Sean Early, Richvale Irrigation District 
1193 Richvale Hwy, Richvale, CA 
Phone: (530) 882-4243  
rid@puls arco.com 

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance 

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-3274 
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov 

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/6
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Michael Glaze, South Feather Water & Power Agency 

2310 Oro Quincy Highway, Oroville, CA 95966 
Phone: (916) 533-4578 
glaze@s outhfeather.com 

Peter C. Harman, Minasian, Meith, Soares, Sexton & Cooper, LLP 

1681 Bird Street, P.O. Box 1679, Oroville, CA 95965-1679 
Phone: (530) 533-2885 
pharman@minas ianlaw.com 

Andrew M. Hitchings , Somach Simmons & Dunn 

500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 446-7979 
ahitchings @somachlaw.com 

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association 

1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 442-7887 
dorothyh@cs da.net 

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee 

California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Phone: (916) 651-4103 

Mark.Ibele@s en.ca.gov 
 

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles , CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-8564 
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov 

Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates 

980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 323-3562 
matt.jones @csm.ca.gov 

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC 

2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825 
Phone: (916) 480-9444  
fjunio@nimbus cons ultinggroup.com 

Nathaniel Kane, Staff Attorney, Environmental Law Foundation 

1736 Franklin Street, 9th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 
Phone: (510) 208-4555 
nkane@envirolaw.org 

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 322-9891 
jkanemas u@sco.ca.gov 

Spencer Kenner, Department of Water Resources 

1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA 94236-0001 

Phone: N/A 
skenner@water.ca.gov 

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 3/6
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Anita Kerezs i, AK & Company 

3531 Kers ey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864 
Phone: (916) 972-1666 
akcompany@um.att.com 

Jean Kinney Hurs t, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State 

Association of Counties (CSAC) 

1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 
Phone: (916) 327-7500 
jhurs t@counties .org 

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

Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 

Phone: (916) 324-0256 

JLal@sco.ca.gov 
 

Michael Lauffer, Chief Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street, 22nd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-2828 
Phone: (916) 341-5183 
mlauffer@waterboards .ca.gov 

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-3274 
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov 

Eugene Mas s a, Biggs-West Gridley Water District 

1713 Wes t Biggs -Gridley Road, Gridley, CA 95948 
Phone: (530) 846-3317 
bwg@bwgwater.com 

Hortens ia Mato, City of Newport Beach 

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

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS 

17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403 
Phone: (949) 440-0845 
michellemendoza@maximus .com 

Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS 

3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 
Phone: (972) 490-9990 
meredithcmiller@maximus.com 

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association 
of Counties (CSAC) 
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 327-7500 
gneill@counties .org 

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 4/6
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Andy Nichols,  Nichols Consulting 
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819 
Phone: (916) 455-3939 
andy@nichols -cons ulting.com 

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29) 

925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 319-8315 
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov 

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino 

Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 Wes t Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415- 

0018 
Phone: (909) 386-8854  
 jai.pras ad@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Mark Rewolins ki, MAXIMUS 

625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630 
Phone: (949) 440-0845 
markrewolins ki@maximus .com 

Kathy Rios , State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 324-5919 
krios @sco.ca.gov 

David Sandino, Department of Water Resources 

P.O. Box 942836, Sacramento, CA 94236 

Phone: N/A 

dsandino@water.ca.gov 
 

Lee Scott, Department of Finance 

15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-3274 
lee.s cott@dof.ca.gov 

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cos t Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 
Phone: (916) 323-5849 
js pano@sco.ca.gov 

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 

Phone: (916) 324-0254 

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov 
 

Alexis K. Stevens, Somach Simmons & Dunn 

Claimant Representative 

500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 446-7979  
astevens @somachlaw.com 

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 5/6
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Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research 
1020 N Street, Suite 200, 
Sacramento, CA Phone: (916) 
651-1500 
meg.s voboda@s en.ca.gov 
 
Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America 

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

Evelyn Ts eng, City of Newport Beach 

100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Phone: (949) 644-3127 
ets eng@newportbeachca.gov 

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office 

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

David Wellhous e, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc. 

3609 Brads haw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927 

Phone: (916) 368-9244 

dwa-david@s urewes t.net 
 

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles 

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-9653 
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

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

On October 17, 2014, I served the: 

Environmental Law Foundation Comments 
Water Conservation, 10-TC-12 and 12-TC-01 
Water Conservation Act of 2009 et al. 
South Feather Water and Power Agency, Paradise Irrigation District, Richvale Irrigation 
District, Biggs-West Gridley Water District, Oakdale Irrigation District, and Glenn-
Colusa Irrigation District, 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. 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on October 17, 2014 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 

 














