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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS g Cb
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA ’

FROM: Executive Office SUBMITTAL DATE:
May 25, 2011

SUBJECT: Order Initiating Riverside County Ordinance No. 905

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

1) Adopt an order initiating proceedings for Ordinance No. 905 which will authorize
custodians of records to charge sums reasonably necessary to at least partially recover
the cost of providing copies of public records beyond direct costs of duplication; and

2) Direct the Executive Office and County Counsel to prepare and process Ordinance No.

905.

BACKGROUND: The weighted hourly salary of a county custodian of records, or his or her designee,

° | for actual time spent complying with a Public Records Act request is greater than the direct duplication

costs that are recoverable under Government code section 54985. County custodians of records often
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spend inordinate time responding to records requests, which can create a substantial burden in tight

budgetary times and takes employees away from their daily duties.

/7%/%/ 3>

Raymohd Smith, public information officer

Current F.Y. Total Cost: -0- In Current Year Budget:
FINANCIAL . ; .
Current F.Y. Net County Cost: Budget Adjustment:
DATA Annual Net County Cost: For Fiscal Year:
SOURCE OF FUNDS: Positions To Be
Deleted Per A-30

L0

Requires 4/5 Vote

C.E.O. RECOMMENDATION:

County Executive Office Signature

MINUTES OF THE BOARD Ol(:/SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Stone, seconded by Supervisor Ashley and duly carried by
unanimous vote, IT WAS ORDERED that the request to adopt an Order Initiating Riverside
County Ordinance No. 905 is Denied, IT WAS FURTHER ORDERED that the committee
staffed by Supervisor Stone and Supervisor Tavaglione review all requests for increases in
fees for services or items provided to the taxpayers before agendized.

Ayes: Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit and Ashley
Nays: None Kecia Harper-lhem

Absent: None Clerk of th rd
Date: -June 28, 2011 By
XC: EO, Auditor, Supvr. Tavaglione, Supvr. Stone Dep

Prev. Agn. Ref.: District: Agenda Number: 3 ° 12
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To fulfill some requests, county staff must retrieve boxes of records from storage for
review before the records can be released. The task can require several hours a day, or
more, over the course of many days. In recent years, some records requests have
preceded the filing of civil lawsuits, providing a means to commence a de-facto
discovery process before a case has even been filed in court.

Other complex requests have involved the review of thousands of documents by a
custodian of records, followed by a County Counsel examination needed to identify
records that should not be released because of personnel, legal or privacy exemptions
included in state law.

Ordinance No. 905 would provide a mechanism for the County to recover costs above
and beyond the direct expense of duplication. This cost recovery is allowed pursuant to
the Office of the Attorney General, State of California, Opinion No. 01-605 dated
November 1, 2002. However, because government must be responsive to residents
and maintain transparency in its operations, the following provisions will be added:

1. The Ordinance will provide that any fee beyond the direct cost of duplication is
capped at $50 per hour.

2. The Ordinance will exempt requests that require a nominal amount of processing
time, which will be defined as less than one hour.

3. The Ordinance will provide that the Board may waive charges if individuals
demonstrate the fee creates a hardship.



Barton, Karen

From: Peter Scheer <pscheer@earthlink.net>

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 4:24 PM

To: COB; District1; District2; District3; District4 Supervisor John J Benoit

Cc: Tom Newton; Jim Ewert; Terry Francke; Maria Henson; Alonzo Wickers IV; Judy Alexander,;
Roger R. Myers; Mel Opotowsky

Subject: Oppose Ordinance 905, Riverside County

Attachments: Riverside letter 062711.pdf, ATT00001..txt

Supervisors, Riverside County:

Attached please find the First Amendment Coalition's letter opposing proposed Ordinance 905 and other proposals to
tax county citizens'
exercise of their rights under the Public Records Act.

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to call.
Sincerely,

Peter Scheer, Executive Director

FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION

534 4th St., Suite B

San Rafael, CA 94901

415.460.5060 / 415.886.7081 (direct)
pscheer@firstamendmentcoalition.org
http://www.firstamendmentcoalition.org




Peter E. Scheer
Executive Director

DEFENDING YOUR FREEDOM

AREVTEGIIIRE OF SPEECH & RIGHT TO KNOW
COALITION

June 27,2011

Riverside County, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
4080 Lemon Street, 1* Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

Fax: 951.955.1071

cob@rcbos.org

Supervisor Bob Buster, Chairman
4080 Lemon St., 5th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502

districtl @rcbos.org

Supervisor John Tavaglione, Vice Chairman
4080 Lemon St., 5th Floor

Riverside, CA 92502

District2@rcbos.org

Supervisor Jeff Stone
4080 Lemon St., 5th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
District3@rcbos.org

Supervisor John Benoit

73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 222
Palm Desert, CA 92260
Districtd@rcbos.org

Supervisor Marion Ashley
4080 Lemon St., 5th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
District4@rcbos.org

Re: Oppose Ordinance No. 905: A forbidden and misguided tax on democracy
Dear Supervisors,

I'am writing to express the opposition of the First Amendment Coalition to legislative proposals
before the Riverside County Board of Supervisors to increase charges to county residents for
access to public records under the California Public Records Act (CPRA). In particular, we
oppose a proposal of the County Executive for Ordinance No. 905, which would impose fees up
to $50/hour for time (in excess of one hour) expended in searching for records responsive to
CPRA requests.

534 Fourth Street Suite B, San Rafael, CA 94901 www.firstamendmentcoalition.org
email psscheer@firstamendmentcoalition.org ph 415.460.5060 cell 415.886.7081
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While we understand the financial and political pressure on all local governments to cut costs and
raise revenue, Ordinance 905's assessment of CPRA search fees is beyond the power of the
county. It is also a terrible idea.

First, the law. Under the CPRA, public agencies must provide copies of public records "upon
payment of fees covering direct costs of duplication, or a statutory fee . . ." Govt. Code section
6253(b). Ordinance No. 905 is an attempt to create an alternative "statutory fee." However,
although Govt. Code section 54985 may authorize counties to assess fees that purport to recover
more than "direct costs of duplication," those fees may not include recovery of costs for searching
for records.

This limitation is established in a 2002 Attorney General Opinion, 85 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen 225,
interpreting Govt. Code section 54985. While agreeing that section 54985 applies to public
records and permits the charging of some costs not authorized by section 6253(b), the Attorney
General adds this crucial caveat: "In any event, a ‘reasonably necessary' fee for a copy of a public
record would have no effect upon the public’s right of access to and inspection of public records
free of charge.” 85 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen, supra, at 229 (emphasis added).

In other words, section 54985 does not alter the right, conferred by the CPRA, to inspect records
(without making copies of them) that have been assembled pursuant to a CPRA request. Since the
right to inspect records for free precludes charging for the costs of searching for those same
records, costs recoverable under Govt. Code section 54985 cannot include search costs. They
might include other costs involved in duplicating records, but not search costs.

This conclusion is strengthened by Prop 59, the open-government constitutional amendment
approved by 83 percent of voters in 2004. Prop 59, Article 1, Section 3(b)(2), commands that:
"A statute, court rule, or other authority, including those in effect on the effective date of this
subdivision, shall be broadly construed if it furthers the people's right of access, and narrowly
construed if it limits the right of access. "

Govt. Code section 54985, as a limitation on public access, therefore must be narrowly construed
to incorporate section 6253(b)'s bar on cost recovery for record searches.

Quite apart from Ordinance No. 905's vulnerability to legal challenge, the charging of new fees to
access public records is a horrendous mistake from a public policy standpoint. Ordinance 905 is
a tax on democracy. Ordinary citizens, having already paid, through their taxes, for the
government's creation of public records, should not have to pay again to see them.

The First Amendment Coalition is a nonprofit organization committed to free speech and
government transparency. FAC's activities include litigation to enforce open-government rights.
Recent FAC cases against Santa Clara County, Sacramento County and CalPERS have resulted in
payments, by those entities, exceeding $600,000 as attorney's fees to FAC's lawyers.

We hope the Board of Supervisors will vote NO to Ordinance No. 905 or other proposals to
impose new fees on the people's exercise of open-government rights.



Sincerely,
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Peter Scheer
Executive Director

cc:

Tom Newton
Jim Ewert

Terry Francke
Mari DeVarenne
Alonzo Wickers
Judy Alexander
Roger Myers
Mel Opotowsky

Peter Scheer, page 2



Barton, Karen

From: Solano, Carolina <carolinasolano@dwt.com>

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 4:52 PM

To: COB; District1; District2; District3; District4 Supervisor John J Benoit; District4 Supervisor
John J Benoit

Cc: Wickers, Alonzo; Glasser, Jeffrey

Subject: Proposed Riverside County Ordinance No. 905

Attachments: img-627164916-0001.pdf

Letter attached Re: Proposed Riverside County Ordinance No. 905

Thank you,

Carolina Solano | Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

Assistant to Alonzo Wickers IV, Jeffrey Glasser

and Lisa Kohn

865 S Figueroa Street, Suite 2400 | Los Angeles, CA 90017
Tel: (213) 633-6858 | Fax: (213) 633-6899

Email: carolinasolano@dwt.com | Website: www.dwt.com

Anchorage | Bellevue | Los Angeles | New York | Portland | San Francisco | Seattle | Shanghai | Washington, D.C.
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Alonzo Wickers IV
213.633.6865 tel
213.633.6899 fax

alonzowickers@dwt.com

June 27, 2011

Via Email

Supervisors Bob Buster, Mr. John Tavaglione,
Jeff Stone, Mr. John Benoit, Marion Ashley
c/o Riverside County Clerk

of the Board of Supervisors

4080 Lemon Street

1st Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

Re:  Proposed Riverside County Ordinance No. 905

Dear Supervisors Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit, Ashley:

On behalf of The Press-Enterprise, we write to oppose Proposed Riverside County
Ordinance No. 905, under which Riverside County would charge a $50-per-hour fee on top of
direct costs of duplication for responding to Public Records Act requests. The Proposed
Ordinance directly violates controlling case law as well as the fundamental rights of public
records requesters under Article 1, § 3(b) of the California Constitution.

More than 15 years ago, the Fourth Appellate District Court of Appeal made clear that
Riverside County and other public agencies may only recover the “direct costs of duplication”
when responding to public records requests, which the Court of Appeal held is limited to
photocopying costs. North County Parents Organization v. Dep't. of Education, 23 Cal. App.
4th 144, 148 (1994); see also Gov’t Code § 6253(b) (providing for recovering of “direct costs of
duplication”). The Court of Appeal based this ruling on the statutory history of the Public
Records Act, which provides that ““direct cost’ does not include the ancillary tasks necessarily
associated with the retrieval, inspection and handling of the file from which the copy is
extracted.” Id.! This decision applies to Riverside County and should be followed.

! We have attached a copy of the Court of Appeal’s ruling in North County Parents Organization
as Exhibit A.

Los Angeles
DWT 17484281v2 (089342-000009
Anchorage New York Seattle
Bellevue Portland Shanghai
Los Angeles San Francisco Washingtan, D.C. www.dwt.com
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Supervisors Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit, Ashley
June 27, 2011
Page 2

The Attorney General Opinion (85 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 225 (2002)) cited by Riverside
County does not change the law. While the Attorney General gave an opinion that the county
board of supervisors has statutory authority to charge a fee that exceeds the amounts recoverable
under the Public Records Act, the Attorney General stated that the amount charged could only be
that “reasonably necessary to recover the costs of providing” the public records. Id. at 228-229.
Requiring public records requesters in most instances to pay $50-per-hour fees (when $.25 cent
per page fees were found to be untenable in North County Parents Organization) cannot be
deemed “reasonably necessary” by any stretch of the imagination. Moreover, such an exorbitant
$50-per-hour fee not only would be bad public policy, conditioning the public’s right of access
on ability to pay fees, but it would also impermissibly chill the public’s “fundamental and
necessary” right of access to public records, which is now codified in the California Constitution.
See Gov’t Code § 6250; Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 3(b).

For all these reasons, The Press-Enterprise respectfully requests that the Riverside
County Board of Superivsors reject Proposed Ordinance 905 and reaffirm the public’s
fundamental right of access to public records, unencumbered by onerous fee requirements.

North County Parents Organization Requires Rejection Of The Proposed Ordinance.

North County Parents Organization itself demonstrates the unreasonableness of the
proposed $50-per-hour fee that Riverside County seeks to impose on fee requesters. In that case,
the Department of Education was seeking to charge $0.25 per page instead of $0.10 per page. Jd.
at 147. As is the case here, the goal of the additional charge was to “reimburse[] Department for
staff time involved in searching the records, reviewing records for information exempt from
disclosure under law, and deleting such exempt information.” 23 Cal. App. 4th at 146. The
Court of Appeal said these additional costs were not recoverable under the Public Records Act,
which clearly provided that the only recoverable costs were direct costs of duplication, which
had the plain meaning of the costs incurred in photocopying the records. Id at 146-147. The
Court of Appeal explained:

There is no disagreement with the proposition that the Department
was put to a great amount of trouble responding to appellant’s
request, much of which had nothing to do with copying. Records
were searched, documents were read for any material to be
excised, such material was removed, files were refiled.

We sometimes presume too much of the Legislature, but this is
assuredly not the case when we presume that the statute writers.
themselves bureaucrats of a sort, knew the ancillary costs of

Los Angeles

DWT 17484281v2 0089342-000009




Supervisors Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit, Ashley
June 27, 2011
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everything government does. They specified, however, that the
sole charge should be that for ‘direct cost’ of duplication.

Obviously to be excluded from this definition would be ‘indirect’
costs of duplication, which presumably would cover the types of

costs the Department would like to fold into the charge.

Id. at 147 (emphasis added). The Court of Appeal also explained that the Legislature used the
term “direct costs of duplication” “to limit, rather than broaden” the fee that could be collected
so that the public agency could not collect fees for the “various tasks associated with locating
and pulling the file, excising material, etc.” Id. at 147-148.

Here as in North County Parents Organization, Riverside County may not adopt a policy
allowing the County to impose $50-per-hour fees in exchange for access to public records. The
Proposed Ordinance would greatly broaden the fees collected by Riverside County, which would
contravene the Legislature’s intent that public agencies may only recover direct costs of
duplication, a provision of law designed to help ensure maximum public access to records.

The Attorney General Opinion Does Not Support The Proposed Ordinance.

Riverside County’s reliance on the 2002 Attorney General Opinion is misplaced. Writing
before the elevation of the public’s right of access to constitutional status through Proposition 59
in 2004, the Attorney General interpreted the County’s production of public records as being a
“service or product”; the Attorney General stated that the Board of Supervisors could increase or
decrease the fees for providing this access-to-public-records*“service or product” as long as such
fees were “reasonably necessary to recover the cost of providing the product or service....” 85
Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. at 227-228 (citing Gov’t Code § 54985). However, in passing Proposition
59, the public made clear that agencies such as the County were not merely providing a “service
or product” like a business license when responding to public records requests, but were
fulfilling the agency’s responsibility to serve the public’s fundamental right of access to public
records. See Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 3(b). The Attorney General’s opinion is of questionable value
in light of this change in the California Constitution, especially considering that the opinion, if
interpreted as the County urges,would lead to the illogical result that counties like Riverside
could charge exorbitant $50-per-hour fees for access to their records, while all other public
agencies in California would be limited to recover only the direct costs of duplication (costs of
photocopying) for Public Records Act cases.

Moreover, the California Constitution now requires narrow construction of statutes that
limit the public’s right of access. See Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 3(b). A narrow construction of
Section 54985 and a broad construction of Section 6253 would not allow a county to impose

Los Angeles
DWT 17484281v2 0089342-000009



Supervisors Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit, Ashley
June 27, 2011
Page 4

$50-per-hour fees on most public records requesters except for those requests involving
“nominal” time, which is defined as under an hour. Put another way, if the Department of
Education could not charge $0.25 per copy when responding to a public records request, then it
would make little sense for the County to authorize a $50-per-hour fee. Such a remarkably high
charge cannot be said to be “reasonably necessary to recover the costs” of providing the public
with access to public records.?

Conclusion

The Legislature was aware that it was prohibiting public agencies — including Riverside
County — from recovering fees beyond the cost of copying for having to comply with their public
responsibilities in ensuring the public’s access to government information. Because nothing in
the Public Records Act allows Riverside County to shift the overhead costs for responding to
public records requests onto the request, The Press-Enterprise respectfully requests that the
Board of Supervisors reject Propose Ordinance 905 and promote the continued vitality of public
access to records in the County.

Please feel free to call me (213-633-6865) or my colleague, Jeff Glasser (213-633-6864),
with any questions regarding this issue.

Sincerely, /

Alonzo Wickers IV
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

cc: Maria DeVarenne

2 In fact, the Proposed Ordinance is so overbroad that it would sweep in requests for inspection of
public records when it would take more than “nominal time” for Riverside County to review the
records, even though the inspection right does not carry with it any specified fee recovery. See
Gov’t Code § 6253.

Los Angeles
DWT 17484281 v2 0089342-000009
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NORTH COUNTY PARENTS ORGANIZATION FOR CHILDREN WITH SPE-
CIAL NEEDS, Plaintiff and Appellant, v. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, De-
. fendant and Respondent.

No. D016698.

COURT OF' APPEAL OF CALIFORNIA, FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT,
DIVISION ONE :

23 Cal. App. 4th 144; 28 Cal. Rptr. 2d 359; 1994 Cal. App. LEXIS 212; 94 Cal. Daily
Op. Service 1811; 94 Daily Journal DAR 3224

Mareh 10, 1994, Decided

PRIOR HISTORY: [***1] Superior Court of San
Diego County, No. 628246, J. Richard Haden, Judge.

DISPOSITION:  We reverse the judgment of the trial
court and remand the case for further proceedings in ac-
cord with this opinion.

CASE SUMMARY:

PROCEDURAL POSTURE: Appellant filed appeal
from judgment of Superior Court of San Diego County
(California), which held Cal. Gov't Code § 6257 permit-
ted respondent California Department of Education to
charge appellant for cost of duplicating requested records
and cost of staff time for records search and that no fee
waiver was required.

OVERVIEW: Appellant requested from respondent
California Department of Education copies of all deci-
sions rendered in past two years in actions by parents of
special needs children. Respondent charged appellant a
fee, which covered the cost of duplicating such docu-
ments and the staff time involved in searching the re-
cords. Respondent refused to waive the charge. Appel-
lant paid the charge and sued respondent seeking miscel-
laneous relief. The trial court ruled for respondent, find-
ing Cal. Gov't Code § 6257 permitted respondent to

make this charge and that it did not err by refusing to
consider a waiver. The court reversed. Section 6257 pro-
vided that one who requested copies of public documents
was required to pay the statutory fee and where there was
no statutory fee, a fee covering direct costs of duplica-
tion. Here there was no statutory fee and the statute cov-
ered only a charge for duplication, not the indirect costs
included in respondent's charge. The trial court also erred
in finding that respondent had no obligation to waive the
fee because respondent had contended it had no discre-
tion to waive the fee. The case should be returned to re-
spondent to consider the waiver request.

OUTCOME: Court reversed judgment for respondent
because where, as here, there was no statutory fee for
public document request, California Government Code
covered only direct costs of duplication. Trial court erred
in finding respondent had no obligation to waive fee be-
cause respondent had contended it had no discretion to
waive fee.

SUMMARY:

CALIFORNIA OFFICIAL REPORTS SUMMARY

In an action by a nonprofit organization against the
California Department of Education, the trial court en-
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23 Cal. App. 4th 144, *; 28 Cal. Rptr. 2d 359, **;
1994 Cal. App. LEXIS 212, ***; 94 Cal. Daily Op. Service 1811

tered a judgment that the department properly charged
the organization 25 cents per page for furnishing copies
of requested documents, and that Gov. Code, § 6237,
permitted the department to charge the full direct cost of
duplication. (Superior Court of San Diego County, No.
628246, I. Richard Haden, Judge.)

The Court of Appeal reversed and remanded for fur-
ther proceedings. Noting that the charge not only covered
" the cost of duplication of the documents, but also reim-
bursed the department for staff time involved in search-
ing and reviewing records for exempt information and
deleting it, the court held that under the plain language of
the statute, which authorizes a fee "covering direct costs
of duplication," the amount chargeable by the department
for furnishing the copies was the cost of copying them,
and such "indirect” costs charged by the department were
excluded. The statutory history indicates that “direct
cost”" does not include the ancillary tasks necessarily as-
sociated with the retrieval, inspection, and handling of
the file from which the copy is extracted. The court also
held that the trial court properly determined that the de-
partment had the power to waive fees under Gov. Code,
§ 6253.1, which gives an agency power to “adopt re-
quirements for itself that allow greater access to records
than prescribed by the minimum standards set forth in
this chapter." However, the court held that the trial court
erred in finding no obligation on the part of the depart-
ment to reduce the fee; the trial court's ruling ignored the
fact that the department declined to exercise discretion,
contending that it had none. Had the department been
aware that it was vested with discretion to reduce the fee,
it might have done so. (Opinion by Froehlich, J., with
Work, Acting P. J., concurring. Separate concurring and
dissenting opinion by Huffman, J.)

HEADNOTES

CALIFORNIA OFFICIAL REPORTS HEAD-
NOTES
Classified to California Digest of Official Reports

(1) Records and Recording Laws § 15.2--Inspection of
Public Records—-Procedure~Requests for Disclosure—
What Constitutes Costs of Duplication. --In an action
by a nonprofit organization against the California De-
partment of Education, the trial court erred in ruling that
the department properly charged the organization 25
cents per page for furnishing copies of requested docu-
ments, and that Gov. Code, § 6257, permitted the de-
partment to charge the full direct cost of duplication. The
department's charge not only covered the cost of duplica-
tion of the documents, but also reimbursed the depart-
ment for staff time involved in searching and reviewing
records for exempt information and deleting it. Under the
plain language of the statute, which authorizes a fee

“covering direct costs of duplication,” the amount
chargeable by the department for furnishing the copies
was the cost of copying them, and such "indirect" costs
charged by the department were excluded. The statutory
history indicates that “direct cost” does not include the
ancillary tasks necessarily associated with the retrieval,
inspection, and handling of the file from which the copy
is extracted.

[See 2 Witkin, Cal. Evidence (3d ed. 1986) § 1252.]

(2) Records and Recording Laws § 15.2--Inspection of
Public Records—Procedure--Requests for Disclosure—
Costs of Duplication--Waiver by Public Agency. --In
an action by a nonprofit organization against the Califor-
nia Department of Education, arising out of the depart-
ment's charging the organization 25 cents per page for
furnishing copies of requested documents, the trial court
properly determined that the department had the power
to waive fees under Gov. Code, § 6253.1, which gives an
agency power to "adopt requirements for itself which
allow greater access to records than prescribed by the
minimum standards set forth in this chapter.” However,
the trial court erred in finding no obligation on the part of
the department to reduce the fee, since the trial court's
ruling ignored the fact that the department declined to
exercise discretion, contending that it had none. Had the
department been aware that it was vested with discretion
to reduce the fee, it might have done so.

COUNSEL: Charles Wolfinger for Plaintiff and Appel-
lant,

Joseph R. Symkowick, General Counsel, Roger D.
Wolfertz, Assistant General Counsel, and Carolyn
Pirillo, Deputy General Counsel, for Defendant and Re-
spondent.

JUDGES: Opinion by Froehlich, J., with Work, Acting
P..J., concurring. Separate concurring and dissenting
opinion by Huffman, J.

OPINION BY: FROEHLICH, J.

OPINION

[*146] [**360] The issue in this case is whether
the California Department of Education (Department) is
entitled to charge its full cost of providing copies of pub-
lic documents which are requested in accordance with
the California Public Records Act. (Gov. Code, ' § 6250
et seq.)

1 All statutory references are to the Government
Code unless otherwise specified.
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23 Cal. App. 4th 144, *; 28 Cal. Rptr. 2d 359, **;
1994 Cal. App. LEXIS 212, ***; 94 Cal. Daily Op. Service 1811

North County Parents [***2] Organization for
Children With Special Needs (appellant) is a nonprofit
tax-exempt corporation which provides advisory services
to parents of children with disabilities. Appellant assists
such parents in enforcing their rights to special educa-
tional services provided by state and federal laws. Par-
ents seeking review of local school district action re-
specting such services may take advantage of an appel-
late hearing process. The decisions resulting from this
process are public records maintained by the Depart-
ment.

Appellant requested copies of all decisions rendered
in the last two years. Department charged $.25 per page
for furnishing the copies, rendering a total bill of
$126.50. This charge not only covered the cost of dupli-
cation of the documents, but also reimbursed Department
for staff time involved in searching the records, review-
ing records for information exempt from disclosure un-
der law, and deleting such exempt information. Depart-
ment refused to reduce this charge, and also refused to
waive the charge upon the ground that “there is no legal
authority to waive such charges." Appellant paid the
charge and then brought this action seeking miscellane-
ous relief.

The trial court [***3] ruled for the Department,
finding that section 6257 permits the Department to
charge "the full direct costs of duplication,” and that the
Department's charge of $.25 per copy "was not in contra-
vention of section 6257." The court made a second ruling
pertaining to the potential of waiver of fees. It ruled that
the Department had discretion to waive fees pursuant to
section 6253.1, but that it was not required to waive fees
and did not err in this case by refusing to consider
waiver. Appellant contends both rulings are in error.

(1) We agree with appellant. Section 6257 provides
that one who requests copies of public documents must
pay the statutory fee for same, if there is one. The parties
agree there is none prescribed in this case. Lacking
[¥147] a statutory fee the cost chargeable is a "fee[] cov-
ering direct costs of duplication." There seems to be little
dispute as to what "duplicate” means. It means just what
we thought it did, before looking it up: to make a copy.
(See Black's Law Dict. (4th ed. 1968) p. 593 ["to . . .
reproduce exactly”]; Webster's Third New Internat. Dict.
(1981) p. 702 ["to be or make a duplicate, copy or tran-
seript . . ."].) Since words of a statute are [***4] to be
interpreted "according to the usual, ordinary import of
the language employed in framing them” ( In re Alpine
(1928) 203 Cal. 731, 737 [265 P. 947, 58 A.L.R. 1500D),
we conclude that the cost chargeable by the Department
for furnishing these copies is the cost of copying them.

There is no disagreement with the proposition that
the Department was put to a great amount of trouble re-

sponding to appellant's request, much of which had noth-
ing to do with copying. Records were searched, docu-
ments were read for any material to be excised, such
material was removed, files were refiled, etc.

We sometimes presume too much of the Legislature,
but this is assuredly not the case when we presume that
the statute writers, themselves bureaucrats of a sort,
knew the ancillary costs of everything government does.
They specified, however, that the sole charge should be
that for duplication. In order to clarify this limitation the
Legislature added that the fee should be the "direct cost”
of duplication. Obviously to be excluded from this defi-
nition would be "indirect" costs of duplication, which
presumably would [**361] cover the types of costs
[***5] the Department would like to fold into the
charge.

The parties to this appeal argue earnestly about the
policy considerations which should go into this momen-
tous decision (whether to charge $.10 or $.25 per copy).
We do not reach these arguments. Clearly the Legislature
could have provided a different charge for copying. It
simply did not, and the reason it did not is of no moment
to the Court of Appeal, a body which simply interprets
statutes and does not ordinarily seek their rationale.

However, if our quick conclusion needs any bolster-
ing it is easy to find in the statutory history of this fee-
setting provision. The original wording, adopted in 1968
(Stats. 1968, ch, 1473, § 39), was that "a reasonable fee"
could be charged. In 1975 an amendment limited the
"reasonable fee" to not more than $.10 per page. (Stats.
1975, ch. 1246, § 8.) An amendment in 1976 deleted
nreasonable fee" and inserted instead "the actual cost of
providing the copy." (Stats. 1976, ch. 822, § 1.) Finally,
the present version of the statute was adopted in 1981
limiting the fee to the "direct costs of duplication.” (§
6257.) Thus it can be seen that the trend has been to
limit, rather [*148] than to broaden, {***6] the base

. upon which the fee may be calculated. A "reasonable

fee" or the "actual cost of providing the copy" could be
interpreted to include the cost of all the various tasks
associated with locating and pulling the file, excising
material, etc. When these phrases are replaced by the
more restrictive phrase "direct costs of duplication,” only
one conclusion seems possible. The direct cost of dupli-
cation is the cost of running the copy machine, and con-
ceivably also the expense of the person operating it. *Di-
rect cost” does not include the ancillary tasks necessarily
associated with the retrieval, inspection and handling of
the file from which the copy is extracted.

(2) We apprehend that the court's second ruling was
also in error. It may be thought that the error was either
inadvertent or insignificant. However, being called upon
herein to right wrongs which might seem inconsequential
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to most, we complete our task by jdentifying this one. As
stipulated by the parties, the Department refused to
waive fees because it determined there was no legal an-
thority to do so. The trial court, to the contrary, con-
cluded that the Department did have the power to waive
fees, citing section 6253.1. [***7] This section gives an
agency power to "adopt requirements for itself which
allow greater access to records than prescribed by the
minimum standards set forth in this chapter." The trial
court apparently concluded that this provision permits an
agency to waive or reduce its fees. We agree. A reduc-
tion in copy fee permits "greater access" to records.

The trial court then, however, found no obligation to
reduce the fee and hence no actionable wrong by the
Department. Our difficulty with this ruling is that it ig-
nores the fact that the Department declined to exercise
discretion, contending it had none. Had the Department
been aware that it was vested with discretion to reduce
the fee, it might have done so. We believe, therefore, that
the case should be returned to the Department with in-
structions to consider (but not necessarily to grant) the
request for fee waiver.

Section 6258 provides: "Any person may institute
proceedings for injunctive or declarative relief or writ of
mandate . . . to enforce his or her right to inspect or to
receive a copy of any public record . . .." This lawsuit
¢clearly comes within this provision, and hence appel-
lant's requests for writs, orders and declarations [***8]
are proper. We decline, however, to grant such specific
relief. As indicated by the general counsel, the Depart-
ment will surely follow the law once it is advised of it.
Appellant is entitled to a declaration of its right to obtain
copies at a cost of only the expense of copying, and it is
also entitled to our advice that the Department could
waive this fee if it chose to do so. By this opinion we
have granted these declarations. Appellant is also entitled
to a refund of some portion of the fee it has already paid,
[¥149] and also to costs both at trial and appellate level.

The statute (§ 6259, subd. (d) contains authority for an

award of attorney fees to appellant. All these matters are
best determined by the trial court assuming (which we
would expect is a false assumption) [**362] that the
parties cannot now resolve their dispute by stipulation.

DISPOSITION

We reverse the judgment of the trial court and re-
mand the case for further proceedings in accord with this
opinion.

Work, Acting P. 1., concutred.
DISSENT BY: HUFFMAN, J,,

DISSENT
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Concurring and Dissenting.—Although 1 agree with
the majority that Government Code section 6253.1 ' pro-
vides a public agency with the discretion to make fee
waivers [***9] in appropriate cases, 1 respectfully dis-
sent from the conclusion of the majority regarding the
scope of the statutory term ndirect costs of duplication.”
(§ 6257.) Although the monetary amount involved in this
appeal is small, the question presented as to allocation of
the direct costs of duplication of public records between
requestors of such records or the taxpayers is of material
importance in this era of straitened public finances. In-
terpreting section 6257 de novo within the context of the
Public Records Act (§ 6250 et seq.) (the Act) and on the
record presented, 1 would conciude that the statutory
term "direct costs of duplication” was intended by the
Legislature to include not only the actual per page copy-
ing cost, but also the costs directly resulting from the acts
necessary to prepare the public record material to make it
available to the requesting party in an appropriate form.
Such preparation may, in my view, include the tasks di-
rectly related to duplication, such as searching for appro-
priate records, nsanitizing" or redacting the material to
segregate out statutorily exempt information, and then

. providing the public records in a prepared form.

1 Al statutory references are to the Government
Code unless otherwise specified.

[***10] A few more facts than those set forth by
the majority are helpful to an understanding of my posi-
tion on this issue. Respondent California Department of
Education (the Department) is the state agency responsi-
ble for ensuring that local school districts provide appro-
priate special education services. As part of its duties, the
Department conducts administrative hearings on appeals
by parents contesting local school district decisions about
their children's rights to special education services. North
County Parents Organization for Children with Special
Needs (Appellant), a nonprofit corporation and associa-
tion of parent volunteers, requested copies of [*150] all
decisions issued in such administrative hearings during
1987 and 1988, a two-year period. ?

2 Appellant had made a similar request for a
one-and-one-half-year period earlier, and had
been provided a copy of four decisions (twenty
pages in total), for which the Department charged
no fee. Appellant then requested copies of all
hearing decisions from other nearby school dis-
tricts for a three-year period, and was told a rep-
resentative should come to Sacramento to inspect
and select the decisions needed, copies of which
would then be provided at the rate of ten cents a
page. Appellant declined to take this route, based
on the cost of travel and because the 10-cent-per-
page charge was excessive in its view.
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[***11] In response to Appellant's request, the De-
partment assigned a staff analyst to reply to the request
by searching individual case files for the hearing deci-
sions, reviewing them for information exempt from dis-
closure under the Act (names of students and parents),
deleting the names and copying decisions, and then refil-
ing the original decisions. The Department then sent Ap-
pellant the requested copies of decisions with a bill for
$126.50, based on the rate of 25 cents per page for 506
pages. Appellant paid the charge under protest, asking

the Department either to reduce the charges to 10 cents -

per page or to waive them altogether because Appellant
is a nonprofit group using the decisions to provide free
advice to parents about their rights under applicable spe-
cial education laws. The Department responded that the
charges covered staff costs for locating the records (two
hours), reviewing the records for exempt information and
then deleting it (one and one-half hours), and then copy-
ing the five hundred six pages twice, once from the
original and once with the whited-out or “"sanitized" copy
(three hours). Costs for operating the copy machines and
for postage were also incurred.

[**363] Section [***12] 6257 provides as follows:
"Except with respect to public records exempt by express
provisions of law from disclosure, each staie or local
agency, upon any request for a copy of records, which
reasonably describes an identifiable record, or informa-
tion produced therefrom, shall make the records
promptly available to any person, u#pon payment of fees
covering direct costs of duplication, or a statutory See, if
applicable. Any reasonably segregable portion of a re-
cord shail be provided to any person requesting such
record after deletion of the portions which are exempt by
law."” (Italics added.) * The trial court gave broad scope to
the fees provision of this section by ruling the Depart-
ment was permitted to charge parties requesting records
“the full direct costs of duplication." Review of this de-
termination, according to rules of statutory interpretation,
involves the resolution of a question of law de novo on
appeal. ( Shippen v. Department of Motor Vehicles
(DMV) (1984) 161 CalApp.3d 1119, 1124 [208
Cal.Rptr. 13]; Los Angeles County Safety Police Assn. v.
County of Los Angeles (1987) 192 Cal App.3d 1378,
1384 [237 Cal.Rptr. 920].) [***13] Although construc-
tion of statutory language is [*151] unnecessary where
the language is clear and unambiguous, rules of statutory
interpretation must be applied where there is ambiguity
or conflict in the statutory language, or where a literal
construction would lead to absurd results. ( Shippen v.
DMV, supra, at p. 1124.) The statutory term "direct costs
of duplication" is subject to more than one interpretation
and must be considered ambiguous.

3 It is agreed that no statutory fee applies to this
case.

“Accordingly, we are compelled to engage in statu-
tory construction, giving words their usual, ordinary, and
common sense meaning based on the language the Legis-
lature used and the apparent purpose for which the stat-
ute was enacted. [Citation.] We '. . . ascertain the intent
of the Legislature so as to effectuate the purpose of the
law.! [Citation.]" ( Shippen v. DMV, supra, 161
Cal.App.3d atp. 1124.) :

Stated differently, [#**14] statutory Janguage must
be construed in context, keeping in mind the statutory
purpose, and statutory enactments relating to the same
subject must be harmonized to the extent possible. (
Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com.
(1987) 43 Cal.3d 1379, 1387 [241 Cal.Rptr. 67, 743
P.2d 1323].) "Where uncertainty exists consideration
should be given to the consequences that will flow from
a particular interpretation. [Citation.] Both the legislative
history of the statute and the wider historical circum-
stances of its enactment may be considered in ascertain-
ing the legislative intent. [Citations.]" (Ibid.) Further, v
" . the meaning of a word may be enlarged or restrained
by reference to the object of the whole clause in which it
is used.” * [Citations.]" (/d. at p. 1391, . 14)

The majority reads section 6257 according to the
“ysual, ordinary import" of its language ( In re Alpine
(1928) 203 Cal. 731, 737 [265 P. 947, 58 A.L.R. 1500]),
without benefit of citation of authority or much in the
way of explanation. I believe some background of inter-
pretation [***15] of the Act is of assistance in this statu-
tory interpretation question. Appellant relies on Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union Foundation v. Deukmejian
(1982) 32 Cal.3d 440, 451-453 [186 Cal.Rptr. 235, 651
P.2d 822] (ACLU), in which the Supreme Court recog-
nized that under section 6255 of the Act, an agency's
costs for reviewing and deleting exempt information
from records are a burden which may be taken into ac-
count in requiring disclosure of records. Section 6255
creates a balancing test by which an agency can justify
nondisclosure of requested records by showing “that on
the facts of the particular case the public interest served
by not making the record public clearly outweighs the
public interest served by disclosure of the record.”

Although neither party in the case before us has pre-
sented the issue as requiring a section 6255 balancing
test, the general principles of ACLU, [*152) supra, 32
Cal.3d 440 may be applied bere; we are required to read
related statutory enactments as a whole. ( Dyna-Med,
Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com., supra, 43
Cal.3d at p. 1387.) [***16] Section 6255 "imposes on
{**364] the California courts a duty . . . to weigh the
benefits and costs of disclosure in each particular case.”
(ACLU, supra, at p. 452.) A court performing this bal-
ancing test is authorized to take into account any expense
and inconvenience involved in segregating non-exempt
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from exempt information, because the statutory term
“oublic interest” "encompasses public concern with the
cost and efficiency of government." (/d. at p. 453, also
see fn. 13, p. 453.) We may thus take it as established
that the Act includes a policy favoring the efficiency of
government and limitation of its costs.

Moreover, although the evident purpose of the Act is
to increase freedom of information by giving the public
maximum access to information in the possession of
public agencies ( CBS, Inc. v. Block (1986) 42 Cal.3d
646, 651-652 [230 Cal Rptr. 362, 725 P.2d 470]), such
access to information is not unlimited under the Act. For
example, section 6254 et seq. defines a number of cate-
gories of information that are exempt from disclosure;
requests for records are subject to those constraints. The
Act thus places both substantive [***17] and some fi-
nancial constraints upon disclosure of public records.
(See ACLU, supra, 43 Cal3d at p. 451; State Bd. of
Equalization v. Superior Court (1992) 10 Cal. App.4th
1177, 1191 [13 Cal.Rptr.2d 342].)

I would read the language of section 6257 referring
to the "direct costs of duplication" with this background
in mind. To effectuate the purpose of the statute, accord-
ing to the intent of the Legislature, a court is required to
look first "to the words of the statute themselves, giving
to the language its usual, ordinary import and according
significance, if possible, to every word, phrase and sen-
tence in pursuance of the legislative purpose. A construc-
tion making some words surplusage is to be avoided."” (
Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com.,
supra, 43 Cal.3d at pp. 1386-1387.) The fee provisions
of section 6257 are activated by "any request for a copy
of records, which reasonably describes an identifiable
record, or information produced therefrom, . . RN¢)
6257.) Upon such a request, the agency must make the
records promptly [***18] available to any person, with
the proviso that "[a]ny reasonably segregable portion of a
record shall be provided to any person requesting such
record after deletion of the portions which are exempt by
taw.” Thus, there are two clauses in this statute suggest-
ing that public records must in some cases be edited or
otherwise prepared before being made available to the
requestor: (1) The records may consist of information
produced from an identifiable record, and (2) nonexempt
information may be provided in the form of any reasona-
bly segregable portion of [*153] the records. The Legis-
lature thus showed it was aware that there might be a
need for preparation of records (search, review, and dele-
tion) before they could be made appropriately available
to the requestor, and that accompanying costs would be
incurred. Such costs might be considerable, for example,
if the requested material contained privileged personnel
matters or litigation-related documents. (See § 6254,
subds. (b), (c), (k).) I see no reason to assume that the

Legislature intended that in all nonwaiver (§ 6253.1)
cases, taxpayers, rather than requesting parties, should
bear the full direct costs of duplicating copies [***19] of
public records under the Act.

Where statutory language is uncertain or ambiguous,
nconsideration should be given to the consequences that
will flow from a particular interpretation. [Citation.]" (
Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com.,
supra, 43 Cal.3d at p. 1387.) The financial consequences
of Appellant's position are potentially considerable in
this era of public agency budget deficits. I believe that
the Legislature's references to the "information pro-
duced" from a record and the "reasonably segregable
portion" of records which may be produced show that in
this context, the Legislature intended that the meaning of
the word "duplication” should be enlarged by reference,
to the object of the whole clause in which it is used. (Id
at p. 1391, fn. 14y Tt thus should include the tasks di-
rectly related to duplicating the material as prepared for
release, in {**365] accordance with the limitations jm-
posed by the Act.

Dicta in a recent opinion by the Second District, Di-
vision Three, in County of Los Angeles v. Superior Court
(1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 588, 600-601 [22 Cal.Rptr.2d
409], [***20] suggest that in section 6257, the Legisla-
ture "has provided only for recovery of duplication costs
by the . . . agency involved. This is a restriction which is
both reasonable and appropriate where the mandatory
disclosure is limited to current records of contemporane-
ous activity, but totally unreasonable and inappropriate
where both generation and compilation of information
from historical archives is required.” (18 Cal.App.4th at
p. 601.) 1 find support for my position on section 6257 in
this quoted language, since selecting and preparing the
records requested by Appellant for disclosure required
someone to compile those records and then edit them for
disclosure. Such preparation was directly related to du-
plicating and making the copies available and was not
free of agency expense.

Moreover, for purposes of interpreting the fee provi-
sion in section 6257, it is not proper to place too much
weight upon the identity of the requestor of the docu-
ments. The Act does not differentiate among those who
seek access to public information (e.g., 2 requestor who
is a commercial entity, intending to use the material ob-
tained for commercial purposes, [***21] and a private
party [*154] who seeks public information). { State Bd.
of Equalization v. Superior Court, supra, 10 Cal. App.4th
at p. 1190.) In State Bd. of Equalization, the court re-
futed any interpretation of the Act which would give less
deference to commercial users, as opposed to private
parties, and adhered to its previous statement in Shippen
v. DMV, supra, 161 Cal.App.3d at pages 1126-1127 that
access to bulk records by commercial users may be ¢ir-
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cumscribed by reasonable conditions regarding format
and price. (State Bd. of Egqualization, supra, 10
Cal.App.4th at p. 1191) 1 believe that an interpretation
of "direct costs of duplication” as including directly re-
lated search, compilation, review, and deletion expenses

is consistent with the principles of State Bd. of Equaliza-
tion, as allowing access {0 public records to be circum-
scribed in appropriate instances by reasonable conditions
regarding format and price. I therefore dissent from the
majority opinion on this point.
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From: Chris Caro <Chris@cnpa.com>

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 5:25 PM

To: cOB

Cc: District1; District2; District3, District4 Supervisor John J Benoit; District5; Jim Ewert; Karlene
Goller; Ralph Alldredge; Tom Newton

Subject: Proposed Riverside County Ordinance

Attachments: Riverside proposed ordinance #905.pdf

Dear Ms. Harper-lhem,

Please see the attached CNPA letter opposing the proposed Riverside County Ordinance No. 905.
A hard copy of this letter will follow via U.S. Postal Service.

Thank you,

Christine Caro

CNPA Legislative Assistant
916/288-6014
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June 26; 2011

Ms. Kecia Harper-Them

Clerk of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors
4080 Lemon Street,

1st Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

RE: Oppose Proposed Riverside County Ordinance No. 905

Dear Ms, Harper-them:

The California Newspaper Publishers Association (CNPA) recently learned that the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors is considering the adoption of Proposed Ordinance No. 905 which would authorize
the county to charge an amount in excess of the direct cost of duplication to provide a copy of a public
record to a member of the public. The proposal would cap the amount the county could charge a member
of the public at $50 per hour.

The county believes it has the authorization to charge the additional amount based on a California
Attorney General Opinion interpreting California Government Code Section 54985.

While we are mindfu!l of the budgetary shortfall that Riverside County faces, the public policy advanced
by Proposed Ordinance No. 905 is unconscionable and would make it difficult, if notimpossible, for the
average resident of Riverside County to meaningfully participate in Hiis or her government.

Public access to copies of public records is a right, not a product or service for which a fee inay be set by
local decree. The public’s Constitutional right of access to records and meetings was embedded in Article
1, Section 3 of the State Constitution by overwhelming approval of Proposition 59 by 83% of the state’s
voters in 2004,

In addition, rules of statutory construction demonstrate that Section 54985 cannot be harmonized with
provisions of the California Public Records Act (CPRA) that control the permissible fees that may be
charged for providing a copy of a public record. Further, the Legislature’s intent in enacting 54985 is not
served by allowing counties to set fees for copies of public records.

Atticle I, Section 3(b)(1) of the California Constitution establishes, “The people have the right of access
to information concerning the conduct of the people's business, and, therefore, the meetings of public
bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies shall be open to public scrutiny.” (Emphiasis
added)

The preamble to the CPRA states: “In enacting this chapter, the Legislature, mindful of the right of
individuals to privacy; finds and declares that access to information concerning the conductofthe
people’s business is a fundamental and necessary right of every person in this state.” [Govt. Code Section
6250
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The Board’s reliance on Attorney General Opinion No. 01 605 and Section 54985 is misplaced. When it
was published, Opinion No, 01-605 interpreted Section 54985 broadly to allow counties to recover costs
over and above the direct costs of duplication in providing fecords to a requester.

The Opinion does not authorize the county to charpe any amount for the gathering and preparation of
records. Section 54985 only provides the county with authority to increase or decrease the fee or charge,
“that is otherwise authorized to be levied by another provision of law in the amount necessary to recover
the cost of providing the product or service . . 2

The CPRA contains no provision that authorizes a public agency to recover any costs to search for and
prepare records for inspection or copying purposes nor can authority for this purpose be found in any
other code section. The California Attorney General’s California Public Records Act Manual, on page 4,
acknowledges this stating, “The CPRA contains no provision for a charge to be imposed in connection
with the mere inspection of records.”

Moreover, the Attorney General’s Opinion itself bars the county’s interpretation: "In any event, a
'reasonably necessary' fee for a copy of a public record would have no effect upon the public’s right of
access to and inspection of public records free of charge. ” 85 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen, at 299, Accordingly,
by its own terms Section 54985, cannot be used as authority for enabling the county to charge any amount
for the gathering and preparation of public records as proposed here.

Opinion No. 01-605 was published in November, 2002 — two years prior to the passage of Proposition 59.
Proposition 59 added Article I, Section 3(b)(2) to the state constitution which states, “A statute, court
rule, or other authority, including those in offect on the effective date of this subdivision, shall be broadly
construed if it fusthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly construed if it limits the right of
access.” (Emphasis added) Article I Sec. 3 provides a superior bar to the county’s interpretation of
Attorney General Opinion No. 01-605 and Section 549835.

On behalf of the members of the CNPA, we respectfully urge the Board of Supervisors to reject Proposed
Ordinance No. 905 and continue to recognize the historical and fundamental precept in the CPRA that
appropriately limits the collection of fees for copies of public records.

Si mZy W
James W. Ewert
CNPA General Counisel

ce: - Ralph Alldredge, CNPA President; Publisher, Calaveras Enterprise
Karlene Goller, CNPA Governmental Affairs Committee Chairwoman, Vice President and Deputy General Counsel, Los
Angeles Times :
Thoimas W. Newton, CNPA Executive Director :
Honorable Bob Buster, Chairman, Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Honorable John Tavaglione, Vice Chairman, Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Honorable Teff Stone; Supervisor; Riverside County
Hanorable John Benoit, Supervisor, Riverside County
Honorable Marion Ashley, Supervisor, Riverside County
Ron Redfern, Publisher, The Press-Enterprise
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