
SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ITEM: 3 6
(to # 27146\

MEETING DATE:
Tuesday, March 18,2025

FROM : EXECUTIVE OFFICE

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE OFFICE: Receive and File the Legislative Report for March 2025, [All
Districtsl [$0]

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:
1 . Receive and File the Legislative Report for March 2025

ACTION: Policy

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Spiegel, seconded by Supervisor Gutierrez and duly carried by
unanimous vote, lT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is received and filed as
recommended.

Ayes: Medina, Spiegel, Washington, Perez and Gutierrez
Nays: None
Absent: None
Date: March 18,2025
xc: EO

Kimberly A. Rector
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARO OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BACKGROUND:

Summary
Board Policy A-27 provides, in part, that the County's legislative advocates and/or the
Executive Office shall provide monthly reports on the progress of County-sponsored
legislation and issues at the forefront of discussion at State/Federal levels that may have a
fiscal and/or operational impact on the County. lncluded in the reports shall be known
formal positions of notable associations and/or organizations.

ATTACHMENTS:
Legislative Report (N4arch 2025)
CSAC Letters (March 2025)
UCC Letters ([Iarch 2025)
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LEGISLATIVE REPORT  
  
Board Policy A-27 provides, in part, that the County’s legislative advocates and/or the 
Executive Office shall provide monthly reports on the progress of County-sponsored 
legislation and issues at the forefront of discussion at state/federal levels that may have a fiscal 
and/or operational impact on the County.  Included in the reports shall be known formal 
positions of notable associations and/or organizations. The Legislative Report is meant to meet 
that requirement.   

This report includes updates on the County’s federal and state legislative advocacy efforts, 
legislation of interest, and copies of advocacy letters sent.  

Outreach & Communications 

- The Legislative Advocacy Team met with Assemblymember Jeff Gonzalez on March 7, 
2025, to update him on the latest countywide priorities. 

- County leaders presented on elections, housing, and behavioral health to State Senator 
Sabrina Cervantes and her staff at their staff retreat on February 21, 2025. 

- Representative Ken Calvert’s Annual visit with RivCo took place on February 20, 2025. 
Supervisors V. Manuel Perez and Karen Spiegel, along with County leaders provided 
updates on the Fentanyl Taskforce, wildfire preparedness, County airports, Medicaid 
funding, and RivCoONE. 

- County leaders attended Assembly Member Dr. Corey Jackson’s Human Services 
Listening Session on February 7, 2025. 

Testifying in Committee 

- Flood Director Jason Uhley testified at the Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife 
Committee, ‘Is California ready for flood?’  Hearing on March 11, 2025, on a panel on 
Urban/coastal flood protection case studies. RivCo delegation member 
Assemblymember Jeff Gonzalez, Vice Chair of the Committee.  

- Deputy Director at DPSS Sandra Bowlan testified February 26, 2025, at the Budget 
Subcommittee #2 (Public Services) hearing on CalWORKs, Including Funding for 
Program Operations (called the “Single Allocation”) and California’s Participation in the 
Work and Family Stability Federal Pilot. RivCo delegation member Assembly Member 
Dr. Corey Jackson Chairs this subcommittee. 

Capitol Advocacy Days 

- Supervisors Karen Spiegel, V. Manuel Perez, and Yxstian Gutierrez, attended the 
National Association of Counties (NACo) Legislative Conference where they met with 
members of the legislative delegation and federal administration leaders to highlight 
County priorities from March 01-03, 2025. 

- County Leaders were in Sacramento and Washington, DC advocating county priorities 
with the following associations:  

o RivCo Department of Child Support Services Director Nicole Windom-Hurd was 
at the Child Support Directors Association Legislative Day in Sacramento on 
March 12, 2025. 
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o Deputy Director of DPSS Sandra Bowlan attended California Welfare Directors 
Association Lobby Day in Sacramento on March 12, 2025. 

o Community Action Partnership (CAP) attended the National Community Action 
Foundation (NCAF) Conference and Advocacy Day in Washington, DC on March 
19, 2025. 

o Workforce Development Board attended the California Workforce Association 
Day at the Capitol in Sacramento on March 05, 2025. 

o Veteran Services Director Greg Coffos at (CAVSO) in Sacramento on February 
29, 2025. 

o RUHS CEO Jennifer Cruikshank was with the California Public Hospitals 
Association in Washington, DC from February 24-25, 2025. 

o Flood Control Director Jason Uhley joined eight other county flood control 
districts to advocate for funding and environmental/water quality reform in 
Sacramento on February 24, 2025. 

o RUHS Public Health Director Kim Saruwatari was at County Health Executives 
Association of California Advocacy Day in Sacramento on February 05, 2025. 

 
RivCo Bill List 

 

CALIFORNIA STATE ADVOCACY  
 

2025-26 Legislative Session 

 SB 72 (Cabellero- D) The California Water Plan: long-term supply targets. This bill 
would complement and amplify Governor Newsom’s Water Supply Strategy, ensuring 
there are reasonable water supply targets.   
Position: Support [Per Board Agenda Item 3.4 on November 01, 2022. Coalition Letter 
Attached.]   

Impact: This bill is being proposed by the Solve the Water Crisis Coalition as a solution 
to creating more reasonable water targets. 

 SB 239 (Arreguin- D) Open meetings: teleconferencing: subsidiary body. Would 
authorize members of local non-decision-making legislative bodies to participate in public 
meetings via two-way virtual teleconferencing without posting their location. 
Position: Support [Per Letter Sent to Senate Local Government on February 25, 2025. 
Attached] 

Impact: Would allow virtual participation on County appointed boards and 
commissions, removing barriers for participation. 

 SB 346 (Durazo-D) Local agencies: transient occupancy taxes: short-term rental 
facilitator. The bill would assist the county’s ability to collect transient occupancy taxes 
from short-term rentals. 
Position: Support [Per Letter Sent to Senate Local Government on March 10, 2025. 
Attached] 
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February 12, 2025 
 
The Honorable Scott Weiner       The Honorable Ben Allen 
Chair, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee   Chair, Senate Budget Sub 2 
1020 N Street, Room 502      1021 O Street, Suite 4024 
Sacramento, CA 95814       Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
The Honorable Jesse Gabriel       The Honorable Steve Bennett 
Chair, Assembly Budget Committee     Chair, Assembly Budget Sub 4 
1021 O Street, Suite 8230      1021 O Street, Suite 4710 
Sacramento, CA 95814       Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
RE:  California Water Plan Budget Request – SUPPORT  
 
Dear Honorable Chairs,  
 
The California Municipal Utilities Association (CMUA), California State Association of Counties (CSAC), 
and California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance (CCEEB), co-sponsors of SB 72 
(Caballero), and the coalition of organizations above, are pleased to support Senator Caballero’s 
California Water Plan Budget Request submitted to your respective committees on January 17, 2025. 

We support the request that the 2025-26 Budget include $6.8 million in ongoing funds for five years and 
$3.4 million ongoing for the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to update and modernize the 
California Water Plan and develop long-term targets for the state’s future water supply.  
 
There is an urgent need for California to develop reasonable targets that will complement and amplify 
Governor Newsom’s Water Supply Strategy and extend beyond any single Administration. Given the 
extreme climate impacts of the 21st century, an expanding economy, a growing population, the 
anticipated reductions from existing water resources, and the controls on the use of groundwater, 
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California must align the state’s water supply strategy and policies with a complementary target that will 
result in an adequate and reliable water supply for the environment, agriculture, and the economy. SB 72 
would modernize the California Water Plan statute and its provisions by establishing long-term water 
supply targets for the state to achieve and would update the requirement that state agencies develop a 
plan to achieve those targets in consultation with local water agencies, wastewater service providers, 
irrigation districts, and others.  

DWR has identified the funding needed to implement the update to the California Water Plan to be $6.8 
million in ongoing funding for the first five years and $3.4 million in ongoing funding. Without clearly 
defined water supply targets and strategic planning to achieve the targets, the state will continue to 
experience devastating water shortages in the future. Adequate funding for DWR to update and 
modernize the California Water Plan will help us avoid water scarcity and help to ensure a drought-proof 
future.  

We are pleased to support this budget request and urge your consideration to allocate this funding in 
the 2025-26 Budget. If you have any questions about our position, please contact Andrea Abergel with 
CMUA at aabergel@cmua.org or (916) 841-4060.  

Sincerely, 

Andrea Abergel 
Director of Water 
California Municipal Utilities Association 
 
Graham Knaus 
Executive Director 
California State Association of Counties 
 
Tim Carmichael  
President/CEO 
CCEEB 
 
Debbie Murdock 
Executive Director 
Association of California Egg Farmers 
 
Julia Bishop Hall  
Senior Legislative Advocate 
Association of California Water Agencies  
 
Adrian Covert 
Senior VP, Public Policy 
Bay Area Council  
 
Steve Lenton 
General Manager 
Bellflower Somerset Mutual Water Company 
 

Nicole Helms 
Executive Director 
California Alfalfa and Forage Association  
 
Todd W. Sanders 
Executive Director 
California Apple Commission 
 
Claudia Carter 
Executive Director 
California Association of Wheat Growers 
 
John Aguirre 
President  
California Association of Winegrape Growers 
 
Jane Townsend 
Executive Director 
California Bean Shippers Association 
 
Todd Sanders 
Executive Director 
California Blueberry Association 
 
Dan Dunmoyer 
President and CEO 
California Building Industry Association 
 

mailto:aabergel@cmua.org


SB 72 Coalition Support 
Page 5 

Kristopher Anderson 
Policy Advocate 
California Chamber of Commerce 
 
Roger Isom 
President/CEO 
California Cotton Ginners and Growers Assoc.  
 
Alex Biering 
Senior Policy Advocate 
California Farm Bureau  
 
Daniel Hartwig  
President  
California Fresh Fruit Association 
 
Chris Zanobini 
President/CEO 
California Grain and Feed Association 
 
Lance Hastings 
President & CEO 
California Manufacturers & Technology Assoc. 
 
Chris Zanobini 
Executive Director 
California Pear Growers Association 
 
Chris Zanobini 
Executive Vice-President 
California Seed Association 
 
Ann Quinn 
Executive Vice President  
California State Floral Association 
 
Robert Verloop 
Executive Director/CEO 
California Walnuts 
 
Ann Quinn 
Executive Vice President  
California Warehouse Association 
 
Sharron Zoller 
President 
California Women for Agriculture 
 
Kristine McCaffrey  
General Manager 
Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Tom Moody 
General Manager 
City of Corona 
 
Patricia Lock Dawson 
Mayor 
City of Riverside 
 
Elizabeth Espinosa 
County of Riverside 
 
J. M. Barrett 
General Manager  
Coachella Valley Water District 
 
John Bosler, P.E. 
General Manager and CEO 
Cucamonga Valley Water District  
 
Mark Orcutt 
President & CEO 
East Bay Leadership Council 
 
Joe Mouawad, P.E. 
General Manager 
Eastern Municipal Water District  
 
Jim Abercrombie  
General Manager 
El Dorado Irrigation District  
 
Greg Thomas 
General Manager 
Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District  
 
Joani Woelfel 
President & CEO 
Farwest Equipment Dealers Association  
 
Joe Gagliardi 
Chief Executive Officer 
Folsom Chamber of Commerce  
 
Jason Phillips 
CEO 
Friant Water Authority  
 
Christopher Valdez 
President 
Grower-Shipper Association 
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Paul Cook 
General Manager 
Irvine Ranch Water District 
 
David Pedersen 
General Manager 
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District  
 
Matt Hurley 
General Manager 
McMullin Area GSA 
 
Paul Schoenberger, P.E. 
General Manager 
Mesa Water District  
 
Kevin Abernathy 
Manager 
Milk Producers Council  
 
Jimi Netniss 
General Manager 
Modesto Irrigation District  
 
Justin Scott-Coe 
General Manager 
Monte Vista Water District  
 
Patrick Ellis 
ACE/ President/CEO 
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce  
 
John Kabateck 
State Director  
National Federation of Independent Business  
 
Joanne Webster 
Chief Executive Officer 
North Bay Leadership Council 
 
David Guy 
Executive Director 
Northern California Water Association  
 
Todd Sanders 
Executive Director 
Olive Growers Council of California 
 
Kim Thorner 
General Manager 
Olivenhain Municipal Water District  

Chris Zanobini 
Executive Officer  
Pacific Coast Renderers Association 
 
Debbie Murdock 
Executive Director 
Pacific Egg and Poultry Association 
 
Dennis LaMoreaux 
General Manager  
Palmdale Water District  
 
Jason Martin 
Interim General Manager 
Rancho California Water District 
 
Jon Switalski 
Executive Director 
Rebuild So-Cal Partnership 
 
Tom Coleman 
General Manager 
Rowland Water District  
 
Lisa Yamashita-Lopez 
General Manager 
Rubio Cañon Land and Water Association  
 
Amanda Blackwood  
President & CEO  
Sac Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce  
 
Miguel J. Guerrero 
P.E. General Manager 
San Bernardino Municipal Water Department  
 
Heather Dyer 
General Manager 
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District  
 
Paul Helliker 
General Manager 
San Juan Water District 
 
Matt Stone 
General Manager 
Santa Clarita Valley Water District  
 
Chris Lee 
General Manager 
Solano County Water Agency  
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Peter M. Rietkerk 
General Manager 
South San Joaquin Irrigation District  
 
Eric McLeod 
Chair 
Southwest California Legislative Council  
 
Justin M. Hopkins 
General Manager 
Stockton East Water District  
 
Jeff R. Pape 
General Manager 
Temescal Valley Water District  
 
Matthew Litchfield 
General Manager 
Three Valleys Municipal Water District 
 
Fernando Paludi 
General Manager 
Trabuco Canyon Water District  
 
Brad Koehn 
General Manager 
Turlock Irrigation District  
 
Kirti Mutatkar 
President & CEO 
United Ag 
 
Vince Gin, P.E. 
Deputy Operating Officer 
Valley Water   
 
Elizabeth Howard Espinosa 
UCC Advocacy Team 
Urban Counties of California  
 
Bob Reeb  
Executive Director  
Valley Ag Water Coalition 
 
Gary Arant 
General Manager 
Valley Center Municipal Water District  
 
Erik Hutchman 
P.E. General Manager 
Walnut Valley Water District  

E.J. Caldwell 
Acting General Manager  
West Basin Municipal Water District 
 
Valerie Pryor 
General Manager 
Zone 7 Water Agency 
 
Roger Isom  
President/CEO 
Western Agricultural Processors Association  
 
Dave Puglia 
President & CEO 
Western Growers  
 
Sharon Haligan 
Director, Administrative Services 
Western Plant Health 
 
Craig Miller 
General Manager 
Western Water  
 
Norman Huff 
General Manager 
Camrosa Water District 
 
Chris Berch 
General Manager 
Jurupa Community Services District  
 
Brian R. Laddusaw 
General Manager 
Rubidoux Community Services District  
 
James Prior  
General Manager 
San Gabriel County Water District  
 
Jeff Mosher 
General Manager 
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority  
 
Jose Martinez 
General Manager 
Valley County Water District 
 
John Thiel 
General Manager  
West Valley Water District  
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Sarah Wiltfong 
Director of Advocacy  
BizFed Los Angeles County 

Amber Bolden  
Director of Communications 
Black Voice News  

Jeff Montejano 
CEO 
Building Industry Assoc. of Southern CA 

Joseph Lillio 
Interim General Manager  
Burbank Water and Power 

Melanie Barker  
President  
California Association of Realtors 

Robert C. Lapsley 
President  
California Business Roundtable 

Greg Johnson  
President  
California Farm Water Coalition 

Julian Canete 
President and CEO  
California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce 

Jennifer Capitolo 
Executive Director  
California Water Association 

Sheri Merrick 
Executive Director  
Citrus Heights Chamber of Commerce 

Jeremy Smith 
Council Member 
City of Canyon Lake 

Joe Males 
Mayor 
City of Hemet 

Natasha Johnson  
Council Member  
City of Lake Elsinore 

Chris Barajas 
Council Member 
City of Jurupa Valley 

Dr. Lisa DeForest 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Murrieta  

Paul Leon  
Mayor  
City of Ontario 

Daniel E. Garcia  
Interim General Manager 
City of Riverside Public Utilities 

Connie Stopher  
Executive Director  
Economic Development Coalition 

Ana Martin 
Governmental Affairs Manager 
Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce 

Eric Keen  
Chairman of Board of Directors 
HDR Engineering  

Jack Monger 
CEO 
Industrial Environmental Association 

Wes Andree 
Executive Director  
Jurupa Mountain Discovery Center 

Ana Martin 
Staff Liaison 
Monday Morning Group of Riverside 

Judi Penman 
President & CEO  
San Bernardino Area Chamber of Commerce 

Luis Portillo 
President & CEO 
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership 

Aziz Amiri 
CEO 
San Gabriel Valley Regional Chamber of Commerce 
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Adam Ruiz 
Governmental Affairs Director 
SRCAR  

Molly Kirkland 
Director of Public Affairs  
Southern CA Rental Housing Association 

Stephan Tucker  
General Manager 
Water Replenishment District 

Steve Johnson  
General Manager 
Desert Water Agency 

Erik Hitchman 
Administrative Office 
Puente Basin Water Agency 

Melissa Sparks-Kranz, MPP 
Legislative Affairs Lobbyist 
League of California Cities 

Dan Denham 
General Manager 
San Diego County Water Authority 

David M. Merritt 
General Manager 
Kings River Conservation District 

Steven Haugen 
Watermaster 
Kings River Water Association 

Kat Wuelfing 
General Manager 
Mid-Peninsula Water District 

Jennifer Pierre 
General Manager 
State Water Contractors 

Mauricio Guardado 
General Manager 
United Water Conservation District 

Nicole Stanfield 
Public Information Officer  

Harvey De La Torre 
General Manager 
Municipal Water District of Orange County 

Charles Wilson 
Executive Director 
Southern California Water Coalition 

Glenn Farrel 
Executive Director 
CalDesal 

Casey Creamer 
President 
California Citrus Mutual 

Tricia Geringer 
Vice President of Government Affairs 
Agricultural Council of California 

John Urdi 
Executive Director 
Mammoth Lakes Tourism 

Lacy Schoen 
President/CEO 
Brea Chamber of Commerce 

Gina Molinaro-Cardera 
Board Supervisor 
Dublin Chamber of Commerce 

Lance Eckhart  
General Manager  
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 

Jim Ferrin 
President 
California Alliance for Golf 

Jim Piefer 
Executive Director 
Regional Water Authority 

Federico Barajas 
Executive Director 
San Luis & Delta Mendota Water Authority 

Santa Margarita Water District 
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February 25, 2025 
 
The Honorable Jesse Arreguín 
California State Senate, District 07 
1021 O Street, Suite 6710 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: SB 239 (Arreguín) Open meetings: teleconferencing: subsidiary body.  

As introduced 01/30/25– SUPPORT  
 
Dear Senator Arreguín: 
 
On behalf of the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, I write to express our support for 
Senate Bill 239, which would remove barriers to entry for appointed and elected office by 
allowing members of non-decision-making legislative bodies to participate in two-way virtual 
teleconferencing without posting their remote meeting location. 
 
SB 239 would help address these issues by providing a narrow exemption under the Ralph M. 
Brown Act for non-decision-making advisory bodies that do not take final action on any 
legislation, regulations, contracts, licenses, permits, or other entitlements. Local governments 
across the state have faced ongoing challenges in recruiting and retaining members of the 
public to serve on advisory bodies subject to the Brown Act. Challenges associated with 
recruitment have been attributed to participation time commitments; time and location of 
meetings; physical limitation, conflicts with childcare, and work obligations.  
 
Riverside County serves over 2.4 million residents and spans 7,303 miles. We have always 
been challenged in recruiting and retaining a diverse group of participants to ensure that our 
local advisory bodies can reach a quorum. Some of our advisory bodies require participation 
from Blythe and the Palo Verde Valley—a three hour drive to our County Administrative 
Center, creating a tremendous obligation. 
 
Participation in local advisory bodies and appointed boards and commissions often serves as 
a pipeline to local elected office and opportunities for state and federal leadership positions. 
Diversification in civic participation at all levels requires careful consideration of different 
protected characteristics as well as socio-economic status. The in-person requirement to 
participate in local governance bodies presents a disproportionate challenge for those with 
physical or economic limitations, including seniors, persons with disabilities, single parents, 
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caretakers, the economically marginalized, and those who live in rural areas with prohibitive 
driving distances.  
 
This bill would improve community engagement and participation for both advisory body 
members and members of the public alike and provide much needed modernization for open 
meetings. SB 239 ensures that advisory bodies can fulfill their true purpose: to serve as the 
voice of our diverse communities. For these reasons, the County of Riverside supports this 
measure. Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please do not hesitate to contact Carolina Herrera, Director of Legislative Advocacy & 
Governmental Affairs at the Riverside County Executive Office (951) 955-1180 or 
csherrera@rivco.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
     
 
 
Supervisor V. Manuel Perez     
Chair, County of Riverside Board of Supervisors       
 
cc: Honorable Maria Elena Durazo, Chair, Senate Local Government Committee 

Members and Consultants, Senate Local Government Committee 
Honorable Members, County of Riverside Legislative Delegation 
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March 10, 2025 
 
The Honorable Maria Elena Durazo 
Chairwoman, Senate Local Government Committee  
1021 O Street, Room 7530 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: SB 346 (Durazo) - Local agencies: transient occupancy taxes: short-term rental 

facilitator 
As introduced 02/12/25– SUPPORT  

 
Dear Senator Durazo:  
 
On behalf of the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, I write to express our support for 
Senate Bill 346, which would significantly strengthen local tools to ensure compliance with 
obligatory local ordinances regarding the collection and remittance of transient occupancy 
taxes (TOT) applicable to short-term rentals (STRs). 
 
Current statute does not reflect the evolution of the internet’s use to facilitate STRs, some 
platform operators have continuously avoided reporting the locations of their listed STRs. At 
best, platform operators have selectively agreed to Voluntary Collection Agreements (VCA) 
with some local taxing authorities, but a consistent requirement of those agreements, is that 
local taxing authorities will not be able to receive the address or any personally identifying 
information for the listed properties. This leaves counties and cities in the untenable position 
of choosing between collecting some taxes through this process and trusting that is accurate 
and lawfully collected, or trying to pursue collection directly from property owners, which is 
time- and cost-intensive due to the sheer volume of listings in some jurisdictions; made worse 
by deliberately vague descriptions of the locations of the properties. 
 
It is challenging for local agencies to enforce local laws on these operators.  Only through 
continual court action, such as a subpoena, could a county tax collector force platform 
operators to provide critical information. This is inefficient and burdensome. By authorizing 
a local agency to require a short-term rental facilitator to report, in the form and manner 
prescribed by the local agency, the assessor parcel number of each STR listed on its website, 
along with any locally required permit number, SB 346 will increase TOT compliance. This 
legislation is vitally needed to modernize California statute and provide the tools necessary to 
fairly and effectively apply existing laws to evolving technologies. 
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The County of Riverside has been through several rounds of ordinances regarding the 
regulation and licensing of STRs, and our residents have the expectation that STRs will pay 
what is required to operate in our communities.  SB 346 will help us fulfill that obligation. 
For these reasons, the County of Riverside supports this measure. Thank you for your 
consideration. Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to 
contact Carolina Herrera, Director of Legislative Advocacy & Governmental Affairs at the 
Riverside County Executive Office (951) 955-1180 or csherrera@rivco.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
     
 
 
Supervisor V. Manuel Perez     
Chair, County of Riverside Board of Supervisors       
 
cc: Honorable Maria Elena Durazo, Chair, Senate Local Government Committee 

Members and Consultants, Senate Local Government Committee 
Honorable Members, County of Riverside Legislative Delegation 
 



 

 
County Administrative Center  ●  Fifth Floor  ●  4080 Lemon Street  ●  Riverside, California 92501 

Internet – https://rivco.org/ 

Board of Supervisors 

 District 1  Jose Medina 
  951-955-1010 

 District 2 Karen Spiegel 
  951-955-1020 

 District 3 Chuck Washington 
  951-955-1030 

 District 4 V. Manuel Perez 
  760-863-8211 
 District 5 Yxstian Gutierrez 
  951-955-1050 

January 28, 2025 
 
The Honorable Gavin Newsom  
Governor, State of California  
1021 O Street, Suite 9000  
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: AB 2448 (Jackson) — Electric Vehicle Economic Opportunity Zone: County of Riverside 
 
Dear Governor Newsom: 
 
On behalf of the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, I write to express our support to include 
the provisions of AB 2448—Assembly Member Corey Jackson’s measure that would establish an 
Electric Vehicle Economic Opportunity Zone (EVEOZ) in Riverside County, in the state budget. 
 
AB 2448 seeks to serve as a model that can be replicated throughout the state to ensure that all 
communities will share in the economic benefits of the zero-emission vehicle industry. The measure 
also benefits car mechanics who build and maintain the vehicles, electricians and welders who create 
charging stations, and software developers who design programs to operate the vehicles. The Labor 
and Workforce Development Agency could develop grants, tax incentives, apprenticeships, and 
hiring programs aimed at onboarding, training, and retaining workers creating a pipeline to 
sustainable jobs.  
 
AB 2448 intends to act as a blueprint for other EVEOZ throughout the state. For these reasons, the 
County of Riverside respectfully requests that funding of this measure be included in the state budget. 
Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not 
hesitate to contact Carolina Herrera, Director of Legislative Advocacy & Governmental Affairs at 
the Riverside County Executive Office (951) 955-1180 or csherrera@rivco.org. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Supervisor V. Manuel Perez 
Chair, County of Riverside Board of Supervisors 
 
cc: Honorable Members, County of Riverside Legislative Delegation 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

   
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 



 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

 









 

      
    

 

  
  
  
  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 









 

 





 

 
February 20, 2025 
 
The Honorable Lori Wilson 
California State Assembly 
1020 O Street, Suite 8110 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: AB 418 (Wilson): Property taxation: tax-defaulted property  
 As introduced 2/5/25  SUPPORT  
 Awaiting hearing  Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 
Dear Assembly Member Wilson:  
 
On behalf of the Urban Counties of California (UCC), the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), and the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), we write to 
express our support for your Assembly Bill 418, a measure that preserves the ability of 
California counties to utilize Chapter 8 sales of tax-defaulted properties. These sales are 
used to dispose of challenging properties or to facilitate the development of affordable 
housing or other local agency uses; AB 418 ensures that the owners of such properties are 
able to participate in an administrative process if they disagree with the tax sale value 
established by the tax collector and proposed for approval by the Board of Supervisors.  
 
This important measure seeks to address the 2023 Supreme Court decision Tyler v 
Hennepin County, Minnesota
when Hennepin County auctioned her tax-defaulted property to satisfy the delinquent 
property tax debt of $15,000. The property sold for $40,000 and the County kept the 
remaining $25,000 in excess proceeds without first affording the plaintiff the opportunity 
to file a claim for the excess proceeds. The Court found that the taking of the excess 
proceeds violated the Takings Clause of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments and the 
Excessive Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment.  
 

auction, any proceeds from the auction that remain after all delinquencies are paid are then 
made available to parties of interest (i.e. the owner) of that property, and those parties 
have one year to file a claim for those excess proceeds. Under current law, a county is 
prohibited from depriving a property owner of their excess proceeds without first 
providing public notice and certified mailing to the last known address, notifying the owner 
of the existence of excess proceeds and of the one-year timeframe to file a claim. 



 

 
In California, there are thousands of tax-defaulted properties that hold little to no value or 
otherwise present specific or unusual challenges to dispose of through a traditional tax 
auction. Using a Chapter 8 tax sale process to dispose of such properties can make the most 
sense for the local agency and for the property owner. AB 418 outlines a procedure by 

ensure that the property is disposed of in a manner that is transparent and affords 
property owners an administrative remedy if the property owner disputes the price set at a 
Chapter 8 tax sale. These additional steps, which include a hearing before the Board of 
Supervisors where a party of interest may present evidence to dispute the tax sale price, 

informed discretion to utilize available options to manage those properties for which 
appraisals are not financially feasible. 
 
AB 418 ensures that counties can effectively conduct Chapter 8 sales without the threat of 
litigation and Public Records Act requests that have recently been associated with these 
sales. As a result, our associations strongly support this measure to address the uncertainty 
that currently exists and resolve this issue in a manner that ensures fairness and efficiency.
 
We appreciate your authorship of this important measure. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

     
 
Jean Kinney Hurst     Emma Jungwirth 
Legislative Advocate     Senior Legislative Representative 
Urban Counties of California   California State Association of Counties
 
 

 
Sarah Dukett 
Policy Advocate 
Rural County Representatives of California 
 
cc: The Honorable Mike Gipson, Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 Members, Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 
 



 

 
 
February 20, 2025 
 
The Honorable Maria Elena Durazo 
California State Senate 
1021 O Street, Suite 7530 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: SB 346 (Durazo): Local agencies: transient occupancy taxes: short-term rental 

facilitator 
 As introduced  2/12/25 
 Awaiting hearing  Senate Local Government Committee 
 
Dear Senator Durazo: 
 
On behalf of the Urban Counties of California (UCC), the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), and the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), we write to 
express our support for your Senate Bill 346, a measure that will strengthen local tools to 
ensure compliance with local ordinances regarding the collection and remittance of 
transient occupancy taxes (TOT) applicable to short-term rentals. 
 
Regrettably, the application of local TOT ordinances and collection and remittance of taxes 
is inconsistent and often simply avoided, even when voluntary collection agreements are 
entered into. Because local agencies do not have access to the address or any other 
personally identifiable information for listed properties, even under voluntary collection 
agreements, cities and counties are in the untenable position of choosing between 
collecting some taxes without this critical information and trusting that it is accurately 
collected, or trying to pursue collection directly from property owners, which is a time- and 
cost-intensive process that may or may not result in a fair application of local laws. 
 
By authorizing a local agency to require the short-term rental facilitator to report, in the 
form and manner prescribed by the local agency, the assessor parcel number of each short-
term rental listed on the site, along with any locally-required permit number, SB 346 will 
increase TOT compliance and ensure that local agencies are appropriately collecting tax 
revenue from those that are lawfully licensed short-term rental properties. Further, such 
authority will assist local agencies in ensuring that TOT obligations are consistent among 
other short-term stay facilities, like hotels, motels, and bed and breakfasts, and that those 



 

that profit from short-term rental properties are no longer able to obfuscate their location 
and therefore their tax obligations. 
 
SB 346 is a much-needed effort to modernize California statute and provide local agencies 
with the tools needed to fairly and effectively apply existing laws to evolving technologies.
As a result, we are strongly supportive of SB 346 and appreciate your leadership on this 
important local issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

     
 
Jean Kinney Hurst     Emma Jungwirth 
Legislative Advocate     Senior Legislative Representative 
Urban Counties of California   California State Association of Counties
 
 

 
Sarah Dukett 
Policy Advocate 
Rural County Representatives of California 
 
cc: Members and Consultants, Senate Local Government Committee 
 Ben Triffo, League of California Cities 
 Karen Lange, California Association of County Treasurers and Tax Collectors 
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Patricia Lock Dawson Susannah Parsons
Mayor, City of Riverside All Home
Chair, Big City Mayors On Behalf of Bring California Home



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

   
  
  

 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



March 5, 2025

The Honorable Ash Kalra
Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee
1020 N Street, Room 104
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 370 (Carrillo): California Public Records Act: cyberattacks
As Introduced February 3, 2025, SUPPORT
Set to be heard in the Assembly Judiciary Committee March 11, 2025

Dear Assemblymember Kalra,

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC), Urban Counties of California (UCC), Rural County 
Representatives of California (RCRC), and League of California Cities (Cal Cities) are pleased to support Assembly 
Bill (AB) 370 by Assemblymember Juan Carrillo. This bill
in the California Public Records Act (PRA) to include the inability of an agency to access its electronic servers due 
to a cyberattack. 

The California Public Records Act serves as a vital tool for the public to hold their governments and elected 
leaders accountable. 
substantial resources to responding thoroughly and promptly to public records requests. 

Public agencies at all levels of government have reported a significant increase in the quantity and breadth of 
PRA requests. A variety of public agencies reported a 73% increase in the volume of PRA requests over the past 
five years. A vast majority of those agencies reported receiving PRA requests that required an inordinate amount 
of staff time, with more than 90% reporting PRA requests that diverted local resources away from local 
programs and services. 

These requests can be costly and time-consuming for local agencies, as they can require significant staff time to 
discover, review, and redact records, often requiring the specific subject matter experts on an issue to dedicate 
substantial time outside of their core responsibilities to ensure the agency fully responds to a PRA request. 
Counties have reported single PRA requests seeking decades of 911 call transcripts or decades of 
correspondence from local officials. One small, rural county reported a single requester who has submitted 
hundreds of PRA requests over the past few years, including a single request that required the county to review 
over 621,000 records. The county estimates that responding to a portion of the requests would cost the county 
over $1.8 million and require a minimum of 34 employees working around the clock for a year to honor the 
request.

Furthermore, due to the modernization of how public sector work is conducted, there has been a significant 
increase in disclosable records (e.g., emails, text messages, inter-office direct chat messaging platforms, etc.)
created by routine government work. In response, there has been a proportionate increase in the complexity 
and sophistication of the work necessary to respond to PRA requests due to the staff time spent searching for 
records and redacting material that is exempt or prohibited from disclosure (e.g., confidential attorney-client 
correspondence, social security numbers, criminal history, trade secrets, medical records, etc.).



The Honorable Ash Kalra
March 5, 2025
Page 2 of 3

The heightened use of the PRA and the subsequent heightened impacts to governments has occurred over 
the same period that saw local governments lose revenue sources that absorbed some of the cost pressures of 
PRA requests.

In 2014, California voters approved Proposition 42, which, among other provisions, amended the California 
constitution to discontinue the requirement that the State reimburse local governments for the cost to comply 
with PRA laws or any subsequent PRA laws enacted by the Legislature. Prior to Proposition 42, costs for local 
governments to comply with the PRA were a reimbursable state mandate for which local governments could file 

In 2020, the California Supreme Court ruled that local agencies cannot charge for staff time and technical costs 
necessary to review, redact, and release public records in response to PRA requests, allowing fees to be used 
only for limited circumstances including, for example, $0.10 per page for physical copies, the cost of physical 
hardware used to transmit records, or the cost of data extraction. Agencies are not allowed to seek 
reimbursement for the significant costs that can be incurred for the time spent by legal counsel in reviewing and 
explaining the legality of a claim, exemptions, or redactions applicable to the request or the staff time spent 
redacting private information from voluminous records requests. 

AB 370 will provide some narrow, limited relief to counties when they receive PRA requests that are inaccessible 
due to a cyberattack. While other reforms to the PRA could both improve public access to records and reduce 
impacts on local agencies, we appreciate any effort to reform the PRA, including this narrow, but beneficial 
improvement. 

For these reasons, CSAC, UCC, RCRC, and Cal Cities support AB 370 and respectfully request your AYE vote. 
Should you have any questions or concerns regarding our position, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely,

Eric Lawyer
Legislative Advocate
California State Association of Counties
elawyer@counties.org

Jean Kinney Hurst
Legislative Advocate
Urban Counties of California
jkh@hbeadvocacy.com

Sarah Dukett
Policy Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California
sdukett@rcrcnet.org

Johnnie Pina  
Legislative Affairs, Lobbyist 
League of California Cities 
jpina@calcities.org
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cc: The Honorable Juan Carrillo, California State Assembly 
 Members, Assembly Judiciary Committee 

Alison Merrilees, Chief Counsel, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Daryl Thomas, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus 



March 5, 2025

The Honorable Juan Carrillo
Member, California State Assembly
1021 O St., Ste. 5610
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 370 (Carrillo): California Public Records Act: cyberattacks
As Introduced February 3, 2025, SUPPORT
Set to be heard in the Assembly Judiciary Committee March 11, 2025

Dear Assemblymember Carrillo,

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC), Urban Counties of California (UCC), Rural County 
Representatives of California (RCRC), and League of California Cities (Cal Cities) are pleased to support your 
Assembly Bill (AB) 370. This bill
Records Act (PRA) to include the inability of an agency to access its electronic servers due to a cyberattack. 

The California Public Records Act serves as a vital tool for the public to hold their governments and elected 
leaders accountable. 
substantial resources to responding thoroughly and promptly to public records requests. 

Public agencies at all levels of government have reported a significant increase in the quantity and breadth of 
PRA requests. A variety of public agencies reported a 73% increase in the volume of PRA requests over the past 
five years. A vast majority of those agencies reported receiving PRA requests that required an inordinate amount 
of staff time, with more than 90% reporting PRA requests that diverted local resources away from local 
programs and services. 

These requests can be costly and time-consuming for local agencies, as they can require significant staff time to 
discover, review, and redact records, often requiring the specific subject matter experts on an issue to dedicate 
substantial time outside of their core responsibilities to ensure the agency fully responds to a PRA request. 
Counties have reported single PRA requests seeking decades of 911 call transcripts or decades of 
correspondence from local officials. One small, rural county reported a single requester who has submitted 
hundreds of PRA requests over the past few years, including a single request that required the county to review 
over 621,000 records. The county estimates that responding to a portion of the requests would cost the county 
over $1.8 million and require a minimum of 34 employees working around the clock for a year to honor the 
request.

Furthermore, due to the modernization of how public sector work is conducted, there has been a significant 
increase in disclosable records (e.g., emails, text messages, inter-office direct chat messaging platforms, etc.)
created by routine government work. In response, there has been a proportionate increase in the complexity 
and sophistication of the work necessary to respond to PRA requests due to the staff time spent searching for 
records and redacting material that is exempt or prohibited from disclosure (e.g., confidential attorney-client 
correspondence, social security numbers, criminal history, trade secrets, medical records, etc.).
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March 5, 2025
Page 2 of 3

The heightened use of the PRA and the subsequent heightened impacts to governments has occurred over 
the same period that saw local governments lose revenue sources that absorbed some of the cost pressures of 
PRA requests.

In 2014, California voters approved Proposition 42, which, among other provisions, amended the California 
constitution to discontinue the requirement that the State reimburse local governments for the cost to comply 
with PRA laws or any subsequent PRA laws enacted by the Legislature. Prior to Proposition 42, costs for local 
governments to comply with the PRA were a reimbursable state mandate for which local governments could file 

In 2020, the California Supreme Court ruled that local agencies cannot charge for staff time and technical costs 
necessary to review, redact, and release public records in response to PRA requests, allowing fees to be used 
only for limited circumstances including, for example, $0.10 per page for physical copies, the cost of physical 
hardware used to transmit records, or the cost of data extraction. Agencies are not allowed to seek 
reimbursement for the significant costs that can be incurred for the time spent by legal counsel in reviewing and 
explaining the legality of a claim, exemptions, or redactions applicable to the request or the staff time spent 
redacting private information from voluminous records requests. 

AB 370 will provide some narrow, limited relief to counties when they receive PRA requests that are inaccessible 
due to a cyberattack. While other reforms to the PRA could both improve public access to records and reduce 
impacts on local agencies, we appreciate any effort to reform the PRA, including this narrow, but beneficial 
improvement. 

For these reasons, CSAC, UCC, RCRC, and Cal Cities are proud to support your AB 370. Should you have any 
questions or concerns regarding our position, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely,

Eric Lawyer
Legislative Advocate
California State Association of Counties
elawyer@counties.org

Jean Kinney Hurst
Legislative Advocate
Urban Counties of California
jkh@hbeadvocacy.com

Sarah Dukett
Policy Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California
sdukett@rcrcnet.org

Johnnie Pina  
Legislative Affairs, Lobbyist 
League of California Cities 
jpina@calcities.org
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cc: The Honorable Juan Carrillo, California State Assembly 
 Members, Assembly Judiciary Committee 

Alison Merrilees, Chief Counsel, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Daryl Thomas, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
  
  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 







 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 



 

  
 

   
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
  
  

 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  

 
 

 
 



  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



California State Association of Counties®  
1100 K Street, Suite 101 | Sacramento, CA 95814 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

February 24, 2025 

Re: Protect Safety Net Programs from Reconciliation Cuts  

Dear California Congressional Delegation Member:  

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) urges you to oppose any budget reconciliation package that 
cuts funding for essential safety net programs that serve millions of California residents. CSAC represents the 
county supervisors responsible for serving local communities through a broad range of vital programs and 
services and committed to doing so in a manner that helps ensure the health and wellbeing of our residents. Our 
members are committed to serving vulnerable populations, including children and families in poverty, seniors 
and disabled individuals, and those in need of shelter. Our goal is to ensure that these families and individuals 
receive the necessary benefits for which they are eligible to provide stability and help put them on the road to 
self-sufficiency.  

As you know, significant cuts to a wide range of mandatory safety net programs are under consideration as part 
. While we understand the need for fiscal discipline at all levels of 

government and the need to examine federal spending, we are deeply concerned by current proposals to make 
significant cuts to key programs, including at least $880 billion in cuts over 10 years to Medicaid (Medi-Cal), 
$230 billion in cuts over 10 years to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP/CalFresh), and a 10 

percent reduction in the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF/CalWORKs) block grant. In the face of 
these significant cuts, the state would need to backfill billions of dollars to maintain services, potentially 
jeopardizing these programs, limiting their impact, and passing costs along to county governments.  

Medicaid is a vital federal-state-local intergovernmental partnership safeguarding the health and wellbeing of 
millions of residents. California counties help finance and administer this program, which serves approximately 
one in three Californians, including more than five million children. -2025 budget projects 
federal funding to account for $98 billion of the total $161 billion in Medi-Cal, or 61 percent. Cuts to Medicaid of 
the magnitude under discussion whether through structural changes to its financing, reduced federal 
reimbursement rates, or new eligibility restrictions would increase costs for the state and counties while 
leading to millions losing health care coverage if states do not backfill the loss of federal funding. 

Similarly, SNAP is a strong and effective tool in the fight against hunger and poverty in California. Serving more 
than five million California residents in 2024  14 percent of the state population  SNAP provided more than 
$12 billion in federal benefits redeemed at more than 28,800 retailers across the state. It is vital that the federal 
government maintain its partnership with the state and counties in funding this critical program, which primarily 



benefits families with children and individuals living below the federal poverty line. We oppose changes to SNAP 
that would reduce participation among eligible households, cut benefits, further shift costs to the state, or 
impose costly and unnecessary administrative requirements on the county agencies tasked with delivering the 
program.

California counties are also responsible for administering the TANF program, which serves 825,000 residents, 73 
percent of whom are children. California is one of five states selected to pilot new, innovative metrics for TANF 
work and education outcomes under the bipartisan Fiscal Responsibility Act (FRA) of 2023. While our members 
have long called for substantive changes to TANF to modernize the program, we urge any reforms to take place 
in a bipartisan fashion that allows this critical resource to best meet the needs of local communities. In 
California, TANF primarily supports cash assistance, work activities, supportive services, child care and other 
programs that help vulnerable families meet their basic needs and eventually move towards self-sufficiency. 
Given the fact that counties contribute significant funds ort (MOE) 
requirements, it is critically important that the federal government continue to pay its full share of TANF 
expenditures, which was $3.6 billion in FY 2023. We urge you to protect TANF from funding cuts or 
programmatic changes aimed at reducing access to the program, particularly as the FRA pilots are being 
launched. 

Cuts to these vital safety net programs would have ripple effects, leading to increased healthcare costs, higher 
unemployment, greater interactions with law enforcement, and rising homelessness. In addition, if the state 
requires counties to keep funding these services without providing alternate funding, counties would be forced 
to cut spending elsewhere such as public safety, parks, and county initiatives to address homelessness. We ask

you to protect these essential programs to help us preserve the well-being and stability of millions of 
Californians.

If you have questions about our positions, please have your staff contact Tom Joseph and Rachel Mackey, 
Washington Representatives for CSAC, at tj@paragonlobbying.com and rm@paragonlobbying.com.

Sincerely,

Graham Knaus
Chief Executive Officer
California State Association of Counties (CSAC)



                             

1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 • 916.658.8200 • calcities.org

January 8, 2024

The Honorable Damon Connolly
Member, California State Assembly
1021 O Street, Room 5240
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 1 (Connolly) Residential property insurance: wildfire risk.
Notice of SUPPORT (As Introduced December 2, 2024)

Dear Assemblymember Connolly,

On behalf of the League of California Cities (Cal Cities), the Rural County 
Representatives of California (RCRC) and the California State Association of Counties 
(CSAC) we are pleased to support your bill AB 1, which would require the California 
Department of Insurance (CDI) to consider whether to update the Safer from Wildfire 
regulations to include home hardening in the regulations on or before January 1, 2030.

California has the highest wildfire risk in the US. In recent years, the state has 
experienced a growing number of highly destructive wildfires due to climate change 
and over a century of logging and fire suppression. The devastating impacts of these 
wildfires have led to a state-wide insurance crisis, characterized by insurance price 
hikes, coverage withdrawals, and instability.

In an effort to save lives, protect property and address the insurance crisis, California 
has prioritized efforts to prevent wildfires and reduce their severity. Additionally, home 
and property owners are investing in home hardening and defensible space to reduce 
the risk of loss due to wildfires and thereby lower the cost of wildfire disasters for 
communities, governments, and insurers. To support these activities, California has 
made significant investments in recent years through the state budget. Since 2017, the 
state has committed more than $3.6 billion in investments in forest treatment alone.

Although California is making unprecedented investments in wildfire resilience, and 
local governments and homeowners are investing in home hardening and maintaining 
defensible space, the current proposed regulations by CDI only briefly mention home 
hardening and do not incorporate the wildfire risk reduction benefits of these activities
in relation to rates. The failure to account for the risk reduction benefits of these 
activities contributes to non-renewals of insurance and insurers’ decisions not to write 
new insurance for homes facing wildfire risk. At the same time, homeowners are denied 



the benefits associated with the investments that have been made in hazardous fuel 
reduction, home hardening, and defensible space.

AB 1 would help to address the insurance crisis by improving the availability of insurance 
coverage for Californians. 

For these reasons, our organizations support AB 1. If you have any questions, do not 
hesitate to contact Jolena Voorhis (Cal Cities) at jvoorhis@calcities.org, Staci Heaton 
(RCRC) at sheaton@rcrcnet.org, Catherine Freeman (CSAC) at 
cfreeman@counties.org, with any questions.

Sincerely,

Staci Heaton Catherine Freeman
Senior Policy Advocate Senior Legislative Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California California State Association of 

Counties

Jolena Voorhis
Legislative Affairs, Lobbyist 
League of California Cities

cc:  Members, Assembly Insurance Committee
Kathleen O’Malley, Chief Consultant, Assembly Insurance Committee
Tim Conaghan, Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus



January 14, 2024

The Honorable Mike Fong
California State Assembly
1021 O Street, Ste. 5650
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Wildfires Impacting Southern California & Water Supply Management

Dear Assemblymember Fong:

On behalf of the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) and the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), we recognize the immense devastation Southern California is experiencing caused by 
the recent wildfires. ACWA represents around 470 public water agencies throughout California that 
deliver over 90% of the water used for agricultural, commercial, and residential purposes. CSAC 
represents all 58 California counties.

Our organizations have been very engaged on these catastrophic wildfires in Southern California and 
have members that are on the forefront of emergency response. Our organizations are also actively 
engaged in retail water agency responsibilities and abilities to combat wildfires in the wildland urban 
interface. As you may receive questions from your constituents on this issue and might have questions 
yourself, our organizations are available as a resource for information and can help connect you with the 
appropriate staff of our members. If you have any questions, please contact those below. 

Sincerely,

Julia Bishop Hall
State Legislative Director
Association of California Water Agencies
Phone: (530) 902-9746
Email: juliah@acwa.com

Catherine Freeman
Senior Legislative Advocate
California State Association of Counties
Phone: (916) 662-6400
Email: cfreeman@counties.org



March 5, 2025

The Honorable Ash Kalra
Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee
1020 N Street, Room 104
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 370 (Carrillo): California Public Records Act: cyberattacks
As Introduced February 3, 2025, SUPPORT
Set to be heard in the Assembly Judiciary Committee March 11, 2025

Dear Assemblymember Kalra,

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC), Urban Counties of California (UCC), Rural County 
Representatives of California (RCRC), and League of California Cities (Cal Cities) are pleased to support Assembly 
Bill (AB) 370 by Assemblymember Juan Carrillo. This bill
in the California Public Records Act (PRA) to include the inability of an agency to access its electronic servers due 
to a cyberattack. 

The California Public Records Act serves as a vital tool for the public to hold their governments and elected 
leaders accountable. 
substantial resources to responding thoroughly and promptly to public records requests. 

Public agencies at all levels of government have reported a significant increase in the quantity and breadth of 
PRA requests. A variety of public agencies reported a 73% increase in the volume of PRA requests over the past 
five years. A vast majority of those agencies reported receiving PRA requests that required an inordinate amount 
of staff time, with more than 90% reporting PRA requests that diverted local resources away from local 
programs and services. 

These requests can be costly and time-consuming for local agencies, as they can require significant staff time to 
discover, review, and redact records, often requiring the specific subject matter experts on an issue to dedicate 
substantial time outside of their core responsibilities to ensure the agency fully responds to a PRA request. 
Counties have reported single PRA requests seeking decades of 911 call transcripts or decades of 
correspondence from local officials. One small, rural county reported a single requester who has submitted 
hundreds of PRA requests over the past few years, including a single request that required the county to review 
over 621,000 records. The county estimates that responding to a portion of the requests would cost the county 
over $1.8 million and require a minimum of 34 employees working around the clock for a year to honor the 
request.

Furthermore, due to the modernization of how public sector work is conducted, there has been a significant 
increase in disclosable records (e.g., emails, text messages, inter-office direct chat messaging platforms, etc.)
created by routine government work. In response, there has been a proportionate increase in the complexity 
and sophistication of the work necessary to respond to PRA requests due to the staff time spent searching for 
records and redacting material that is exempt or prohibited from disclosure (e.g., confidential attorney-client 
correspondence, social security numbers, criminal history, trade secrets, medical records, etc.).
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The heightened use of the PRA and the subsequent heightened impacts to governments has occurred over 
the same period that saw local governments lose revenue sources that absorbed some of the cost pressures of 
PRA requests.

In 2014, California voters approved Proposition 42, which, among other provisions, amended the California 
constitution to discontinue the requirement that the State reimburse local governments for the cost to comply 
with PRA laws or any subsequent PRA laws enacted by the Legislature. Prior to Proposition 42, costs for local 
governments to comply with the PRA were a reimbursable state mandate for which local governments could file 

In 2020, the California Supreme Court ruled that local agencies cannot charge for staff time and technical costs 
necessary to review, redact, and release public records in response to PRA requests, allowing fees to be used 
only for limited circumstances including, for example, $0.10 per page for physical copies, the cost of physical 
hardware used to transmit records, or the cost of data extraction. Agencies are not allowed to seek 
reimbursement for the significant costs that can be incurred for the time spent by legal counsel in reviewing and 
explaining the legality of a claim, exemptions, or redactions applicable to the request or the staff time spent 
redacting private information from voluminous records requests. 

AB 370 will provide some narrow, limited relief to counties when they receive PRA requests that are inaccessible 
due to a cyberattack. While other reforms to the PRA could both improve public access to records and reduce 
impacts on local agencies, we appreciate any effort to reform the PRA, including this narrow, but beneficial 
improvement. 

For these reasons, CSAC, UCC, RCRC, and Cal Cities support AB 370 and respectfully request your AYE vote. 
Should you have any questions or concerns regarding our position, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely,

Eric Lawyer
Legislative Advocate
California State Association of Counties
elawyer@counties.org

Jean Kinney Hurst
Legislative Advocate
Urban Counties of California
jkh@hbeadvocacy.com

Sarah Dukett
Policy Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California
sdukett@rcrcnet.org

Johnnie Pina  
Legislative Affairs, Lobbyist 
League of California Cities 
jpina@calcities.org
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cc: The Honorable Juan Carrillo, California State Assembly 
 Members, Assembly Judiciary Committee 

Alison Merrilees, Chief Counsel, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Daryl Thomas, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus 



March 5, 2025

The Honorable Juan Carrillo
Member, California State Assembly
1021 O St., Ste. 5610
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 370 (Carrillo): California Public Records Act: cyberattacks
As Introduced February 3, 2025, SUPPORT
Set to be heard in the Assembly Judiciary Committee March 11, 2025

Dear Assemblymember Carrillo,

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC), Urban Counties of California (UCC), Rural County 
Representatives of California (RCRC), and League of California Cities (Cal Cities) are pleased to support your 
Assembly Bill (AB) 370. This bill
Records Act (PRA) to include the inability of an agency to access its electronic servers due to a cyberattack. 

The California Public Records Act serves as a vital tool for the public to hold their governments and elected 
leaders accountable. 
substantial resources to responding thoroughly and promptly to public records requests. 

Public agencies at all levels of government have reported a significant increase in the quantity and breadth of 
PRA requests. A variety of public agencies reported a 73% increase in the volume of PRA requests over the past 
five years. A vast majority of those agencies reported receiving PRA requests that required an inordinate amount 
of staff time, with more than 90% reporting PRA requests that diverted local resources away from local 
programs and services. 

These requests can be costly and time-consuming for local agencies, as they can require significant staff time to 
discover, review, and redact records, often requiring the specific subject matter experts on an issue to dedicate 
substantial time outside of their core responsibilities to ensure the agency fully responds to a PRA request. 
Counties have reported single PRA requests seeking decades of 911 call transcripts or decades of 
correspondence from local officials. One small, rural county reported a single requester who has submitted 
hundreds of PRA requests over the past few years, including a single request that required the county to review 
over 621,000 records. The county estimates that responding to a portion of the requests would cost the county 
over $1.8 million and require a minimum of 34 employees working around the clock for a year to honor the 
request.

Furthermore, due to the modernization of how public sector work is conducted, there has been a significant 
increase in disclosable records (e.g., emails, text messages, inter-office direct chat messaging platforms, etc.)
created by routine government work. In response, there has been a proportionate increase in the complexity 
and sophistication of the work necessary to respond to PRA requests due to the staff time spent searching for 
records and redacting material that is exempt or prohibited from disclosure (e.g., confidential attorney-client 
correspondence, social security numbers, criminal history, trade secrets, medical records, etc.).
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The heightened use of the PRA and the subsequent heightened impacts to governments has occurred over 
the same period that saw local governments lose revenue sources that absorbed some of the cost pressures of 
PRA requests.

In 2014, California voters approved Proposition 42, which, among other provisions, amended the California 
constitution to discontinue the requirement that the State reimburse local governments for the cost to comply 
with PRA laws or any subsequent PRA laws enacted by the Legislature. Prior to Proposition 42, costs for local 
governments to comply with the PRA were a reimbursable state mandate for which local governments could file 

In 2020, the California Supreme Court ruled that local agencies cannot charge for staff time and technical costs 
necessary to review, redact, and release public records in response to PRA requests, allowing fees to be used 
only for limited circumstances including, for example, $0.10 per page for physical copies, the cost of physical 
hardware used to transmit records, or the cost of data extraction. Agencies are not allowed to seek 
reimbursement for the significant costs that can be incurred for the time spent by legal counsel in reviewing and 
explaining the legality of a claim, exemptions, or redactions applicable to the request or the staff time spent 
redacting private information from voluminous records requests. 

AB 370 will provide some narrow, limited relief to counties when they receive PRA requests that are inaccessible 
due to a cyberattack. While other reforms to the PRA could both improve public access to records and reduce 
impacts on local agencies, we appreciate any effort to reform the PRA, including this narrow, but beneficial 
improvement. 

For these reasons, CSAC, UCC, RCRC, and Cal Cities are proud to support your AB 370. Should you have any 
questions or concerns regarding our position, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely,

Eric Lawyer
Legislative Advocate
California State Association of Counties
elawyer@counties.org

Jean Kinney Hurst
Legislative Advocate
Urban Counties of California
jkh@hbeadvocacy.com

Sarah Dukett
Policy Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California
sdukett@rcrcnet.org

Johnnie Pina  
Legislative Affairs, Lobbyist 
League of California Cities 
jpina@calcities.org
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Alison Merrilees, Chief Counsel, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Daryl Thomas, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus 



 

 
February 20, 2025 
 
The Honorable Lori Wilson 
California State Assembly 
1020 O Street, Suite 8110 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: AB 418 (Wilson): Property taxation: tax-defaulted property  
 As introduced 2/5/25  SUPPORT  
 Awaiting hearing  Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 
Dear Assembly Member Wilson:  
 
On behalf of the Urban Counties of California (UCC), the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), and the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), we write to 
express our support for your Assembly Bill 418, a measure that preserves the ability of 
California counties to utilize Chapter 8 sales of tax-defaulted properties. These sales are 
used to dispose of challenging properties or to facilitate the development of affordable 
housing or other local agency uses; AB 418 ensures that the owners of such properties are 
able to participate in an administrative process if they disagree with the tax sale value 
established by the tax collector and proposed for approval by the Board of Supervisors.  
 
This important measure seeks to address the 2023 Supreme Court decision Tyler v 
Hennepin County, Minnesota
when Hennepin County auctioned her tax-defaulted property to satisfy the delinquent 
property tax debt of $15,000. The property sold for $40,000 and the County kept the 
remaining $25,000 in excess proceeds without first affording the plaintiff the opportunity 
to file a claim for the excess proceeds. The Court found that the taking of the excess 
proceeds violated the Takings Clause of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments and the 
Excessive Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment.  
 

auction, any proceeds from the auction that remain after all delinquencies are paid are then 
made available to parties of interest (i.e. the owner) of that property, and those parties 
have one year to file a claim for those excess proceeds. Under current law, a county is 
prohibited from depriving a property owner of their excess proceeds without first 
providing public notice and certified mailing to the last known address, notifying the owner 
of the existence of excess proceeds and of the one-year timeframe to file a claim. 



 

 
In California, there are thousands of tax-defaulted properties that hold little to no value or 
otherwise present specific or unusual challenges to dispose of through a traditional tax 
auction. Using a Chapter 8 tax sale process to dispose of such properties can make the most 
sense for the local agency and for the property owner. AB 418 outlines a procedure by 

ensure that the property is disposed of in a manner that is transparent and affords 
property owners an administrative remedy if the property owner disputes the price set at a 
Chapter 8 tax sale. These additional steps, which include a hearing before the Board of 
Supervisors where a party of interest may present evidence to dispute the tax sale price, 

informed discretion to utilize available options to manage those properties for which 
appraisals are not financially feasible. 
 
AB 418 ensures that counties can effectively conduct Chapter 8 sales without the threat of 
litigation and Public Records Act requests that have recently been associated with these 
sales. As a result, our associations strongly support this measure to address the uncertainty 
that currently exists and resolve this issue in a manner that ensures fairness and efficiency.
 
We appreciate your authorship of this important measure. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

     
 
Jean Kinney Hurst     Emma Jungwirth 
Legislative Advocate     Senior Legislative Representative 
Urban Counties of California   California State Association of Counties
 
 

 
Sarah Dukett 
Policy Advocate 
Rural County Representatives of California 
 
cc: The Honorable Mike Gipson, Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 Members, Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee 
 
 









 

 





 

 
 
February 20, 2025 
 
The Honorable Maria Elena Durazo 
California State Senate 
1021 O Street, Suite 7530 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: SB 346 (Durazo): Local agencies: transient occupancy taxes: short-term rental 

facilitator 
 As introduced  2/12/25 
 Awaiting hearing  Senate Local Government Committee 
 
Dear Senator Durazo: 
 
On behalf of the Urban Counties of California (UCC), the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), and the Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC), we write to 
express our support for your Senate Bill 346, a measure that will strengthen local tools to 
ensure compliance with local ordinances regarding the collection and remittance of 
transient occupancy taxes (TOT) applicable to short-term rentals. 
 
Regrettably, the application of local TOT ordinances and collection and remittance of taxes 
is inconsistent and often simply avoided, even when voluntary collection agreements are 
entered into. Because local agencies do not have access to the address or any other 
personally identifiable information for listed properties, even under voluntary collection 
agreements, cities and counties are in the untenable position of choosing between 
collecting some taxes without this critical information and trusting that it is accurately 
collected, or trying to pursue collection directly from property owners, which is a time- and 
cost-intensive process that may or may not result in a fair application of local laws. 
 
By authorizing a local agency to require the short-term rental facilitator to report, in the 
form and manner prescribed by the local agency, the assessor parcel number of each short-
term rental listed on the site, along with any locally-required permit number, SB 346 will 
increase TOT compliance and ensure that local agencies are appropriately collecting tax 
revenue from those that are lawfully licensed short-term rental properties. Further, such 
authority will assist local agencies in ensuring that TOT obligations are consistent among 
other short-term stay facilities, like hotels, motels, and bed and breakfasts, and that those 



 

that profit from short-term rental properties are no longer able to obfuscate their location 
and therefore their tax obligations. 
 
SB 346 is a much-needed effort to modernize California statute and provide local agencies 
with the tools needed to fairly and effectively apply existing laws to evolving technologies.
As a result, we are strongly supportive of SB 346 and appreciate your leadership on this 
important local issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

     
 
Jean Kinney Hurst     Emma Jungwirth 
Legislative Advocate     Senior Legislative Representative 
Urban Counties of California   California State Association of Counties
 
 

 
Sarah Dukett 
Policy Advocate 
Rural County Representatives of California 
 
cc: Members and Consultants, Senate Local Government Committee 
 Ben Triffo, League of California Cities 
 Karen Lange, California Association of County Treasurers and Tax Collectors 
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