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 Meeting Agenda 

1. Call to Order
2. Introductions
3. Approval of the Minutes (Refer to attachment 3A)

A. Minutes for meeting held September 9, 2022

4. Commission Updates (Refer to attachments 4A, 4B, and 4C)
A. Participating agencies

I. New
II. Withdrawing

B. Funding update
C. Inquiry update

5. Public Comments

6. Staff Comments/Requests
A. Form 700 due by April 1, 2023
B. SCO Staff will reach out to Commissioners 90 days before terms expire

7. Reports of Officers
A. Chair
B. Vice Chair
C. Secretary

8. Committee Reports
A. CUCCAC Manual

I. Proposed changes – Legislative updates
II. Proposed changes – Non-Legislative updates

9. Commissioner Comments/Requests
10. Old Business (Refer to attachments 10A and 10B)

A. Accounting Review – Tuolumne County
B. Accounting Review – Lancaster School District
C. Increasing the Current Bid Threshold Amounts Discussion

11. New Business (Refer to attachments 11A and 11B)
A. Accounting Review – City of Claremont
B. 2022 Report to California State Legislature
C. CUPCCAA and Change Orders Discussion

12. Next Meeting
13. Adjournment
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California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission 

Minutes of Friday, September 9, 2022 

The following minutes are not official and are subject to change until approved by the 

California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission (Commission) at a 

subsequent public meeting. 

1. Call to order

Chair John Nunan called the meeting to order at 10:03 AM

Present: John Nunan, Chad D. Rinde, Johannes Hoevertsz, Nathaniel Holt and Will
Clemens

Via Teleconference: Chuck Poss, Jennifer Wakeman, Jeremy Smith, Leeann
Errotabere, Mike James and Peter Worhunsky

Excused Absences: Eddie Bernacchi, Hertz Ramirez and Mary Teichert

State Controller’s Office: Brett Haynes, Jenny Liu, Daniel Basso and Sheirlyn Singh

2. Introductions

Sheirlyn Singh from the State Controller’s Office (SCO) conducted roll call.

3. Approval of the Minutes

A. Meeting held on May 6, 2022

There were no comments from the Commission or the public.

Commissioner Rinde motioned to approve the meeting minutes of May 6, 2022

without any changes. Commissioner Clemens seconded the motion. The motion

passed on a roll call vote with seven yays, zero nays, and four abstentions.

4. Commission Updates

A. Oath of Office

Chair Nunan informed the Commission that there are two new Commissioners.

First, he administered the Oath of Office to Jennifer Wakeman, who was

appointed to a three-year term representing cities that began on August 26,

2022. Second, Chair Nunan administered the Oath of Office to Johannes

Hoevertsz, who was appointed to a three-year term representing counties that

began on September 6, 2022.

B. Participating Agencies

Ms. Singh, SCO staff, presented an update on participating agencies, noting that

SCO had received 17 resolutions from agencies that opted into the California
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Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (Act) since the previous 

meeting. Of the 17 new participating agencies, there were 5 cities, 1 county, 6 

school districts and 5 special districts. The number of agencies participating in 

the Act, including newly opted-in agencies, currently totals 1,501.  

There were no further questions or public comments. 

C. Funding Update

Ms. Singh reported that the SCO received two grants since the last meeting. The

California Construction Advancement Program donated a total of $1,250.00 for

the first and second quarter of 2022. There were two travel claims from a

commissioner of $1,125.22. A total of $18,738.67 is available for unrestricted

funds and travel reimbursement for the Commission to use.

There was no public comments.

D. Inquiry Update

Ms. Singh presented a report on inquiries received since the last meeting. She

added that SCO received a total of 15 inquiries following the May 6th meeting.

Chair Nunan commented that agencies are asking good questions related to their

projects. Commissioner Clemens added that the responses to the questions are

informative. He mentioned that the Commission had previously discussed

cooperative agreements (co-ops), which deal with purchasing goods and

services, but now agencies are asking regarding adding co-op agreements to

their public projects. He added that the answer given to the inquirer was good.

He also mentioned agencies cannot use a co-op agreement for projects, unless

that co-op agreement was bid properly according to the CUCCAC procedures.

There were no further comments or questions regarding the inquiry update.

5. Public Comments

Chair Nunan asked if there were any comments from the public.

Courtney Moore from the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District had a question in

regards to the cooperative agreements. She mentioned that her district does not use

cooperative agreements for construction, and gave an example of surveillance

cameras. She asked if the installation portion of the camera project would fall under

the classification of a construction project, and thus be considered a public project.

She added that her district wants to follow the rules and procedures of the Act. Chair

Nunan commented that agencies should submit an inquiry and describe the project if

they do use cooperative agreement as mentioned by Ms. Moore to receive guidance

if they are on the right track.
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Commissioner Errotabere added a comment in regards to using the co-op 

agreements for public works. She mentioned that many school districts, county office 

and legal guidance can vary district by district, and that majority of legal guidance 

recommends that school districts should not exceed 10% of the value of public 

works because the purpose of co-op along with CMAS (California Multiple Award 

Schedules) is for goods. She also mentioned that CMAS has a larger threshold in 

their documents but some county offices and legal offices still do not agree with the 

large threshold. She added that she knows some people who are promoting CMAS 

which is causing obstacles for some schools. Chair Nunan added that the 

Commission can address the situation if it starts being an issue with other agencies, 

such as CIFAC. Commissioner Errotabere clarified that she is not implying that 

agencies should not use CMAS, but added that agencies should not utilize co-op 

agreements if a project is 70-80% public works. Commissioner Holt commented that 

that it depends from county to county on how they interpret their guidance, and gave 

an example of Los Angeles County, where there is a little room for negotiation, 

whereas Orange County is very strict. Commissioner Errotabere added that she is 

from a strict county and the county office/legal office has recommended that they 

10% of the project value is the maximum that they should be utilizing. Commissioner 

Holt mentioned that the Commission is supposed to notify what the Act supposed to 

be, and the county offices should interpret the details of the project. 

 

6. Staff Comments/Requests  

A. SCO Staff Update 

 
Mr. Basso introduced Brett Haynes, staff counsel, who will be assisting with 

CUCCAC legal duties. Mr. Basso also added that the SCO Local Government 

Policy Unit’s supervisor, Jenny Liu, is attending the in-person meeting. 

7. Report of the Officers 

A. Chair 

Chair Nunan commented that he appreciated the commissioners who were able 

to attend the in-person meeting and he hopes that more commissioners are able 

to attend the next in-person meeting as they have funds to cover the 

commissioners travelling expenses. 

B. Vice-Chair 

Vice-Chair Errotabere mentioned that she is working with the California IT in 

Education association to develop procurement guidelines and procedures for 

their members to include on how to use the procedures of CUPCCAA. 

C. Secretary 
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Secretary Holt mentioned that Commissioner Errotabere has been a great 

support to the Commission as she has been doing extraordinary work. He also 

added that he was pleased to see El Segundo and Lawndale school districts 

opted into the Act. 

8. Committee Reports

A. CUCCAC Manual

I. Proposed changes – Legislative updates

Nothing to report.

II. Proposed changes – Non-Legislative updates

Chair Nunan mentioned that CIFAC proposed a Non-Legislative change.

He added that it can be discussed in the future meetings and opened the

topic for comments from the commissioners. Commissioner Clemens

commented that the update will be a good addition, but any change to that

section of the manual would require a legislative change, since the section

of the manual is a direct reference to Public Contract Code Section 22034.

The Commission agreed to circle back to this proposed addition at a later

meeting.

9. Commissioner Comments/Requests

Commissioner Rinde mentioned that he is back to his previous role with Yolo County

as the Chief Financial Officer. Commissioner Clemens mentioned that he will be

presenting at the State Controller’s Fall Conference with County Auditors in October

in Chico. Chair Nunan added that like Commissioner Errotabere, Commissioner

Clemens also goes above and beyond when it comes to helping the Commission.

There were no further comments from commissioners.

10. Old Business

No Old Business to report.

11. New Business

A. Accounting Review – Tuolumne County

Chair Nunan explained the process of the accounting reviews to the two new

Commission members and opened the topic for discussion. Commissioner

Clemens asked if anyone representing CIFAC and Tuolumne County were

attending the meeting virtually. Michelle Pickens, CIFAC Executive Director,

informed the Commission that she is representing CIFAC and she briefly
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explained CIFAC’s role in making sure that public agencies are in compliance 

with the Public Contract Code (PCC) by monitoring the actions of public agencies 

related to construction projects, and investigating potential violations of State 

bidding laws. She added that in late 2021, CIFAC was contacted by the reporting 

party in regards to the pavement work on Chicken Ranch Road. She informed 

the Commission that the project was a partnership between the county and 

Miwok Native American Tribe who owns a casino on Chicken Ranch Road. 

When CIFAC questioned the county why the project was not bid, the county 

replied that the work was considered maintenance work. Ms. Pickens stated that 

according to the Public Contract Code, maintenance work is classified as 

resurfacing of streets and highways at less than one inch, and referenced the 

pictures provided with CIFAC’s complaint which allegedly shows that the paving 

part exceeded one inch. She added that CIFAC believes that the county has 

misclassified the work as maintenance and that the project should have been 

competitively bid and performed via contract. Ms. Pickens stated that CIFAC has 

provided all supporting documents, and thanked the Commission for reviewing 

their concerns. 

Commissioner Rinde asked if there is Tuolumne County representative so they 

can hear their perspective of the project. No one attended the meeting from 

Tuolumne County to share their perspective. Commissioner Clemens thanked 

CIFAC for their in-depth submittal of the review. He added that the Public 

Contract code is very clear, stating that if the project requires less than once inch 

of overlay, then the project should be classified as maintenance, and if the 

project requires more than one inch, then it is not to be considered maintenance. 

He referenced a picture on Attachment G which shows a measurement of the 

overlay, and asked if that was the only picture submitted that shows that the work 

done was more than one inch. Ms. Pickens responded that they have submitted 

several pictures which reflect that the work done was more than one inch. 

Commissioner Clemens disagreed with Ms. Pickens statement and stated that 

the pictures are not adequate evidence that the entire project was more than one 

inch. He added that a better way to determine if the project exceeded one inch 

would be to calculate the material tonnage, how much tonnage one inch of work 

would require, and the width of the road and use those calculations to determine 

if the work done exceeded one inch. 

Chair Nunan responded that from his perspective, the pictures clearly show that 

the pavement work done exceeded one inch and said maybe the county is not 

aware of the restriction. Commissioner Errotabere commented that some small 

districts are having issues finding qualified contractors and some projects are not 

being done due to the lack of contractors. She referenced that some schools are 

using school staffs for small projects and are having challenges finding local 

contractors. Ms. Pickens commented that CIFAC was contacted by two separate 
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contractors in Tuolumne County who were interested in bidding for this project. 

Chair Nunan then commented that someone should have notified Tuolumne 

County that their project was under review by the Commission. Commissioner 

Hoevertsz added that he agreed with Ms. Pickens statements in regards to the 

project and stated that he believes that project should have been bid. 

There was a brief discussion among the commissioners on how they can 

determine that resurface exceeded one inch. Since no one from the County of 

Tuolumne was available to present their perspective on the project, Chair Nunan 

then came to a conclusion that the Commission can draft a letter to the county to 

inform that it appears by the evidence given by CIFAC that have exceeded the 

one inch parameter. He further added if the county would like to present their 

perspective, they can submit additional documents to the Commission for review. 

Thus, this will inform the county that moving forward if a resurfacing project is 

more than one inch, then the project will need to be bid. He then asked Ms. 

Pickens on her thoughts on this conclusion. Ms. Pickens added that she agrees 

with Chair Nunan, and would like the commission to inform the county that they 

have violated the Public Contract Code. 

Commissioner Rinde asked if the Commission can inform the county of the 

accounting review so the Commission can hear the county’s perspective. 

Commissioner Smith added that he agrees with Ms. Pickens about sending a 

message to Tuolumne County, which will also inform other agencies. In addition, 

Commissioner Clemens agreed to Chair Nunan’s conclusion that the pictures 

appear to show the project exceeding one inch, and requested CIFAC to submit 

more evidence for future accounting reviews. There was brief discussion on how 

to notify Tuolumne County so they can present their perspective of the project. 

Ms. Pickens added that CIFAC notified Tuolumne County about the accounting 

review and when they first requested information regarding the project, it took 

them about three months to respond to their inquiry. She then added that after 

CIFAC found the county in violation of the Act, the County of Tuolumne did not 

respond back to them and did attend the meeting to present their side of the 

case. Commissioner Clemens agreed with Ms. Pickens and added that this 

meeting was their opportunity to provide their evidence to the review that they did 

not violate the Act. He then added that his concern is that they were not notified 

of this meeting. Commissioner Clemens also mentioned that the Commission 

should discuss this review in the next meeting and notify the county. 

Commissioner Rinde agreed that the county were likely not aware about this 

meeting and stated that the Commission should give Tuolumne County a chance 

to present their case. Commissioner Holt asked Ms. Pickens if Tuolumne County 

responded to the letter that CIFAC sent in regards to the violation of the Act, Ms. 

Pickens responded that they did not receive a reply, though the county is not 

required by law to respond. 
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Chair Nunan motioned that the Commission should draft a letter to Tuolumne 

County stating that preliminary review of the project on Chicken Ranch Road 

shows that the county has violated the public contact code and to present their 

side of the case if they want to dispute CIFAC’s review. He added that we can 

add this to next meeting agenda so Tuolumne County is given a chance to 

present their perspective. Commissioner Clemens seconded the motion. The 

motion passed on a roll call vote with eleven yays and zero nays. 

 

B. Accounting Review – Lancaster School District 

 

Chair Nunan asked if anyone is representing Lancaster School District in the 

teleconference. There was no representation from the school district. He then 

asked Ms. Pickens to present CIFAC’s case against Lancaster School District. 

Ms. Pickens thanked the Commission and added that they were contacted in 

regards to roofing project at the El Dorado Elementary school. She added that 

there were several buildings on the property that were receiving new roofs and 

the reporting party informed CIFAC that the project was not advertised for bid. 

During their investigation, CIFAC found four buildings at the site where new roofs 

were being installed. Based on the documents received from the school district, it 

appears that the project was split into two. Furthermore, Ms. Pickens added that 

the purchase order was issued at the same time with the same amount of work 

done at the same site. Based on their investigation, CIFAC concluded that the 

aggregate value of the project should have been taken into consideration and the 

project should have been competitively bid. 

 

Commissioner Errotabere commented that she agrees with CIFAC’s finding with 

this complaint because the project was being done at the same school site. 

Commissioner Clemens respectfully disagreed with Commissioner Errotabere 

and stated that the Commission had discussed this same issue in the past and 

the Commission agreed that different buildings can be separate projects. He 

added that he believes that it is not required to combine the projects as they are 

separate buildings. Chair Nunan disagreed with Commissioner Clemens 

comments since the work was done on the same site simultaneously with the 

same contractor with the same start and end dates. He commented that he 

believes that by separating the project into two projects, the school district tried to 

be below the threshold for informal bidding. Commissioner Rinde agreed that an 

agency can separate projects but there is not enough evidence of why the school 

separated the projects and it could have been performed as one project. 

Commissioner Rinde and Commissioner Holt stated that the Commission needs 

to find out why they separated the project. Commissioner Holt also agreed with 

Commissioner Errotabere that the school cannot separate the projects on the 

same site.  
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Commissioner Smith questioned the Commission on what is the protocol to 

reaching out to the agencies in regards to the reviews submitted by CIFAC. Mr. 

Basso, SCO staff, informed the Commission that SCO did not receive an email 

address to inform the agencies and in the past, the chair assigned a working 

group to each case who then contacted the agencies to gather more information. 

Commissioner Smith volunteered to be part of a working group to receive more 

information from the agencies and stated that there should be a method where 

an agency should be notified of the concerns so they can present their 

perspective. Chair Nunan added that going forward, if the Commission receives 

accounting reviews, the Commission should send a formal invitation letter to the 

defendant agency with the meeting date and time so they can present their side 

of the case. Mr. Basso will work with Chair Nunan in drafting a template for a 

formal invitation letter. 

Commissioner Rinde commented that the Commission should take a similar 

approach to Tuolumne County. He then motioned to send a letter to Lancaster 

School District to notify them of a potential violation of the Act and give them time 

to provide additional information. He also asked to add this item to the agenda for 

the next meeting to come to a conclusion if the district in fact violated the Act. 

Commissioner Smith seconded the motion. The motion passed on a roll call vote 

with eleven yays and zero nays. 

C. Revision of FAQs

Chair Nunan asked the Commission if there are any additional proposals to

revise the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ).

There was no comment from the Commission.

The SCO will add the questions from Item 11C to the listed FAQ document on

the CUCCAC website.

D. Discussion about potentially increasing the current bid threshold amounts

Chair Nunan commented that as discussed in the last meeting, it is time for the

Commission to begin discussing  an increase to the bid thresholds, and stated

that the bids have previously been increased every five years.  He stated that

due to the pandemic and the current inflation rate being high, the Commission

would likely need to adjust the thresholds. Chair Nunan asked Commissioner

Clemens on how the process worked when the threshold increased from $45,000

to $60,000. Commissioner Clemens replied that the Commission added a

proposal to the agenda to increase the threshold from $45,000 to $60,000 and



Meeting Minutes of Friday, September 9, 2022 

Page 9 of 10 
 

informal bid from $175,000 to $200,000. He then added that the Commission 

needs to make a proposal to State Controller to increase the bid limits and the 

State Controller will need to agree to the increase. Commissioner Clemens 

added that any potential threshold increase would have to pass through the state 

legislature, which can be a long process. 

 

Chair Nunan asked the Commission and Ms. Pickens on ideas of how much the 

threshold should be increased by. Commissioner Rinde commented that he 

would prefer to utilize data related to construction cost escalation to determine 

how much the threshold should be increased to. Commissioner Poss agreed with 

Commissioner Rinde’s comments. Commissioner Holt added that he would like 

to hear Ms. Pickens’s thoughts on the threshold increase. Commissioner 

Errotabere noted that the Commission should be consistent to the amount that 

the threshold which was increased last time in 2019. Ms. Pickens commented 

that the bid increase is a concern to CIFAC since CIFAC wants its contractors to 

be able to bid for projects in a fair manner. She mentioned that smaller 

contractors do not prefer a threshold increase. There was a discussion among 

Commission members on how the data will be collected to determine how much 

the threshold should increase by. Commissioner Clemens commented that there 

is a minimum increase of $15,000 since it takes time for the State Controller's 

Office to get the increase passed through the state legislation. He added that 

when the thresholds were low, there was no incentive for agencies to opt-in to 

the Act. Commissioner Clemens also added since the last increase, the 

Commission can see that the participating agencies have been increasing due to 

the Act’s usefulness to agencies. He also recommended to increase the 

threshold once it reaches five years since the previous threshold increase.  

 

Chair Nunan commented that to collect data and have a realistic number, the 

Commission should create a working group to research this project. 

Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Rinde and Commissioner Errotabere 

volunteered to be part of the working group. Commissioner Rinde added that if 

any data was used in 2019 that would be useful, or needs to be updated, to 

please send the data to the working group Commissioners. Commissioner Smith 

also mentioned that Commissioner Bernacchi may wish to be a part of the 

working group. Chair Nunan agreed with Commissioner Smith’s recommendation 

of Commissioner Bernacchi, and will reach out to Commissioner Bernacchi 

regarding being on the working group. Chair Nunan concluded by stating that this 

item will be added to the agenda of the next meeting for further discussion. 
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12. Next Meeting

The Commission agreed to schedule the next meeting for:

Friday, January 13, 2023 

10:00 AM – 2:00 PM 

California State Controller’s Office 

 300 Capitol Mall  

6th Floor, Terrace Room  

Sacramento, CA 95814  

13. Adjournment

Chair Nunan moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:51 AM; all in favor with zero

opposing to adjourn.

If you would like more information regarding this meeting, please contact: 

State Controller’s Office 

Local Government Programs and Services Divisions 

Local Government Policy Section 

LocalGovPolicy@sco.ca.gov

mailto:LocalGovPolicy@sco.ca.gov
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Report on new participating agencies 

The State Controller’s Office has received 20 resolutions from agencies that have opted 

into the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA), 

bringing the number of agencies participating in the Act to 1522. 

New Participating Agencies 

Item 4A
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Agency 

Date 
Opted In 

Agency Type 

1 Summerville Elementary School District 1/04/11 School District 

2 Marin Wildfire Prevention Authority 12/10/20 Special District 

3 Needles Unified School District 2/15/22 School District 

4 Di Giorgio Elementary School District 3/16/22 School District 

5 City of Oroville 7/19/22 City 

6 City of Tulelake 8/16/22 City 

7 Trinidad Union School District 8/17/22 School District 

8 Union Public Utility District 8/24/22 School District 

9 Paramount Unified School District 9/14/22 School District 

10 Los Altos School District 9/19/22 School District 

11 Galt Joint Union Elementary School District 9/21/22 School District 

12 Fallbrook Union Elementary School District 10/3/22 School District 

13 Raisin City Elementary School District 10/11/22 School District 

14 
Santa Clara County Library District Joint Powers 
Authority 

10/27/22 Special District 

15 Manhattan Beach Unified School District 11/9/22 School District 

16 Fullerton School District 11/9/22 School District 

17 Jamestown Elementary School District 11/9/22 School District 

18 Huntington Beach City School District 11/15/22 School District 

19 Newport-Mesa Unified School District 11/15/22 School District 

20 San Gabriel Unified School District 12/13/22  School District 
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Total Participating Agencies (1,522)

 

Item 4A



Item 4B 

 

 

 

Commission Funding Update for the 

Period August 27, 2022 – December 20, 2022 

Beginning balance 08/27/22 $                              18,738.67 

Grant- CCAP 10/1/22* $                                    625.00   

 $                              19,863.89  

  

 

Travel claims since September 9, 2022  

Commissioner 1 - Meeting in Sacramento  $                         513.61 

Commissioner 1 - Presentation in Chico  $                         864.88          

Total travel claims  $                                1,378.49                

Total funds  $                              17,985.18  

  

  

  

* California Construction Advancement Program 3rd quarter grant 

 



 

      

Item 4C 

CUCCAC Inquiries 

August 27, 2022 – December 20, 2022 

Organization Subject Status 

Business 
Registration of Business and 
Enrolling into CUPCCAA 

Closed 

City 
Force Account and Bidding Process 

– Solar Streetlights 
Closed 

County CUCCAC Violation Process Closed 

County Training on Adoption of CUPCCAA Closed 

School District CUPCCAA Yearly Renewal Closed 

City Authorization of Solicitation Closed 

County General CUPCCAA Questions Closed 

School District Participating Agency List Removal Closed 

CIFAC 
Third Party Procurements and 

CUPCCAA 
Closed 

Registration of Business and Enrolling into CUPCCAA 

Q: I'm writing to inquire into the status of our registration as a business, as well as for assistance with 
enrolling in the CUPCCAA program. I have done extensive research on the website and would really 
appreciate a phone call with someone who can either walk me through or provide me with detailed and 
specific information. 

A: Please contact Secretary of State to register/find the status of registering your business. More 
information regarding registering businesses can be found at 
https://www.sos.ca.gov/business-programs/business-entities. 

Moreover, to opt into the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA), the 
Governing Board must elect by resolution to become subject to the uniform construction cost accounting 
procedures promulgated by the State Controller pursuant to the Public Contract Code section 22019. The 
resolution shall specify that the local agency will meet the requirements prescribed in the California 
Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission’s Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual 
and state the effective date the agency will implement the accounting and bidding procedures. Once a 
resolution has been passed, please email a signed copy of the approved resolution to 
LocalGovPolicy@sco.ca.gov. 

A sample resolution can be found in section 1:02 on page 6 of the Cost Accounting Policies and 
Procedures Manual. 
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Item 4C 

More information regarding opting into the Act can be found on the State Controller's Office website, 
specifically the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual section 1.01 on page 5. 

Force Account and Bidding Process – Solar Streetlights 

Q: Good Morning, 

Staff recently sent a solar streetlight purchase to our City Council and received approval for the purchase. 
The solar streetlights will replace non-functioning lights on a series circuit. 

The City planned to use regular City staff to install the streetlights once the purchased lights arrived. I 
have attached the Agenda Report which fully explains the details. 

We were hoping to receive guidance on this purchase and wanted to set up a meeting with your 
Commission at your earliest convenience. 

Would your staff have time for a meeting this next week to discuss the issue? 

A: CUCCAC met last Friday and, although it was too late to formally agendize any discussion 
about your situation, [Chair Nunan] did get a chance to discuss it with another commissioner and a staff 
member. We are in agreement that the replacement of the small number of lights in this case can be 
classified as “ maintenance “, thus eliminating any further compliance with the Act. 

Should your minor replacement be successful and you later decide to replace larger portions of the street 
light system, that larger undertaking might be viewed differently and may indeed be a public project. It 
would also probably be advantageous to open it up to formal public bidding as such. 

Thank you for your inquiry and being proactive in your decision-making. 

CUCCAC Violation Process 

Q1: I do not see where the manual addresses violations and what the process is.  Is there a separate 
manual for this? 

A1: Section 1.09 of the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual covers the review process for an 
agency undergoing an accounting review. Public Contract Code Sections 22042-22044.5 establishes the 
basis of the accounting review process for the Commission, which is further detailed in Section 1.09 of 
the Manual. 

Q2: How is an agency notified if there is a violation and what can they do to resolve?  Is there a repository 
of violations so that other agencies can review and learn from other agency mistakes/resolutions? 

A2: Typically, the agency accused of violating the Act is contacted by the person/agency making the 
complaint. This contact typically includes a request for documentation of the project, which is then 
reviewed and submitted as evidence of a violation of the Act to the Commission. Sometimes, the agency 
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Item 4C 

making the complaint will withdraw their request for Commission review if the agency acknowledges 
their mistake (if any) and amends their work process to avoid what caused the complaint in the future. 

Unfortunately SCO does not post a repository of violations and the Commission’s findings, but the 
meeting attachments and minutes of meetings in which an accounting review is performed are available 
on the CUCCAC webpage. 

For example, at the most recent CUCCAC meeting (09/09/2022) there were two accounting reviews, with 
the complaint letter and supporting evidence, as well as draft meeting minutes discussing the reviews 
currently posted on the website. Additionally, you may want to refer to the materials related to the August 
20, 2021 meeting, as those documents are posted and were more conclusive and indicative of a typical 
accounting review than those in the 09/09/2022 meeting. You may find other reviews by going through 
the list of past meeting agendas and materials. 

Hopefully this was helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any additional questions. 

Training on Adoption of CUPCCAA 

Q: Request for training on adoption of CUPCCAA 

A: Unfortunately the State Controller's Office does not offer any “official” trainings regarding 
CUPCCAA, but the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual contains information regarding 
CUPCCAA and how to use it. More information regarding CUPCCAA can be found on the Controller’s 
webpage at the following location: https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_cuccac.html. 

Additionally, Commissioner Clemens prepared a presentation about the basics of CUPCCAA for a 
conference last week. The PDF of his presentation is available at the following link: 
https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Local/cuccac_update.pdf. 

Commissioners would also be willing to answer any additional questions that you may have, or even set 
up a training session. The Commissioners’ contact information, including the Commission Chair, can be 
found at the following location: https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_cuccac_members.html. 

CUPCCAA Yearly Renewal 

Q: I am the Acting Purchasing Director of a school district.  I have been reviewing the CUPCCAA 
frequently asked questions link, on your webpage: 

https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Local/frequently_asked_questions_faq_-_uniform_public_constructio 
n_cost_accounting_act.pdf 

Our current Purchasing Director, who is out on leave, had specified that we, as a public agency, must 
renew our membership every November 1st .  However, in the link above, question #5 states that “once an 
agency has opted into the Act, it will remain a part of the program.” 

So, my question is, are we supposed to renew or membership, or do we just stay a member?  If we need to 
renew, can you please provide guidance on that? 

Page 3 of 6 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.com%2Fv3%2F__https%3A%2Fwww.sco.ca.gov%2Fard_cuccac.html__%3B!!IJLa0CrXIHAf!SJczT4fldUNGOJOf_xC3Z_N8jFWak5-9J-4Ezo6yKFySrTskteGzuoqlw8eQL8Ug-mApF44VmTItW_DbZq2ONdcMrkTQdmGozXwM%24&data=05%7C01%7CLocalGovPolicy%40sco.ca.gov%7Cb4263f601eab451aaa3908dab07ad996%7C86356b47d2834daca51687a294f20e12%7C1%7C1%7C638016338964069964%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=vQmT2jv%2B6swR305MkaD1lgPX77RjEDLTB2QxKNR7n18%3D&reserved=0
https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Local/cuccac_manual_2021_edition.pdf
https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_cuccac.html
https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Local/cuccac_update.pdf
https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_cuccac_members.html
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sco.ca.gov%2FFiles-ARD-Local%2Ffrequently_asked_questions_faq_-_uniform_public_construction_cost_accounting_act.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Clocalgovpolicy%40sco.ca.gov%7C6a105e072b244667391d08dabd031499%7C86356b47d2834daca51687a294f20e12%7C1%7C1%7C638030118184523246%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8DhQ0h6v3G499EDLmM7tkx6WQ1ZsZGjmiahb7d%2Fa5JU%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sco.ca.gov%2FFiles-ARD-Local%2Ffrequently_asked_questions_faq_-_uniform_public_construction_cost_accounting_act.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Clocalgovpolicy%40sco.ca.gov%7C6a105e072b244667391d08dabd031499%7C86356b47d2834daca51687a294f20e12%7C1%7C1%7C638030118184523246%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8DhQ0h6v3G499EDLmM7tkx6WQ1ZsZGjmiahb7d%2Fa5JU%3D&reserved=0


  

 

  

 

Item 4C 

A: No, once an agency has opted into the Act, they do not need to provide any additional information to 
the State Controller's Office. They are considered to be opted into the Act unless they submit an additional 
resolution specifically opting out of the Act. Therefore, agencies do not need to re-opt in to the Act if they 
have already done so. 

The direction for yearly renewal may be referring to updating your agency’s list of qualified contractors. 

Per section 1.04.01 of the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual: 

At least once per calendar year, each public agency that has elected to become subject to the 
Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act and intends to utilize the notice provisions 
outlined in section 22034(a) shall establish a new list or update its existing list of qualified 
contractors by mailing, faxing, or emailing written notice to all construction trade journals 
designated for that Agency under Section 22036. The notice shall invite all licensed contractors to 
submit the name of their firm to the Agency for inclusion on the Agency's list of qualified bidders. 

In past editions of the manual, the date for the list maintenance was in November, but later revisions have 
amended the timeframe to at least once per calendar year to give agencies more freedom in when they 
perform their list maintenance. 

More information can be found in the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual, as well as other 
sources on the State Controller's Office CUCCAC webpage. 

Authorization of Solicitation 

Q: Is there anything in the California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act that states, a 
public agency’s Council must specifically authorize to solicit proposals prior to releasing RFP to the 
public? 

A: There is currently no guidance on how a public agency’s governing board authorizes its projects. That 
should be determined by what best suits the public agency and it’s governing board. 

Note that per Public Contract Code section 22034 (c), The governing body of the public agency may 
delegate the authority to award informal contracts to the public works director, general manager, 
purchasing agent, or other appropriate person. 

Additional guidance regarding the Act can be found on the State Controller's Office webpage, most 
notably the Frequently Asked Questions document, and the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures 
Manual. 

General CUPCCAA Questions 

Q1: Projects up to $60k may be performed by own workforce, negotiated contract or purchase order: 

Because of PCC 20123, can LA County issue purchase orders (informal bidding) for projects under $50k 
without joining CUPCCAA? 

A1: Public Contract Code (PCC) 20123 is not under the purview of CUPCCAA, and would exceed the 
State Controller's Office’s authority to comment. Please discuss with your legal counsel. 
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Item 4C 

Q2: Informal vs Formal bidding 

Q2A: May I please have the definition of what constitutes as informal bidding vs. formal bidding? 

A2A: For agencies that have opted into the Act, informal bidding may be used for public projects 
between $60,000 and $200,000. Typically, informal bidding includes less arduous methods of 
gathering bids from contractors, and are typically completed faster than projects that require formal 
bidding. See PCC 22034 for additional information. 

Q2B: Is a purchase order the appropriate vehicle for pw projects? Construction, alteration, repair, 
demolition, installation, repair and maintenance? 

A2B: CUPCCAA allows for public projects of $60,000 or less to be performed “by the employees of 
a public agency by force account, by negotiated contract, or by purchase order”, per PCC 22032.  It is 
up to the agency to determine the most appropriate vehicle of those allowed. 

Q3: Is maintenance covered under CUPCCAA? 

A3: Maintenance projects are not covered by CUPCCAA. Notably, the definition of “public projects” 
does not include maintenance. In CUPCCAA, maintenance includes all of the following, per PCC 
22002 (d): 

(1) Routine, recurring, and usual work for the preservation or protection of any publicly owned or 
publicly operated facility for its intended purposes. 

(2) Minor repainting. 

(3) Resurfacing of streets and highways at less than one inch. 

(4) Landscape maintenance, including mowing, watering, trimming, pruning, planting, 
replacement of plants, and servicing of irrigation and sprinkler systems. 

(5) Work performed to keep, operate, and maintain publicly owned water, power, or waste disposal 
systems, including, but not limited to, dams, reservoirs, powerplants, and electrical transmission 
lines of 230,000 volts and higher 

Participating Agency List Removal 

Q: Why would an agency be removed from the participating agency list? 

A: Agencies are removed from the participating agency list if they pass a resolution opting out of the 
California Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (CUPCCAA). Similar to how an agency 
opts in to CUPCCAA via a resolution from the agency’s governing board, an agency may opt out of 
CUPCCAA in the same process. 

One other possibility would be if the agency accumulates three separate projects in a ten year period that 
the Commission finds to be in violation of California Public Contract Code (PCC) section 22042. More 
information regarding this review process can be found in PCC 22042-22044.5. 

More information regarding CUPCCAA can be found on the SCO website, especially the Policies and 
Procedures Manual and FAQ document. 
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Item 4C 

Third Party Procurements and CUPCCAA 

Q: Often, we have come across agencies signatory to the Act, who have engaged a third party to handle 
the procurement process for them. We have observed that the third party is not following the required 
advertising/noticing guidelines as outlined in the Act. Are agencies required to follow the 
advertising/noticing guidelines as outlined in the ACT regardless of who they have engaged to handle the 
project procurement process on their behalf? 

A: Chair Nunan’s Response: I'm not sure that the code specifically addresses this situation as outsourcing 
is kind of a modern problem. However, common sense would dictate that the agencies in question are the 
ones that must ensure compliance with the Act and that would include making sure that any entity doing 
procurement on their behalf does as well. To utilize a "subcontracting" relationship to skirt the Act's 
guidelines violates its basic intent. 

The contract between an agency and a third party for purposes of procurement should include language 
that notifies and requires the third party to adhere to the letter of the Act. 

SCO may want to have the legal department to weigh in on this. 

SCO Legal Response: Having taken a look at the inquiry, I concur with Chairman Nunan’s response. 

As a general doctrine of law, a third party agent stands in the shoes of the principal (the hirer). The 
third-party agent is still restrained by all the laws and regulations as the principal, and likewise, the 
principal is liable for the acts of their third-party agent. 

Here, there is not really a gray area under the Act’s code or under the general legal doctrine. A signatory 
cannot use a third-party procurement agent to circumvent compliance with the act. The best way to think 
about it is to understand that when a third-party agent acts on behalf of a principal, they act as though they 
are the principal. 
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Item 10A 

July 22, 2022 

John Nunan, Chair 
California Uniform Construction 
Cost Accounting Commission 
Office of the State Controller 
Local Government Programs and 
Services Division 
Local Government Policy Section 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Sent Via Certified Mail: July 22, 2022 

Re: Request for a Commission review of the practices used by the County of 
Tuolumne on the Chicken Ranch Road Culvert Replacement and Paving Overlay 
Project, pursuant to Public Contract Code Section 22042(c) 

Dear Chair Nunan, 

This letter shall serve as a formal request for a Commission review pursuant to 
Section 22042(c) of the Public Contract Code listed below, concerning the County 
of Tuolumne. 

22042. The commission shall review the accounting procedures of any 
participating public agency where an interested party presents evidence that the 
work undertaken by the public agency falls within any of the following categories: 

(c) Has been improperly classified as maintenance. 

We believe that the County of Tuolumne has improperly classified work performed 
by County employees on the Chicken Ranch Road Culvert Replacement and 
Paving Overlay Project as maintenance, pursuant to Public Contract Code Section 
22002(d)(3). 

22002. 
(d) “Public project” does not include maintenance work. For purposes of this 
section, “maintenance work” includes all of the following: 

(3) Resurfacing of streets and highways at less than one inch. 

The scope of work for this project included culvert replacement and overlay paving 
in excess of 1” on a 0.7-mile stretch of Chicken Ranch Road west of State 
Highway 108 (Attachment A). The project commenced on or around September 
13, 2021 and was finished on or around October 6, 2021. In total, 27 County 
employees performed work on the project, totaling 1483 man-hours (Attachment 
B). Photos provided by the County (Attachment C) confirm that all work was 
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performed by County employees. The County provided a written statement to 
CIFAC on January 12, 2022 (Attachment D) that the County self-performed work 
on this project because it was deemed maintenance (pursuant to Public Contract 
Code Section 22002(d)). Documentation provided by the County shows the cost 
of the project to be $137,493.06 (Attachment E). 

In accordance with Public Contract Code Section 22043(b), this request for 
commission review is being sent no later than eight business days from the date 
an interested party formally complains to the public agency. 

We have mailed a copy of our complaint to the County of Tuolumne and have 
attached a copy of that letter for your records. The point of contact receiving this 
notice for the County of Tuolumne is: 

Kim MacFarlane 
Director of Public Works 
2 South Green St. 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Project Details 
Project Name- Chicken Ranch Road Culvert Replacement and Paving Overlay 
Project Bid Date- N/A 
Project Bid Rejection Date- N/A 
Project Low Bid Dollar Amount- N/A 
Project Agency Cost- $137,493.06 

The Construction Industry Force Account Council (CIFAC) is a non-profit 
organization that represents contractors, contractor associations and the various 
building trades. As such, we meet the definition of an “interested party” per Public 
Contract Code Section 22042. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions regarding this 
request. We would appreciate notification in writing of the findings of the 
Commission. 
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Sincerely, 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Michelle Pickens, Executive Director 
mpickens@cifac.org 

Enclosures: Attachment A – Map of Project Site 
Attachment B – Employee Timecards 
Attachment C – County Photos of Project 
Attachment D – County’s Determination of Maintenance 
Attachment E – Project Expense Log 
Attachment F – CIFAC October 8, 2021 Public Records Act Request 
Attachment G – CIFAC Photos of Project  
Attachment H – Project Related County Staff Email Communications 
Attachment I – Copy of Letter to Tuolumne County 
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July 22, 2022  

John Nunan, Chair 
California Uniform Construction 
Cost Accounting Commission 
Office of the State Controller 
Local Government Programs and 
Services Division 
Local Government Policy Section 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Sent Via Certified Mail: July 22, 2022 

Re: Request for Commission review of the practices used by the Lancaster School 
District pursuant to Public Contract Code Section 22042.5 

Dear Chair Nunan, 

This letter shall serve as a formal request for a Commission review concerning the 
Lancaster School District. We believe that they have violated the California Public 
Contract Code Section 22034 by failing to bid the work associated with the El 
Dorado Elem. 20 & 21 New Roofing Project, #2122039 and El Dorado Elem. 23 & 
26 New Roofing Project, # 2122040.  

This work was split into two separate projects and both contracts were negotiated 
under the bid threshold. These projects were completed by the same contractor 
and at the same location. The aggregate value of the work exceeds the bid 
threshold established by the Commission.  

We request that the Commission review the district’s practices pursuant to Section 
22042.5 of the Public Contract Code listed below: 

22042.5. The commission shall review practices of any participating public agency 
where an interested party presents evidence that the public agency is not in 
compliance with Section 22034. 

We have mailed a copy of our complaint to the Lancaster School District (Exhibit 
"I") and have attached a copy of that letter for your records.

The work in question is described as: 

Project Name(s): El Dorado Elem. 20 & 21 New Roofing Project, #2122039 and 
El Dorado Elem. 23 & 26 New Roofing Project, # 2122040.  
Project Location: 361 East Pondera Street, Lancaster, CA 93535  

Item 10B
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Scope of Work: Demolition and replacement of existing roofs on buildings 20, 21, 
23 and 26 
Estimated Completion Date: April 21, 2022 
Work Performance: Western Pacific Roofing Corporation 
Total Approximate Project Value: $29,550 & $35,700 totaling $65,250 
Agency Contact: Larry M. Freise, Ed.D
Assistant Superintendent, Business Services
Lancaster School District  
44711 Cedar Ave  
Lancaster, CA 93534 

Timeline of  Events: (Exhibit documents are identified the same for both projects) 

Exhibit “A” 
February 28, 2022 Western Pacific Roofing Corp submits separate proposals for 

both roofing projects at building’s 20 & 21 for $29,550… and 
buildings 23 & 26 for $35,700. 

Exhibit “B” 
March 9, 2022 Lancaster School District (LSD) executes separate roofing 

project contracts for both and issues “notice to proceed” 
starting 3-21-2022 for both projects. 

Exhibit “C” 
March 9, 2022  LSD files project 20 & 21 with DIR, ID: 407270 
March 10, 2022 LSD files project 23 & 26 with DIR, ID: 407395 

Exhibit “D” 
March 18, 2022 LSD issues separate purchase orders for both projects. 

Exhibit “E” 
March 28, 2022 Western Pacific submits separate invoices for payment for 

both projects (Less retention) 
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Exhibit “F” 
April 5, 2022 LSD issues checks for contractor payment’s ($28,072.50- 

Bldg’s 20 & 21) AND ($33,915 -Bldg’s 23 & 26) 

Exhibit “G” 
April 21, 2022 Western Pacific Roofing submits separate invoices for 

payment of retention on both projects. ($1,477.50 -Bldg’s 20 
& 21 … AND $1,785 – Bldg’s 23 & 26) 

Exhibit “H” 
April 28, 2022 LSD records “Notice of Completion” and releases retention 

payments on 6-3-2022 issuing final checks for both. 

The Construction Industry Force Account Council (CIFAC) is a non-profit 
organization that represents contractors, contractor associations and the various 
building trades.  As such, we meet the definition of an “interested party” per Public 
Contract Code Section 22042.   

Please feel free to contact Michelle Pickens if you should have any questions 
regarding this complaint.  We request that you notify us in writing of the findings of 
the Commission.  

Sincerely, 

Michelle Pickens, Executive Director 
2420 Martin Road, Suite 250 
Fairfield CA, 94534 
mpickens@cifac.org   

Enclosures:   Exhibits A-I for El Dorado Elem. 20 & 21 New Roofing Project 
Exhibits A-I for El Dorado Elem. 23 & 26 New Roofing Project 
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December 5, 2022 

John Nunan, Chair 
California Uniform Construction 
Cost Accounting Commission 
Office of the State Controller 
Local Government Programs and 
Services Division 
Local Government Policy Section 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Sent Via Certified Mail: December 5, 2022 

Re: Request for Commission review of the practices used by the City of Claremont on their 
Police Department Security Gates Project, pursuant to Public Contract Code Section 
22042.5 

Dear Chair Nunan, 

This letter shall serve as a formal request for a Commission review concerning the City of 
Claremont. We believe that they have violated the California Public Contract Code, Section 
22034 by failing to informally bid the work associated with the Police Department Security 
Gates Project. 

Agencies subject to the Act are required to follow the uniform construction cost accounting 
procedures as contained in the Cost Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual.  Section 
3.01 of the manual states that “all cost elements, including personnel, materials, supplies 
and subcontracts, equipment, and overhead associated with the project must be reported at 
the project level.” Agencies may procure these elements separately, however, the cost of 
each element would be combined to determine the total cost of a public project, and the 
appropriate contracting procedure to use as outlined in Section 22032 of the Act. 

We request that the Commission review the city’s practices pursuant to Section 22042.5 of 
the Public Contract Code listed below: 

22042.5. The commission shall review practices of any participating public agency where 
an interested party presents evidence that the public agency is not in compliance with 
Section 22034 

Background: 
The City of Claremont staff contacted three fencing contractors, asking for quotes to install 
a new fence at the police headquarters. CIFAC contacted the city to obtain a copy of their 
pre-qualified contractors/informal bidders list and found that none of the three contractors 
contacted were on it. 
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CIFAC contacted the city again and informed them that they could not procure the project 
in this manner, as the aggregate value of the project would require bidding. The city ignored 
CIFAC’s concerns and moved forward with the work. It appears that three contractors 
(Commercial Door Company: $74,500; Baker Electric, Inc.: $18,090; Jonescape, Inc.: 
$2,298) were utilized with a total project cost of $96,012. In accordance with Public 
Contract Code Section 22043(e), this request for a commission review is being sent no later 
than eight business days from the date an interested party formally complains to the public 
agency. 

Enclosures and Timeline: 

Exhibit “A” July 23, 2021, Morelli reviewed the upcoming July 27, 2021, City 
Council agenda and staff report regarding the city’s intention to 
award the PD Security Gate project. 

Exhibit “B” July 23, 2021, Morelli contacted the city and asked to see a copy of 
their qualified contractors’ informal bidders list. (City provides the 
list on July 26th) The three fencing contractors that they directly 
solicited were not on their list. 

Exhibit “B-1” July 27, 2021, Morelli sent a letter to the city informing them about 
the potential violation should they proceed and procure the project 
as proposed. Morelli did not receive any response to his concerns 
and the city moved forward with the contract award. City Council 
Minutes reflect that the city approved and awarded the project. 

Exhibit “C-1” Sept. 22, 2021, Morelli sent a Public Records Act (PRA) request #1 
for documents related to the project. (9-30-21 The city provided 
several documents -Financial docs were not available) 

DOCUMENTS PROVIDED on 9-30-2021 INCLUDE: 

Exhibit “C-2” The city’s 7-13-2021 bid summary of the three-contractor’s bid 
quotes for the project. 
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Exhibit “C-3” Copy of July 27, 2021, contract and notice-to-proceed between the 
city and Commercial Door Company, Inc. 

Exhibit “D” October 24, 2022 After allowing time for the project to be 
completed and invoices to be submitted and processed, Morelli sent 
a “second” Public Records Act request for additional records, 
including all financial invoices and payments. (Construction was 
still on-going as late as March 16, 2022 (Photos) and appeared 
completed by Morelli’s last site inspection on September 14, 2022. 
(Photos) 

Exhibit “E” Commercial Door Company, various docs, invoices, and the city’s 
payment of $74,500 

Exhibit “F” Baker Electric, Inc., various docs, invoices, and the city’s payment 
of $18,090 

Exhibit “G” Jonescape, Inc., submitted invoice for concrete work for $2,298 

Exhibit “H” Department of Industrial Relations, DIR-PWC-100 project forms 
for Commercial Door and Baker Electric. (Missing is one for 
Jonescape?) AND also, a copy of Morelli’s request to the County of 
Los Angeles, Recorders Office regarding obtaining a copy of the 
projects “notice of completion”, which as of 9-20-2022, did not 
exist. 

Exhibit “I” October 15, 2020, Morelli’s previous communications with the City 
of Claremont regarding similar bidding/procurement issues. CIFAC 
gave them a pass and offered to help educate their staff regarding 
procurement and/or to answer questions related to CUCCAA 
requirements and guidelines. (The city never did take Morelli up on 
his offer) 

Exhibit “J” Time stamped project photographs 
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The Construction Industry Force Account Council (CIFAC) is a non-profit organization 
that represents contractors, contractor associations and the various building trades. As 
such, we meet the definition of an “interested party” per Public Contract Code Section 
22042. 

We have mailed a copy of our complaint to the City of Claremont and have attached a copy 
of that letter for your records. 

Please feel free to contact Michelle Pickens if you should have any questions regarding 
this complaint. We request that you notify us in writing of the findings of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Pickens, Executive Director 
2420 Martin Road, Suite 250 
Fairfield CA, 94534 
mpickens@cifac.org  
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December 5, 2022 

Adam Pirrie, City Manager 
City of Claremont 
207 Harvard Ave. 
Claremont, CA 91711 

Sent Via Certified Mail: December 5, 2022 

Re: Request for Commission review of the practices used by the City of Claremont on their 
Police Department Security Gates Project 

Dear Adam Pirrie, 

The Construction Industry Force Account Council (CIFAC) is a non-profit organization 
that monitors governmental entities to ensure they abide by the California Public Contract 
Code. We represent contractors, contractor organizations and labor unions. 

This letter is to inform you that we have filed a formal request for a California Uniform 
Construction Cost Accounting Commission review of the procurement practices used by 
the City of Claremont on their Police Department Security Gates Project, pursuant to Public 
Contract Code Section 22042.5. We believe that the city has violated the Public Contract 
Code Section by failing to follow the informal bidding procedures found in Section 22034 
of the Public Contract Code. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Pickens, Executive Director 
Construction Industry Force Account Council 
2420 Martin Road, Suite 250 
Fairfield CA, 94534 
mpickens@cifac.org 
(800) 755-3354 

CC California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission 

State Controller’s Office-Local Government Policy Section 

P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 

   LocalGovPolicy@sco.ca.gov 

John Nunan 

Consultant 

General Contractors 

Chair-CUCCAC 

Leeann Errotabere  

Director of Purchasing 

Clovis Unified School District 

School Districts 

Vice Chair-CUCCAC 

Nathaniel Holt 

Chief Facilities Officer & Bond 

Program Director 

Compton Unified School District 

School Districts 

Secretary-CUCCAC 

Eddie Bernacchi 

President 

NECA, Politico Group 

Subcontractors 

Will Clemens 

General Manager 

Oceano Community Services 

District 

Special Districts 

Johannes J. Hoevertsz 

Director of Transportation and 

Public Works 

Sonoma County 

Counties 

Mike James 

Assistant City Manager & Public 

Works Director 

City of Lemon Grove  

Cities 

Chuck Poss 

President 

Earth Construction & Mining 

Subcontractors 

Hertz Ramirez 

Business Manager 

Laborers’ International Union of 

North America 

Labor 

Chad D. Rinde 

Chief Financial Officer 

County of Yolo 

Counties 

Jeremy Smith 

Deputy Legislative Director 

State Building and Construction 

Trade Council 

Labor 

Mary Teichert 

General Contractors 

Contractors State License Board 

Appointed 

Jennifer Wakeman 

Assistant Administrative Services 

Director/Financial Services 

Manager   

City of Lafayette 

Cities 

Peter Worhunsky 

President & CEO 

Live Oak Infrastructure Group 

General Contractors 

January 16, 2023 

Erika Contreras  

Secretary of the Senate  

State Capitol, Room 3044 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sue Parker 

Chief Clerk of the Assembly 

State Capitol, Room 3196 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sent via electronic mail 

Re: Annual Report to the California State Legislature for 2022 

Dear Members of the Legislature: 

In accordance with Public Contract Code (PCC) §22017(d), this report describes 

the activities and operations of the California Uniform Construction Cost 

Accounting Commission (Commission) for 2022.   

The Commission is tasked with providing technical support to public agencies by 

prescribing uniform construction cost accounting procedures for those agencies that 

opt into the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act (Act), pursuant to 

PCC §22000 et seq.  The Commission works to ensure the equitable application 

and compliance of the Act by reviewing public complaints and recommending 

accounting reviews when the criteria of the Act are not fulfilled. The Act promotes 

statewide uniformity of cost accounting standards and flexibility in bidding 

procedures on construction work performed or contracted by public entities in 

California.   

The Act results in cost savings and improved efficiency to public agencies in the 

bidding, award, execution, and completion of public works projects. In addition, 

the Commission conducts meetings open to the public, provides a manual for use 

by public agencies signatory to the Act, and maintains a Commission web page on 

the State Controller’s Office (SCO) website.  Commissioners also facilitate and 

participate in outreach and training to participating agencies, candidate agencies, 

and professional organizations. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission 

State Controller’s Office-Local Government Policy Section 

P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 

   LocalGovPolicy@sco.ca.gov 

John Nunan 

Consultant 

General Contractors 

Chair-CUCCAC 

Leeann Errotabere  

Director of Purchasing 

Clovis Unified School District 

School Districts 

Vice Chair-CUCCAC 

Nathaniel Holt 

Chief Facilities Officer & Bond 

Program Director 

Compton Unified School District 

School Districts 

Secretary-CUCCAC 

Eddie Bernacchi 

President 

NECA, Politico Group 

Subcontractors 

Will Clemens 

General Manager 

Oceano Community Services 

District 

Special Districts 

Johannes J. Hoevertsz 

Director of Transportation and 

Public Works 

Sonoma County 

Counties 

Mike James 

Assistant City Manager & Public 

Works Director 

City of Lemon Grove  

Cities 

Chuck Poss 

President 

Earth Construction & Mining 

Subcontractors 

Hertz Ramirez 

Business Manager 

Laborers’ International Union of 

North America 

Labor 

Chad D. Rinde 

Chief Financial Officer 

County of Yolo 

Counties 

Jeremy Smith 

Deputy Legislative Director 

State Building and Construction 

Trade Council 

Labor 

Mary Teichert 

General Contractors 

Contractors State License Board 

Appointed 

Jennifer Wakeman 

Assistant Administrative Services 

Director/Financial Services 

Manager   

City of Lafayette 

Cities 

Peter Worhunsky 

President & CEO 

Live Oak Infrastructure Group 

General Contractors 

The activities and operation conducted by the Commission during 2022 are listed 

below: 

• The Commission met on January 7, May 6, and September 9. John Nunan

chaired the meetings. The Commission resumed in-person meetings in

downtown Sacramento, while also utilizing videoconferences for

Commission members unable to attend in-person, as well as increased

opportunity for public participation.

• Two new Commissioners were sworn in to represent the sectors Cities and

Counties.

• Fifty-nine additional agencies have opted into the Act, bringing the number

of agencies participating in the Act to 1,522.

• The Commission responded to thirty-two inquiries outside of normal

meetings. This indicates the level of importance, public agency interest, and

dependence upon the ongoing technical support the Commission provides

annually to its participants.

• The Commission received $2,500 in donations and grants from donors in

the construction industry. These funds are to be used to conduct

Commission meetings, outreach programs, and other duties deemed

necessary to continue the Commission’s purpose.

• The Commission completed three accounting reviews of participating

agencies.

 

 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 

John Nunan, Chair  

California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission 

cc: State Controller’s Office 
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