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Contractor or
Employee?
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Adopting the California Supreme Court’s
recent decision in Dynamex Operations W. v.
Superior

Court,

(2018)

4

Cal.5th

903,

Governor Newsom signed Assembly Bill 5,
codifying the Dynamex findings, which took
effect on January 1, 2020. The default under
AB5

is

that

all

service

providers

are

by Rachel Ostrander

employees for purposes of wage and hour

The Grunsky Law Firm, PC

laws, sick time, workers compensation, and

Generally, employees are entitled
to wage and hour protections, including
minimum

wage

and

overtime,

and

are

protected under both federal and state antidiscrimination laws. Many of our business
partners may be uncertain about the status
of those individuals who perform work or
services for them with recent changes in the
law which have held that some persons who
have

classically

independent

been

categorized

contractors

are

as

to

be

considered employees under the law.
In

recent

years,

California

courts

under

the

Labor

have

Code

in

determining classification as independent
contractors or employees, and have applied
either the “multi-factor” or the “economic
realities” test, commonly referred to as the
“ABC

test”

adopted

by

the

A.

The person is free from the control and

direction of the hiring entity in connection
with the performance of the work, both
under the contract for the performance of
the work and in fact.
B. The person performs work that is outside
the usual course of the hiring entity’s
business.
C.

The person is customarily engaged in an

independently

established

trade,

occupation, or business of the same nature

looked to the definitions of “employ” and
“employer”

benefits requirements, unless:

California

as that involved in the work performed.
Although the control factor may still be
significant, Assembly Bill 5 makes clear that
the hiring party must satisfy all three criteria
in order for a valid independent contractor
relationship to exist. While it seems like
Assembly Bill 5 creates a narrower definition

Supreme Court in the case of S. G. Borello &

for the classification of employees versus

Sons, Inc. v Dept. of Industrial Relations

contractors, there are many distinctions and

(1989) 48 Cal.3d 341. Under both tests, the

pitfalls that employers could potentially fall

courts have routinely found that the most

into. Examples:

significant factor to be considered is the
right to control the worker, both as to the

Assembly Bill 5 exempts from application of

work done and the manner and means in

the

which it is performed.

occupations, including physicians, surgeons,

“ABC

test”

a

host

of

specified
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podiatrists,

psychologists,

BARLINE

10.The degree of permanence of the working

veterinarians, lawyers, architects, licensed

relationship;

engineers,

11.The method of payment, whether by time

private

accountants,

investment

investigators,
advisers

and

or by the job; and

commercial fishermen under Labor Code

12.Whether or not the parties believe they

section 2750.3, and sets out specifically the

are

various factors that may be considered in
defining those employment relationships
under the “multi-factor test” including the
following:
1. Who has control over the employment
relationship;
2. Whether the person performing services is
engaged

in

an

occupation

or

business

distinct from that of the principal;
3. Whether or not the work is a part of the
regular business of the principal or alleged
employer;
4. Whether the principal or the worker
supplies the instrumentalities, tools, and
the place for the person doing the work;
5. The alleged employee’s investment in the
equipment or materials required by his or
her task or his or her employment of
helpers;
6. Whether the service rendered requires a
special skill;
7. The kind of occupation, with reference to
whether, in the locality, the work is usually
done under the direction of the principal or
by a specialist without supervision;
8. The alleged employee’s opportunity for
profit or loss depending on his or her
managerial skill;
9. The length of time for which the services
are to be performed;

creating

an

employer-employee

relationship may have some bearing on the
question but is not determinative since this
is a question of law based on objective tests.
Both Assembly Bill 5 and the Dynamex court
note that it is possible that a worker may
properly be considered an employee with
reference to one statute but not another.
See e.g. Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), 29
U.S.C.

§

201

Employment

et

and

seq.,

and

Housing

the

Act

Fair

(FEHA),

Government Code § 12940 et seq., both
containing their own standards for resolving
the employee or independent contractor
issue.
Assembly

Bill

5

also

leaves

open

the

possibility of finding a worker may be
properly classified as an employee where
there is an absence of control over work
details. Assembly Bill 5 says explicitly that
an employer-employee relationship will be
found if (1) the principal retains pervasive
control over the operation as a whole, (2)
the worker’s duties are an integral part of
the operation, and (3) the nature of the work
makes detailed control unnecessary (citing
to

Yellow

Cab

Cooperative

v.

Workers

Compensation Appeals Board, (1991) 226
Cal.App.3d 1288).
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Assembly Bill 5 does not change the analysis

worker is issued a 1099 form rather than a

of the requirements in Labor Code section

W-2 form is also not determinative with

2750.5,

rebuttable

respect to independent contractor status

presumption that where a worker performs

under Assembly Bill 5. (citing to Toyota

services that require a license pursuant to

Motor Sales v. Superior Court, 1990) 220

Business and Professions Code section 7000,

Cal.App.3d 86).

setting

out

a

et seq., or performs services for a person
who is required to obtain such alicense, the

The actual determination of whether a

worker

worker is an employee or independent

is

an

employee

independent

contractor.

contractors

who

and

not

Small

an

general

contractor

employ

factors, all of which must be considered, and

independent contractors for work, must be

no one of which is determinative by itself.

regularly

sure that all of its independent contractors
have their own licenses in good standing at
all times while work is being performed.

existence

of

a

written

agreement

purporting to establish an independent
contractor

relationship,

it

is

not

determinative that a worker is properly
classified as an independent contractor.
(citing Borello, Id. at 349). The fact that a

upon

a

number

of

Consequently, it is necessary to closely
examine

the

facts

of

each

service

relationship and then apply the law to the

Assembly Bill 5 also notes that regardless of
the

depends

unique circumstances of each employment
relationship.

Our

business

partners

will

continue to need to seek out counsel who
are abreast of the law surrounding this new
legislation and its interpretation to avoid
exposure

to

liability

because

misclassification of workers.
***

of

the
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A disabled person;
"SECURE ACT " USHERS IN

A

CHANGES TO RETIREMENT

certification is obtained evidencing that
meaning

BENEFITS

provided

a

“reasonably

expected

to

be

Any other person who is not more than
ten years younger than the decedent.

Thompson Jones LLP

required

person,

lengthy in nature”; or,

by Michael J. Jones, CPA
highly

ill

duration of the disability is indefinite,

ACCOUNT DEATH

The

chronically

complex

minimum

rules

governing

distributions

from

Age of majority is not specified in the
statute.

Regulations

governing

annuities

retirement accounts have become even

specify age 26, but the regulations on

more complex. As a result, beneficiary forms

defined

will need to be reviewed and new planning

extension, Individual Retirement Accounts)

options could be considered.

are silent. Clarification is needed to reliably

contribution

accounts

(and,

by

avoid imposition of the 50 percent tax for

The new rules drastically curtail any ability

failing

to

Distribution.

defer

distribution

of

a

decedent’s

to

make

a

Required

Minimum

account by more than 10 years. But there
are several exceptions that still permit
distributions to be made over the life
expectancy
beneficiary.”

of

an

“eligible

Eligible

designated
designated

beneficiaries include:
A surviving spouse;
A minor child, but only until majority age
is attained; after that, another 10 years is
permitted;

If a surviving spouse makes a rollover to the
spouse’s own IRA, the lifetime distribution
rules apply, rather than the rules that apply
to a death beneficiary. Of course, the
eventual

beneficiary

of

the

surviving

spouse’s Individual Retirement Account will
subject to the new rules after the surviving
spouse dies.

Cont'd
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Trusts named as a death beneficiary of a

stands in stark contrast to the dramatic

retirement

increase

account

generally

will

not

to

the

estate

exclusion

and

amount

gift

tax

–

now

qualify for an exception. But if a trust

applicable

provides that the surviving spouse has the

$11,580,000 per person, and double that

right to all distribution for life, then the

amount for a married couple.

exception for spouses should apply. In
contrast, a trust that is required to pay all

Beginning in 2020, there is no longer an age

income to the surviving spouse for life will

limit for making IRA contributions.

not qualify as an exception, since the
surviving spouse does not possess the right

So-called Qualified Charitable Distributions

to receive all distributions for life.

allow an IRA owner to contribute up to
$100,000 annually to a qualifying charity.

There is some good news for the employee

QCDs count toward satisfaction of the

or IRA owner: the age when Required

year’s Required Minimum Distribution. But

Minimum Distributions must commence has

beginning in 2020, the $100,000 limit must

been increased from age 70 ½ to age 72.

be

That change also applies to retirement plan

contributions made during the year when

participants

the contribution is made.

who

own

more

than

five

reduced

by

the

amount

of

IRA

percent of the employer who sponsors the

For those who are charitably inclined,

plan.

consider naming a charitable remainder
The change did not affect the so-called 5year rule. If the participant dies before
reaching the required beginning date and
there is no designated beneficiary, the
account must be distributed in full by
December 31 of the year that contains the

trust as the retirement account’s death
beneficiary. One or more family members
will receive an income stream for a lifetime
or for a term of not more than 20 years,
thereby approximating required minimum
distributions.

When

the

non-charitable

fifth anniversary of the participant’s death.

interest expires, the remainder passes to a

Clearly,

the

comparing

account

distributions

acceleration

of

after

retirement
death

will

profoundly affect the true value received
by

descendants.

For

many

working

Americans, their retirement account is their
financial legacy to their family. That end
result for retirement account inheritors

qualifying charity. A financial illustration
those

alternatives

may

be

helpful.
Changes made to plan requirements (not
discussed

here)

will

mean

that

plan

documents need to be updated. You and
your

clients

should

document providers.
***

consult

the

plan
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California Rural Legal Assistance

LEGAL AID CORNER
The foundation of health begins in homes, schools, workplaces, and
neighborhoods. But for many Monterey County residents struggling to
make ends meet, these pillars of good health are too often at the root
of their health problems. Mold in the home can exacerbate asthma
symptoms, bullying at school can cause psychological trauma, wage
theft can prevent families from affording medications, and exposure
to pesticides during pregnancy can cause reproductive harm. These
are health issues confronting our county’s low-income residents that
cannot be addressed exclusively within the four walls of a health
clinic. However, integrating legal services with the healthcare system
can be a means to disrupt a cycle of returning people to the unhealthy
conditions that would otherwise bring them right back to the clinic or
hospital.
Since 2017, a Medical-Legal Partnership between the Monterey County
Health Department and California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. has
been bringing free legal services to hundreds of patients every year at
Monterey County’s safety net healthcare clinics. Doctors identify
patients with health-harming legal needs, and CRLA attorneys meet
those patients on-site at their clinic, working in partnership with their
healthcare team to provide legal services that can improve social
determinants of health like income, housing, education, workplace
safety, and physical environment—which can account for 60% of
health outcomes. In a given week, we may help get bed bugs and mold
out

of

patients’

homes,

make

sure

disabled

workers

get

reasonable accommodations and medical leave they need, increase

the

WINTER 2020
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school-based services for special-needs students, and connect victims
of intimate partner violence to immigration services.
Our MLP team resolves specific problems for individual patients, while
also working for systemic change. For example, many pregnant
farmworker

patients

reported

concern

about

working

around

pesticides known to cause reproductive harm, but they needed
their income to provide for their family during pregnancy. Clinic
patients and providers educated CRLA’s MLP staff about the issue, and
CRLA attorneys identified an underutilized state disability insurance
program that can provide partial replacement income to pregnant
patients when it is no longer safe for them to work. The state program
initially denied several patients’ claims because they were not familiar
with the occupational hazards that pregnant farmworkers face.
However, through appeals, administrative advocacy, and coalition
building, our efforts finally resulted in a change to the program’s
statewide

policy.

Now

California’s

working

moms

can

access

replacement income as soon as it is not medically advisable for them
to continue working!

It is a humbling and rewarding experience

providing legal services to clinic patients alongside the amazing
healthcare staff at Monterey County clinics. Together, we are engaged
every day in the dynamic process of innovating integrated services and
provision models to reach underserved populations and address
unmet needs. It is truly a team effort and such a privilege to be a part
of it - and we are just getting started.
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ETHICS CORNER:
RULE 4.2: “COMMUNICATION WITH A
REPRESENTED PERSON” PART II
by WILLIAM LITT
s discussed in Part I of this series, on May 10, 2018, the California
Supreme Court approved new Rules of Professional Conduct that
became effective on November 1, 2018. Among the many important
changes incorporated into the new Rules were revisions pertaining to
communication with represented parties.
This article focuses on new Rule 4.2(b), addressing communication with represented
corporations, partnerships, associations, or other private or governmental organizations.
Subsection (b) reads as follows:
(b) In the case of a represented corporation, partnership, association,
or other private or governmental organization, this rule prohibits
communications with:
(1) A current officer, director, partner, [ ]or managing agent of the
organization; or
(2) A current employee, member, agent, or other constituent of the
organization, if the subject of the communication is any act or omission
of such person[ ] in connection with the matter which may be binding
upon or imputed to the organization for purposes of civil or criminal
liability.
As modified by subsection (a) of Rule 4.2, such communications are allowed with the
consent of counsel for the represented entity.
Importantly, subsection (c) of Rule 4.2 states that the rule does not prohibit, “(1)
communications with a public official, board, committee, or body; or [¶] (2)
communications otherwise authorized by law or a court order.”

WINTER 2020
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In subsection (d), Rule 4.2 defines “Managing agent” as “an employee, member, agent, or
other constituent of an organization with substantial[ ] discretionary authority over
decisions that determine organizational policy.” It defines “Public official” as
“a public officer of the United States government, or of a state, county, city,
town, political subdivision, or other governmental organization, with the
comparable decision-making authority and responsibilities as the organizational
constituents described in paragraph (b)(1).”
Rule 4.2 operates differently depending on whether the represented entity is private or
governmental. Communications with public entities – virtually all of which are
represented by counsel – implicate concerns that do not apply to private companies or
non-governmental organizations. The primary consideration unique to public entities is
the First Amendment right “to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.” So,
for example, the First Amendment protects the right of an attorney to communicate with
a public official regarding any matter within the purview of that official.
What the First Amendment does not protect are attempts by attorneys to elicit
information, or even admissions, from public employees to be used against a public
entity in litigation. In U.S. v. Sierra Pacific Industries (E.D. Cal. 2010) 2010 WL 4778051,
for example, the U.S. District Court considered whether counsel for a corporation in an
action brought by the government alleging corporate responsibility for a forest fire
violated former Rule 2-100, the predecessor of Rule 4.2. Counsel, while attending a U.S.
Forest Service-sponsored field trip to a fuel reduction project site, open to the public,
questioned Forest Service employees about fuel breaks, fire severity, and the contract
provisions the Forest Service requires for fire prevention in timber sale projects. The
attorney did not disclose to the employees that he was seeking the information for use
in the pending litigation, and was representing a party opposing the United States in the
litigation. The District Court ruled that counsel had violated Rule 2-100. The Court noted
that it was undisputed that defense counsel communicated directly with the Forest
Service employees, knowing they were represented by counsel and without the consent
of opposing counsel to question them. (2010 WL 4778051, *5.) Defense counsel asserted
that his questioning of the Forest Service employees fell within the exception contained
in former Rule 2-100(C)(1), permitting “[c]ommunications with a public officer . . . ,” and
relying on his First Amendment right to petition the government for redress of
grievances.
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The decision in Sierra Pacific acknowledged defense counsel’s First Amendment right to
attend the tour (id. at *5), but the Court concluded that defense counsel’s questioning of
employees who had no “authority to change a policy or grant some specific request for
redress that [counsel] was presenting,” was not an exercise of his right to petition the
government for redress of grievances. (Id. at *6.) “Rather, the facts show and the court
finds that he was attempting to obtain information for use in the litigation that should
have been pursued through counsel and through the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
governing discovery.” (Ibid.) The Court observed that Defense counsel’s interviews of the
Forest Service employees on matters related to the subject of the litigation – without
notice to, or the consent of, government counsel – “strikes at . . . the very policy purpose
for the no contact rule.” (Ibid.)In other words, counsel’s motive for making the contact
with the represented party went to the heart of why contact with represented parties is
restricted by former Rule 2-100 and current Rule 4.2: counsel was “attempting to obtain
information for use in the litigation.”
The Sierra Pacific Court further held that, while the ABA Model Rule analog to California
Rule of Professional Conduct 2-100 – which was the basis for new California Rule 4.2 –
was not controlling, defense counsel’s ex parte contacts violated that rule as well.
“Unconsented questioning of an opposing party’s employees on matters that counsel
has reason to believe are at issue in the pending litigation is barred under ABA Rule 4.2
unless the sole purpose of the communication is to exercise a constitutional right of
access to officials having the authority to act upon or decide the policy matter being
presented. In addition, advance notice to the government’s counsel is required.” (Id. at
*7.) Accordingly, under both California Rule 4.2 and the corresponding ABA Model Rule,
the purpose of the attorney’s ex parte communication with a public official is crucial to
determining whether the communication is improper.
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With regard to communicating with employees of a private entity, the threshold question
becomes whether high-ranking employees of the represented adverse party are “officer,
director, partner, [ ]or managing agent” or whose words or actions can bind that entity.
In Snider v. Superior Court (2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1187, a trade secrets case, the Court of
Appeal reversed an order disqualifying counsel for the defendant, a former sales
manager of the plaintiff event management company, for ex parte contact with the event
management company’s current sales manager and productions director. The Court
concluded that the contacted employees were not “managing agents” for purposes of
the former rule because neither of them “exercise[d] substantial discretionary authority
over decisions that determine organizational policy.” According to the court, supervisory
status and the power to enforce corporate policy are not enough. (Id. at 1209.)
Significantly, there was no evidence that either employee had authority to speak
regarding the dispute that was the subject of the litigation, or that the actions of the
employees could bind or be imputed to the company with regard to the subject matter of
the litigation. (Id. at 1211.)
A takeaway from Snider is that it is important to determine whether the employees in
question “exercise substantial discretionary authority over decisions that determine
organizational policy” and therefore should be treated as constituents of the
represented corporate party for purposes of Rule 4.2. Subsections (b) and (d) of Rule 4.2,
however, seemingly expand upon the holding in Snider and more clearly define which
employees are off limits. At a minimum, an attorney should determine the functions
actually performed for the company-adversary by the employees with whom the
attorney intends to communicate before communicating with those employees or
otherwise treating them as unrepresented persons. One can extrapolate from Snider and
Rule 4.2 that – as in Sierra Pacific – if it is counsel’s intent in contacting company
employees to obtain binding admissions for use in litigation, such conduct is likely to
run afoul of the ethical limitations on communicating with represented parties.
Moreover, the penalty for making the wrong call regarding whether a given employee
may be contacted without permission of a company’s counsel could be disqualification
from the case, and perhaps disciplinary action or a legal malpractice suit by one’s own
client.
William Litt is a Deputy County Counsel for Monterey County. He has practiced law for 26 years. The views
expressed in this article do not necessarily reflect those of Monterey County or the Monterey County
Counsel’s Office.

LEGAL LEVITY
A

man

in

an

interrogation

room says “I’m not saying a
word

without

my

lawyer

present.”
"You are the lawyer." said the
policeman.
"Exactly,

so

where’s

present?" replied the lawyer.

my
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DEFAULT SERVICING IN PROBATE
by Catherine Gheen, Gheen Properties, Inc.

Although it has been a few years since the Mortgage Meltdown, there are still default
issues faced today, and they occur often in probate files. These can occur when the
deceased spouse was the only borrower on the loan and the lender is not communicating
with the surviving spouse or family member. The probate court timelines can often delay a
mortgage being paid, or the surviving spouse may not be able to reach anyone above the
customer service level to gain assistance on the mortgage. Frustration and grief can
overwhelm a surviving spouse in this situation and they need skilled help. On the civil side
of mortgage servicing there are many ways a borrower or surviving spouse can receive
assistance with their lender. The key is knowing the laws and civil codes that are in place
to assist borrowers in a trying situation.
Sometimes when payments are not being made to the mortgage it triggers a transfer of
the loan to a new servicer. This year, HUD has been following this practice whenever a
loan is two months behind in payments. When mortgages are securitized and sold to
investors, there are lengthy contracts that contain servicing guidelines that pertain to
defaulted loans, which can include terms of service transfers or any other guidelines for
default options.
but HUD is
for the

Several community action groups are protesting HUD’s actions,
trying to minimize losses. In this event, there are still options
surviving spouse or family members with the new servicer.
Many are not aware that, although the MHA (Making
Home Affordable) program has ended, there are
in-house programs that can still offer
assistance. There are also the options of
loan forbearance, step forbearance, or
deferred payment options. The lender
servicer will need copies of trust
documents and proof of the
passing of the deceased
borrower to begin to work
with the surviving spouse
or family member.
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The key to avoiding a Notice of Default or Notice of Trustee’s Sale is taking a proactive
stance with the lender to communicate the issues. The major banks are large in size and
divisions, so having key points of contact is critical to preventing files from being
misdirected. Have an experienced advocate for the surviving spouse reach the bank or
servicer quickly to prevent defaults from being recorded against the property. Often
attorneys for the family fax paperwork to the lender and weeks go by with no
communication from the bank. This method can lead to paperwork sitting in limbo or the
wrong department. Most attorneys rely on the bank’s attorneys to get their file addressed,
but this method too can drag on for weeks, if not months. Some attorneys rely on calling
the customer service line of the bank, and this too can lead to the file taking far too long
to be addressed. A customer service representative has no authority to make a decision on
a file. Working the file on the civil side with an experienced loss mitigator may be more
effective in reaching key members of senior staff within the banking institution.
If any property needs to be sold, it is important to keep any Notice of Default from being
recorded, as this may hinder any potential sale. Once a Notice of Default has been
recorded, buyers are hesitant to make a fair and equitable offer, and the seller will
instead receive low ball offers from investors looking to get a deal. Having strong
representation for the seller is key to avoid any sort of price
happening to the surviving spouse or family member. Far too
spouses are overwhelmed by grief and market information
if they are receiving a good offer in the sale of their
property. In one unfortunate case, an agent took so
long trying to communicate with the surviving
spouse’s lender that the property went to
foreclosure and the surviving spouse lost
any chance of equity.
The key is to get the bank or
servicer to hold off on recording
the defaults, to avoid a
foreclosure time crunch and
allow time to procure a fair
and equitable offer.
***

manipulation
often,
to know
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E V E N T S

CLE Dates

*Please note all dates and topics are subject to change. Check our calendar of events HERE prior to each
to check status and register. *CLE’s are FREE to members until June 2020, $45 for nonmembers*
Register new membership online HERE.
Renew your membership online HERE.

1/30 Cellphone Forensics: Applications in Discovery and Investigations
Presented by: Cory Hamma, Practice Leader ArcherHall Sacramento

2/5 LRS Lunch – Learn more about the MCBA Lawyer Referral Service
Panel members include 2020 MCBA President Thomas Espinoza, 2020 MCBA Secretary Cindy Negrete,
and Attorney and LRS panel member Robert Ponce. Q&A session. Lunch provided.

2/6 Mediation CLE
Presented by: John S. Burton, Law Offices of John S. Burton PC Monterey Bay Mediation

2/20 How to Treat Deferred Comp Assets in Planning after Enactment of SECURE Act
Presented by: Michael J. Jones, CPA Thompson Jones LLP

3/12 Ethical Attorney Advertising and Marketing (1 hour Ethics)
Presented by: Kevin W. Brown M.B.A, President & Founder The Specialists in Law Firm Marketing Huntington Beach

3/19 CA Rules of Professional Conduct: New Rules and Amendments (1 hour Ethics)
Presented by: Nana Knight, Monterey County Deputy District Attorney

4/2 A Practicing Attorney’s Experience with Law & Technology
Presented by: Kyle Krasa Esq., Krasa Law Inc.

4/9 Special Needs Trusts
Presented by: Yvonne A. Ascher, Law Office of Yvonne A. Ascher and Jean Rasch, Attorney at Law

Events

Spring Bench Bar: March 2020, date and location TBD

WINTER 2020
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Fenton
Luncheon

The Lewis L. Fenton award was established by the Monterey County
Bar Association (MCBA) in 2005 and is presented at the Annual MCBA
Meeting and Holiday Luncheon. This recognition is a tribute to the
Monterey County legal legend who was a model of integrity and civility.
The 2019 Fenton Award was awarded to Ronald S. Granberg on Friday,
December 6, 2019 at the Monterey Tides Hotel.
Attendees were introduced to and heard remarks from 2020 MCBA
President Thomas Espinoza, received the “Year in Review” from 2019
MCBA President Chuck Des Roches, and received the “State of the
Court” report from the Honorable Lydia M. Villarreal.
Attendees also heard remarks from Commissioner Katherine Stoner
and the 2019 Fenton Award recipient.
Congratulations Ron!

Shadee Mousa
Mackenzie Thomas

Matthew Rankin

Deborah Howitt

Lisa Williams

Kellie Morgantini
Mackenzie Thomas

Katherine Dorset

Hon. Marla Anderson

Hon. Albert Maldonado

Hon. Stephanie Hulsey
Ronald Granberg

Steve Pearson
Brian Call

Michelle Cline

Jeff Mansukhani

Brandon Cline

Kim Mansukhani

Denise Granberg

Brian Faranato

Ronald Granberg

Kellie Morgantini

Dave LaRiviere

Alicia Faranato

Cara Benech
Rick Paul

Charles Swanston
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Monique Guzman

Mitchel Winick

Susan Sutton
Barbara Mejia

Ronald Granberg

Lawrence Biegel

William West Clark

Carolyn Harris

Hon. Julie Culver
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Megan Wight
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Miguel Mejia

Wendy LaRiviere

Nicole Bormann
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Comm'r Katherine Stoner

Hon. Lydia M. Villarreal

Denise Granberg

Sara Boyns

Cathie Giovannini
Michael Newman

Christine Kemp
Hetty Eddy

Hon. Adrienne Grover
Emily Dubois

Juliet Peck

Jim Eddy
Mitchel Winick

Vibeke Norgaard
Heidi Quinn

Karin Salameh

Lynn Lozier
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