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RESOLUTION 02-01-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 3428 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 3428

(a) For services rendered on or after January 1, 2001, a health care service plan or
managed care entity, as described in subdivision (f) of Section 1345 of the Health and Safety
Code, shall have a duty of ordinary care to arrange for the provision of medically necessary
health care service to its subscribers and enrollees, where the health care service is a benefit
provided under the plan, and shall be liable for any and all harm legally caused by its failure to
exercise that ordinary care when beth all of the following apply:

(1) The failure to exercise ordinary care resulted in the denial, delay, or
modification of the health care service recommended for, or furnished to, a subscriber or enrollee.

(2) The subscriber or enrollee suffered substantial harm.

(3) Medically necessary health care shall be defined as legally prescribed medical
care that is reasonable and comports with the medical community standard.

(b) For purposes of this section: (1) substantial harm means loss of life, loss or significant
impairment of limb or bodily function, significant disfigurement, severe and chronic physical
pain, or significant financial loss; (2) health care services need not be recommended or furnished
by an in-plan provider, but may be recommended or furnished by any health care provider
practicing within the scope of his or her practice; and (3) health care services shall be
recommended or furnished at any time prior to the inception of the action, and the
recommendation need not be made prior to the occurrence of substantial harm.

(c) Health care service plans and managed care entities are not health care providers
under any provision of law, including, but not limited to, Section 6146 of the Business and
Professions Code, Sections 3333.1 or 3333.2 of this code, or Sections 340.5, 364, 425.13, 667.7,
or 1295 of the Code of Civil Procedure.

(d) A health care service plan or managed care entity shall not seek indemnity, whether
contractual or equitable, from a provider for liability imposed under subdivision_(a). Any
provision to the contrary in a contract with providers is void and unenforceable.

(e) This section shall not create any liability on the part of an employer or an employer
group purchasing organization that purchases coverage or assumes risk on behalf of its employees
or on behalf of self-funded employee benefit plans.

(f) Any waiver by a subscriber or enrollee of the provisions of this section is contrary to
public policy and shall be unenforceable and void.

(9) This section does not create any new or additional liability on the part of a health care
service plan or managed care entity for harm caused that is attributable to the medical negligence
of a treating physician or other treating health care provider.

(h) This section does not abrogate or limit any other theory of liability otherwise available

at law.

(1) This section shall not apply in instances where subscribers or enrollees receive treatment
by prayer, consistent with the provisions of subdivision (a) of Section 1270 of the Health and
Safety Code, in lieu of medical treatment.
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(j) Damages recoverable for a violation of this section include, but are not limited to, those
set forth in Section 3333.

(K)(1) A person may not maintain a cause of action pursuant to this section against any
entity required to comply with any independent medical review system or independent review
system required by law unless the person or his or her representative has exhausted the procedures
provided by the applicable independent review system.

(2) Compliance with paragraph (1) is not required in a case where either of the following
applies:

(A) Substantial harm, as defined in subdivision (b), has occurred prior to the completion of
the applicable review.

(B) Substantial harm, as defined, in subdivision (b), will imminently occur prior to the
completion of the applicable review.

(3) This subdivision shall become operative only if Senate Bill 189 and Assembly Bill 55
of the 1999-2000 Regular Session are also enacted and enforceable.

(D) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to any person or circumstance
is held to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of the section
and the application of those provisions to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: Los Angeles County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): Medically necessary care is mandated by California Civil
Code section 3428; however, medically necessary care is not defined in the Health and Safety
Code, the Insurance Code, or the Civil Code. We recommend codifying the findings in the
California Supreme Court case Sarchette v. Blue Shield 43 Cal.3d 1, that stated: “we trust that
with doubts respecting coverage...there will be few cases in which the physician’s judgment is so
plainly unreasonable, or contrary to good medical practice, that coverage will be refused.”

The Solution: This amendment will clarify and define what medically necessary care is and will
prevent payors from creating and drafting their own definitions of medical necessity that might
be inconsistent with the California Supreme Court’s interpretation of medical necessity.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution does not affect any other law, statute, or rule.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION
None known

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT: Robert Bitonte, M.D., J.D., Los Angeles,
rbitonte@aol.com; Grace Haddad, gah68@case.edu.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Robert Bitonte, M.D., J.D.
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RESOLUTION 02-02-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 4910 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 4910

() The board shall not take action on any item of business outside of a board meeting.

(b)(1) Notwithstanding Section 7211 of the Corporations Code, the board shall not
conduct a meeting via a series of electronic transmissions, including, but not limited to,
electronic mail, except as specified in paragraph (2).

(2) Electronic transmissions may be used as a method of conducting an emergency board
meeting if all directors, individually or collectively, consent in writing to that action, and if the
written consent or consents are filed with the minutes of the board meeting. These written
consents may be transmitted electronically.

(c) A majority of the members of the Board of Directors shall not, outside a meeting
authorized by this chapter, in-person or by any written or telephonic means, including electronic
mail, or use a series of communications of any kind, directly or through intermediaries, to
discuss, deliberate, on any item of business that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
Board.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Diego County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law):

Because a Homeowners Association’s board has broad powers that may potentially affect
many individuals, the Legislature has mandated that boards hold open meetings and allow the
members to speak. (Civ. Code, 8§88 1363.05, 1363, 1350-1376.) The provisions of the Common
Interest Development Open Meeting Act (Civ. Code, § 4900 et seq.) parallel California’s open
meeting laws regulating government officials, agencies, and boards (Ralph M. Brown Act, Gov.
Code, § 54950 et seq.). Both statutory schemes mandate open governance meetings, with notice,
agenda, and minutes requirements and strictly limit closed executive sessions. (Damon v. Ocean
Hills Journalism Club (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 468, 475.)

Section 4910 prohibits the conducting of a meeting “via electronic transmissions,
including but not limited to, electronic mail. However, while case law interpreting the Brown
Act has found improper any series of communications of any kind, directly or through
intermediaries, to discuss or act on any item of business., the recent case of LNSU #1 v Alta Del
Mar Coastal Community Collection Community Association, (“LNSU”) (2023) 94 Cal App 5™
1050, held that section 4910, as it is presently worded, only prohibits HOA boards from taking
action, and does not prohibit discussing and debating outside of a meeting. For example, under
the Brown Act the members of a city council all attending the same event and discussing
Association matters would be prohibited. (See, e.g., Sacramento Newspaper Guild v. Sacramento
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County Bd. Of Suprs. (1968) 263 Cal.App.2d 41.) But, because of the LNSU case, it is now _not_
prohibited for an HOA board to fully discuss, debate and resolve an issue outside the view of the
homeowners, and then only hold a meeting to “take action”, i.e., vote.

The Solution: This resolution legislatively overturns the LNSU case to clarify the legislature’s
apparent intent in originally enacting the Open Meeting Act, that HOA boards must act with
openness and transparency and follow the same prohibition from discussing and debating outside
of a meeting as governmental agencies must follow under the Brown Act.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution would enact a statute to overturn the holding in LNSU #1, LLC v. Alta Del Mar
Coastal Collection Community Assn. (2023) 94 Cal.App.5th 1050.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION
None known.

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Edward M. Teyssier, 3200 Highland Avenue, Suite #300, National City, CA 91950, email:
edwardtlp@sbcglobal.net, cell: 619-274-6432.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Edward M Teyssier
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RESOLUTION 02-03-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 5145 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 5145

(a) A member of an association may bring a civil action for declaratory or equitable relief
for a violation of this article by the association, including, but not limited to, injunctive relief,
restitution, or a combination thereof, within on or before one year of the date that the inspector or
inspectors of elections notifies the board and membership of the election results or the cause of
action accrues, whichever date is later. If a member establishes, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that the election procedures of this article, or the adoption of and adherence to rules
provided by Article 5 (commencing with Section 4340) of Chapter 3, were not followed, a court
shall void any results of the election unless the association establishes, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that the association’s noncompliance with this article or the election operating rules did
not affect the results of the election. The findings of the court shall be stated in writing as part of
the record.

(b) A member who prevails in a civil action to enforce the member’s rights pursuant to
this article shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs, and the court may
impose a civil penalty of up to five hundred dollars ($500) for each violation, except that each
identical violation shall be subject to only one penalty if the violation affects each member of the
association equally. A prevailing association shall not recover any costs, unless the court finds
the action to be frivolous, unreasonable, or without foundation. If a member prevails in a civil
action brought in small claims court, the member shall be awarded court costs and reasonable
attorney’s fees incurred for consulting an attorney in connection with this civil action.

(c) A cause of action under subdivision (a) may be brought in either the superior court or,
if the amount of the demand does not exceed the jurisdictional amount of the small claims court,
in small claims court.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Diego County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): Presently, there is an ambiguity in the statute that allows
for an interpretation of the word “within” that an action cannot be brought until after an election
has occurred. Under this (mis) interpretation, “within” and “whichever is later” means that a
lawsuit to either stop or correct an election that is in-progress is not allowed prior to the one year
after the election results have been announced.

Practically, this creates a problem for the courts as well as the prospective plaintiff.
Obviously, the prospective plaintiff is harmed because she cannot stop, or get a court to correct,
a defective election before the ballots are counted and the results published. Once the election is
concluded and the wrong person elected there is irreparable harm because a court cannot fix the
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fact it might take months, or even years, to void the election and by that time the term of office
has run.

Not so obviously, the courts are also harmed because having a court “fix” an election
after the people have voted is popularly seen as “judicial activism”, i.e., that the elections are
determined by the courts instead of by the voters. This harms the courts by causing distrust
among the voters of the legal system.

Previously, Resolution 12-07-2021, which was approved in principle sought to clarify
that it wasn’t necessary for the inspector of elections to notify the membership for the statute of
limitations to start to run. This resolution does not conflict with that resolution. Rather, this
resolution is a further clarification that the period of time for bringing an action is whichever date
is later, either the anniversary of the accrual of the cause of action or the notice to the
membership of the election results.

The Solution: This resolution clarifies that the statute does not impose any limitation as to how
soon an action may be brought and that the time limitation is the later of either the anniversary of
accrual of the cause of action or the election results are made known to the membership. So, with
this change, it isn’t necessary that the election be concluded. Instead, once it can be shown that
the election is being improperly conducted, an action can be filed to either fix or halt the
election.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution does not affect any other law, statute, or rule.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION

Prior to Sen. Bill 323 (2019-2020 Reg. Session), section 5145 read that the statute of limitation
was, “...within one year of the date the cause of action accrues.” Under that previous wording of
section 5145, it was unambiguous that, once a cause of action accrues, a civil action may be
brought, and up to one year later. While it was the apparent intention of the Legislature under
SB323 to expand member rights to extend the time allowed to bring an action to enforce the
provisions of Article 4 instead created an ambiguity that reduces those rights. When the present
language is interpreted to mean, “the period of time between the election results and one year
later, whichever is later,” then an action cannot be brought until after the election results have
been noticed, which might be too late to fix a problem with an election that is being mishandled.

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Edward M. Teyssier, 3200 Highland Avenue, Suite #300, National City, CA 91950, email:
edwardtlp@sbcglobal.net, cell: 619-274-6432.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Edward M. Teyssier
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RESOLUTION 02-04-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 5120 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 5120

(@) All votes shall be counted and tabulated by the inspector or inspectors of elections, or
the designee of the inspector of elections, in public at a properly noticed open meeting of the
board or members. Any candidate or other member of the association may witness the counting
and tabulation of the votes. No person, including a member of the association or an employee of
the management company, shall open or otherwise review any ballot prior to the time and place
at which the ballots are counted and tabulated. The inspector of elections, or the designee of the
inspector of elections, may verify the member’s information and signature on the outer envelope
prior to the meeting at which ballots are tabulated. Once a secret ballot is received by the
inspector of elections, it shall be irrevocable.

(b) The tabulated results of the election shall be promptly reported to the board and shall
be recorded in the minutes of the next meeting of the board and shall be available for review by
members of the association. For the election results for director positions, the meeting minutes
shall state the term for each elected director.

(c) Within 15 days of the election, the board shall give general notice pursuant to Section
4045 of the tabulated results of the election. For the elections of director positions, the general
notice shall state the term for each elected director.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Mateo County Bar Association

STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): Currently, after an HOA “Member Election” to elect
Directors, there is no requirement for HOA Boards to report the “terms” of each of the Directors
who were elected. As a result, it is possible for HOA Boards to allow certain Directors to simply
remain in their positions — unless at least one member “objects.” It is also possible for HOA
Boards to (somehow) swap director positions that are “staggered” so that the terms for certain
Directors will be extended — without a Member Election. (And yes, the Resolution Author’s
HOA has two Directors whose 2-year terms expired in May 2023, and the HOA Board, which
has the duty to carry out annual Member Elections, is refusing to hold an election for those two
seats — until the year 2025. As a result, the 2-year terms are being doubled into 4-year terms,
with no Member Election.)

The Solution: To ensure that all HOA Member Election result records are accurate and easily
understood by the members and to prevent HOA election fraud, this Resolution would require
that the names and terms of the elected directors to be properly recorded in the subsequent board
meeting minutes and in the general notice that is to be provided to the members. In addition,
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because the new requirement would be added to the Davis-Stirling Act Article for “Member
Election,” the Civil Code section 5145 statute of limitations, asymmetrical attorney fee and cost
provisions (in favor of the members), and civil penalty provisions would apply.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution does not affect any other law, statute, or rule.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION
Civil Code section 5120 was added by Stats. 2012, Ch. 180, Sec. 2. (AB 805).

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Catherine Rucker, SBN 309559, catherinerucker@me.com.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Catherine Rucker.
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RESOLUTION 02-05-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to add section 4755 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

8 4755

(a) A member of an association may bring a civil action for declaratory or equitable relief
for a violation of this article by the association, including, but not limited to, injunctive relief,
restitution, or a combination thereof, within one year of the date the cause of action accrues.

(b) A member who prevails in a civil action to enforce the member’s rights pursuant to
this article shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs, and the court may
impose a civil penalty of up to five hundred dollars ($500) for each violation, except that each
identical violation shall be subject to only one penalty if the violation affects each member
equally. A prevailing association shall not recover any costs, unless the court finds the action to
be frivolous, unreasonable, or without foundation.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Mateo County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): Within the Davis-Stirling Act, Chapter 5 (for “Property
Use and Maintenance”), Article 1, there are several listed “Protected Uses” for the members that
apply to all homeowner associations (HOAS). For example, there are statutes about protecting
every member’s right to display the United States Flag, non-commercial signs, and religious
items at entry doors; install solar energy systems, fire-resistant roofing materials, satellite TV
dishes, artificial turf, low water-using plants, electric vehicle charging stations, and clotheslines;
rent the property (separate interest) or a portion thereof; keep at least one pet; and use the
backyard for personal agriculture. (Civil Code sections 4700-4753.) Although there is language
that unreasonable HOA restrictions about such uses are “void and unenforceable,” if HOA
members are forced to go to court to defend and enforce their rights — they risk paying the
HOA'’s attorney fees and court costs if they lose.

The Solution: To support HOA members who are willing to defend and enforce their “Protected
Uses” in the court system, this Resolution would copy the favorable member “whistleblower”
provisions for attorney fee, court cost, and civil penalties from the Davis-Stirling Act Articles for
“Board Meeting” (Civil Code section 2955) and “Member Election” (Civil Code section 5145)
and insert them into the Davis-Stirling Act Article for “Protected Uses” for the HOA members.
For example, those “whistleblower” provisions provide attorney fees and costs for “prevailing
members.” And if the HOA prevails, it cannot recover any costs (“unless the court finds the
action to be frivolous, unreasonable, or without foundation”). In addition, the Resolution would
establish a statute of limitations.

02-05-2024 Page 1 of 2



IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution does not affect any other law, statute, or rule.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION
None known.

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Catherine Rucker, SBN 309559, catherinerucker@me.com.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Catherine Rucker.
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RESOLUTION 02-06-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 4925 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 4925

(a) Any member may attend board meetings, except when the board adjourns to, or meets
solely in, executive session. As specified in subdivision (b) of Section 4090, a member of the
association shall be entitled to attend a teleconference meeting or the portion of a teleconference
meeting that is open to members, and that meeting or portion of the meeting shall be audible to
the members in a location specified in the notice of the meeting.

(b) The board shall permit any member to speak at any meeting of the association or the
board, except for meetings of the board held in executive session. A reasonable time limit for all
members of the association to speak to the board or before a meeting of the association shall be
established by the board.

(c) A summary of the member comments shall be included in the meeting minutes.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Mateo County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): Currently, although HOA Boards are required to allow
the members to “speak” during Board meetings in open session, there is no requirement for the
Board to include information about what was said in the meeting minutes. For example, it is
lawful for the Board to simply report “A homeowners forum was held,” and still comply with the
Davis-Stirling Open Meeting Act requirements.

The Solution: This Resolution would require that a summary of the member comments will be
memorialized in the Board meeting minutes. In addition, because the new requirement would be
added to the Davis-Stirling Act Article for “Board Meeting,” the Civil Code section 4955 statute
of limitations, asymmetrical attorney fee and cost provisions (in favor of the members), and civil
penalty provisions would apply.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This resolution does not affect any other law, statute, or rule.

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION
Civil Code section 4925 was added by Stats. 2012, Ch. 180, Sec. 2. (AB 805).

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Catherine Rucker, SBN 309559, catherinerucker@me.com.
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RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Catherine Rucker.
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RESOLUTION 02-07-2024
TEXT OF RESOLUTION

RESOLVED that the Conference of California Bar Associations recommends that legislation be
sponsored to amend section 4910 of the Civil Code, to read as follows:

§ 4910
(@) The board shall not take action on any item of business outside of a board meeting.
(b) (1) Notwithstanding Section 7211 of the Corporations Code, the board shall not
conduct-a-meeting, outside a board meeting, use a series of communications of any kind to
discuss, deliberate, or take action-via-a-series-of electronic-transmissions—neluding-but-not
Himited-to-electronic-mail, except as specified in paragraph (2).

(2) Electronic transmissions may be used as a method of conducting an
emergency board meeting if all directors, individually or collectively, consent in writing to that
action, and if the written consent or consents are filed with the minutes of the board meeting.
These written consents may be transmitted electronically.

(c) Notwithstanding Section 7211 of the Corporations Code, a majority of the members
of the board shall not, outside a board meeting, use a series of communications of any kind to
discuss, deliberate, or take action.

(Proposed new language underlined; language to be deleted stricken)
PROPONENT: San Mateo County Bar Association
STATEMENT OF REASONS

The Problem (including Existing Law): The “Common Interest Development Open Meeting
Act” (Open Meeting Act), requires homeowner association (HOA) Boards to provide open and
transparent discussions and decisions about policies and expenditures — as a duty to the
members. However, in August 2023, an appeals court held that HOA “board members who
exchanged emails discussing association business did not hold a board meeting by improper
means.” (quoting the California Official Reports Summary.) The case is LNSU #1, LLC v. Alta
Del Mar Coastal Collection Community Assn. (94 Cal. App. 5th 1050 (Aug. 25, 2023).) First,
the court analyzed the meaning of the Davis-Stirling definition for the term “Board Meeting.”
(Opinion, pp. 1073-1080 & Civ. Code section 4090.) Then the court considered the relevant
language in the Brown Act, which applies to public agencies. The court quoted: “A majority of
the members of a legislative body shall not, outside a meeting ... use a series of communications
of any kind, directly or through intermediaries, to discuss, deliberate, or take action on any item
of business...” (Opinion, p. 1079 & Govt. Code section 54952.2.) The court stated: “We refuse
to adopt an interpretation of a statute that would require insertion of language the Legislature
knew how to include but did not include.” The court concluded: “E-mail exchanges among
directors on those items that occur before a board meeting and in which no action is taken on the
items ... do not constitute board meetings within the meaning of that provision,” and it upheld
the trial court’s decision. (Opinion, p. 1080.) Because the court could not rely on the Brown
Act’s language, HOA Board Members are now encouraged to carry out secret discussions and
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deliberations in advance of properly noticed “open” Board meetings by email and then “surprise
the members by simply announcing the Board’s final decisions at a subsequent open meeting.

The Solution: This Resolution will prevent HOA lawsuits and recall petitions by amending the
Open Meeting Act by using the model language from the Brown Act, to prohibit serial
“communications of any kind” outside of board meetings. (Govt. Code section 54952.2(b)(1).).
In addition, the new language would apply to both the entire board and a majority of the board.
Further, within subsection (b), it is essential to replace the language of: “conduct a meeting” with
“outside of a meeting.” The reason is that Board meetings that are "conducted™ without notice to
the members are invalid. (Note the exception that “emergency meetings” do not require notice to
the members. (Civil Code sections 4920(b)(1) and 4923.) Further, the Brown Act’s language is
ideal because it broadly prohibits “communications of any kind” outside of board meetings. For
example, the broader language prohibits email, telephonic, text, and in-person communications.
See also Government Code section 11122.5(b)(1), which applies to state agencies, and which
also uses the Brown Act’s language.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This Resolution would enact a statute to overturn the holding in LNSU #1, LLC v. Alta Del Mar
Coastal Collection Community Assn., 94 Cal.App.5th 1050 (Aug. 2023).

CURRENT OR PRIOR RELATED LEGISLATION

Civil Code section 4910, within the Common Interest Development Open Meeting Act, was
added by Stats. 2012, Ch. 180, Sec. 2. (AB 805) Effective January 1, 2013. Operative January 1,
2014, by Sec. 3 of Ch. 180. Government Code section 11122.5, within the Bagley-Keene Act,
which was amended by Stats. 2009, Ch. 150, Sec. 1. (AB 1494) Effective January 1, 2010

AUTHOR AND/OR PERMANENT CONTACT:
Catherine Rucker, SBN 309559, catherinerucker@me.com.

RESPONSIBLE FLOOR DELEGATE: Catherine Rucker.
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