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tr, liichard 4. Del Guercio, the legislative representative of the
Los Angeles County Counsel has raised the following cuestions relating
to A. B, 405 which have been razised by the Los ingeles County :wditor:

1., The 100 day preséntation period is rmch too short for contract
claims, He refers to the utility bill situetion and alsoc cases ™vhere
the parties are negotinting before a clainm is filed, such zs cases in-
volving éharge ZEhange?? orders on certain contraets,” {It was Del
Gucrcic who got Hastings and through him the County fAuditors Association
interested in this aspect of the matter.)

2. The 80 doy period for action by the Board is too short in the
case of contract claims, 'The County Counsel tould prefer that the
present Government Code sections (enacted at the 1958 Iatraordinary
Session) be incorporated in the new BidZ,

£ 29714. ldth respect to claims based upon contracts,
express or irmplied, if the board refuses or neglects to allowr or
reject a claim for 90 deys after it is filed with the clerl:, the
claimant iay treat the refusal or neglect =5 final action and
rejection on the ninetieth day, . . .

8 297Y14.1, 'ith respect to claims based upon any acts or
orissions of the county . « + if the board refuses or neglects to
allow or reject a clainm for 90 days after it is filed with the
clerk, such refusal or neglect shall constitute final action
and rejection on the ninetisth day. . . .
ilote: It might be obscrved that Sections 29714 and 29714.1 are

not necessarily rutually cxclusive, Cf,the difficulties we have had in

defining ™ort" and other causes of action in connection with our study



of survival of tort actions.

3. The County Counsel beliewes thot the recuirementi in Section
716 that notice of any action taken thercunder shall be siven in :mriting
to the person who presented the elaim is unnecessary in those cases
vhere the c¢laim is approved for the total amount claimed ond states that

it would impose a substantial clorical burden on the county,



