®
LAW OFFICES
COTCHETT, PITRE &
MCCARTHY, LLP

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Electronically

DONALD J. MAGILLIGAN (SBN 257714) by Superior ':?67%1!5853 County of San Mateo
dmagilligan@cpmlegal.com ON

NABILAH HOSSAIN (SBN 329689) By /s/ Anthony Berini
nhossain@cpmlegal.com Deputy Clerk

COTCHETT, PITRE & McCARTHY, LLP
San Francisco Airport Office Center

840 Malcolm Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

Telephone: (650) 697-6000

JOHN D. NIBBELIN, County Attorney (SBN 184603)
jnibbelin@smcgov.org

DAVID A. SILBERMAN, Asst. County Atty. (SBN 211708)
dsilberman@smcgov.org

JENNIFER A. STALZER, Deputy County Atty. (SBN 266370)
jstalzer@smcgov.org

SAN MATEO COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

400 County Center, Sixth Floor

Redwood City, CA 94063-1662

Telephone: (650) 363-4757

Attorneys for Plaintiff

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

23-CIV-04642
COUNTY OF SAN MATEQO, a public CASE NO.
entity,
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES BASED ON:
Plaintiff,
1) CALIFORNIA FALSE CLAIMS ACT
VS. — PRESENTING FALSE CLAIMS

PATRICIA CHRISTINE EATON,
individually and as officer and director of
AIXTEK;

JOHN MONROE EATON, individually | JYURY TRIAL DEMANDED
and as officer and director of AIXTEK;
AIXTEK, a California Corporation doing
business as EATON & ASSOCIATES; and
DOES 1 through 25, inclusive.

2) BREACH OF CONTRACT

Defendants.
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l. INTRODUCTION
1. Since 2013, the taxpayers of San Mateo County (“COUNTY” or “PLAINTIFF”)

have paid more than $28.8 million to Defendants PATRICIA CHRISTINE EATON, JOHN
MONROE EATON, and their information technology company AIXTEK, which does business as
EATON & ASSOCIATES (the “EATON DEFENDANTS”). Two million of that total was paid to
connect COUNTY buildings with fiber-optic cable.

2. Both the County and its taxpayers should have benefitted from high-speed internet
access, enhanced fiber connectivity, and greater regional accessibility to Wi-Fi connectivity
during the pandemic. Instead, the taxpayers received nothing for their investment. PATRICIA
CHRISTINE EATON and JOHN MONROE EATON falsely claimed to San Mateo County that
the work it had billed the County for was completed despite knowing it was not completed.

3. Furthermore, the lack of access to this fiber limited the COUNTY’s ability to
connect other nearby COUNTY facilities to the fiber backbone. This would have resulted in a
significant reduction of recurring carrier costs and drastically increased data speeds to locations
that provide critical community health and social services. Additionally, the availability of the
fiber would have enabled enhancements to public safety, specifically by significantly increasing
the resiliency of first responder dispatch function for 9-1-1 services being provided to the City of
Daly City by COUNTY.

4, PATRICIA CHRISTINE EATON and JOHN MONROE EATON enriched
themselves by submitting claims for payment without disclosing that they had not complied with
the material terms of their fiber-optic contracts with San Mateo County. Much more than a breach
of contract, this conduct also violates California’s False Claims Act, which was designed to
protect government agencies from fraudulent conduct of contractors like the EATON
DEFENDANTS. This suit calls the EATON DEFENDANTS to answer for defrauding San Mateo
County taxpayers and seeks treble damages, costs of suit, attorney’s fees and a civil penalty for

each false claim they submitted for payment.

Iy
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1. JURISDICTION AND VENUE
5. Venue is proper in this county because the EATON DEFENDANTS contracted to

perform services for San Mateo County, and the EATON DEFENDANTS can be found in, reside
in, and/or transact business in this county. Venue is further proper in this county because
DEFENDANTS’ obligations and liability arose in this county.

6. This Court has jurisdiction under the California False Claims Act, Cal. Gov. Code

§ 12652(C)(2).

1. PARTIES
A. Plaintiff
7. SAN MATEO COUNTY is a local government entity organized under the laws

of the State of California. COUNTY is a “political subdivision” as defined by California’s False
Claims Act (Cal. Gov. Code § 12650, et seq.).

B. Defendants

8. Defendant PATRICIA CHRISTINE EATON (“PATRICIA”) is the owner and
Chief Financial Officer of Defendant AIXTEK.

0. PATRICIA is the corporate secretary of Defendant AIXTEK and, along with
JOHN MONROE EATON, she is one of two corporate directors of the company.

10. Defendant JOHN MONROE EATON (“JOHN”) is the chief executive officer of
Defendant AIXTEK, and he is the other corporate director of AIXTEK alongside Defendant
PATRICIA. The Original Fiber Contract identifies JOHN as the president of Eaton and

Associates.
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11. On information and belief, Defendant AIXTEK is a California corporation doing
business in the state as Eaton and Associates (“AIXTEK”). AIXTEK’S primary place of business
is 20 N. Railroad Avenue in the city of San Mateo. AIXTEK is a “person” as defined by
California’s False Claims Act (Cal. Gov. Code § 12650, et seq.). AIXTEK has provided
information technology services to the COUNTY since approximately 2013.

C. Unnamed and Doe Defendants

12.  The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or
otherwise of the Defendants DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, are unknown to PLAINTIFF who
therefore sues said Defendants by such fictitious names pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
section 474. PLAINTIFF further alleges that each fictitious Defendant is in some manner
responsible for the acts and occurrences set forth herein. PLAINTIFF will amend this Complaint
to show their true names and capacities when the same are ascertained, as well as the manner in
which each fictitious Defendant is responsible.

D. Agency, Concert of Action, and Conspiracy

13.  Atall times herein mentioned, Defendants PATRICIA, JOHN, AIXTEK, and
DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, were the agent, servant, employee, partner, aider and abettor, co-
conspirator and/or joint venturer of each of the remaining defendants named herein and were at all
times operating and acting within the purpose and scope of said agency, service, employment,
partnership, conspiracy, alter ego and/or joint venture, and each defendant has ratified and
approved the acts of each of the remaining defendants. Each of the DEFENDANTS, including but
not limited to DOES 1 through 25, aided and abetted, encouraged, and/or rendered substantial
assistance to the other defendants in breaching their obligations to Plaintiff as alleged herein. In
taking action to aid and abet and substantially assist the commission of these wrongful acts and
other wrongdoings complained of, as alleged herein, each of the Defendants acted with an
awareness of his or her primary wrongdoing and realized that his or her conduct would
substantially assist the accomplishment of the wrongful conduct, wrongful goals, and
wrongdoing.

Iy
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E. Alter Ego Liability

14, On information and belief, AIXTEK is the alter ego of Defendants PATRICIA and
JOHN, who are the are the sole owners, managers, officers, and directors of AIXTEK and use
AIXTEK for their own personal gain.

15.  AIXTEK is the alter ego of Defendants PATRICIA and JOHN in that it has
maintained such a unity of interest and ownership that the separate personalities of the business
entity and the individual defendant no longer exist and that an inequitable result would follow if
they were treated as separate individuals.

16. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that AIXTEK is inadequately capitalized and
that PATRICIA and JOHN made frequent transfers of funds to themselves and/or other entities
that they owned, managed, and/or controlled that continually stripped AIXTEK of its assets
despite AIXTEK’s debts, including its debts to PLAINTIFF. PATRICIA and JOHN thus treated
AIXTEK assets as their own.

17. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that PATRICIA and JOHN comingled
AIXTEK’s funds and assets with those of other entities they owned, managed, and/or controlled,
but not for the benefit of AIXTEK, and to the detriment of AIXTEK’s creditors, including
PLAINTIFF.

18. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that AIXTEK is a mere shell and conduit for
PATRICIA and JOHN’s affairs.

19.  AIXTEK?’s articles of incorporation were filed on October 2, 1995. PATRICIA and
JOHN signed the articles as the incorporators. The articles list JOHN as the agent for service of
process.

20.  AIXTEK filed a statement of information with the Secretary of State on October
28, 2021. The statement lists JOHN as the chief executive officer and PATRICIA as the corporate
secretary. The statement lists JOHN and PATRICIA as board members, and it states that the
board has no vacancies. JOHN is listed as the agent for service of process. The statement was

signed by PATRICIA.
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21.  AIXTEK filed a statement of information with the Secretary of State on October
31, 2022. The statement lists JOHN as the chief executive officer and PATRICIA as the corporate
secretary and chief financial officer; the corporation has no other officers. The statement lists
JOHN and PATRICIA as board members, and it states that the board has no vacancies. JOHN is
listed as the agent for service of process. The statement was signed by PATRICIA.

22. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that PATRICIA and JOHN disregarded
corporate formalities including failing to regularly elect directors, appoint officers, hold board
meetings, and keeping minutes.

23.  Aninequitable result would follow if PATRICIA and JOHN were permitted to use
AIXTEK as a shield against personal liability in conscious disregard for the separateness of the
corporation, for their own personal benefit, and at the expense of creditors such as PLAINTIFF.

F. Statute of Limitations

24.  Atall times relevant herein, Defendants, and each of them, concealed and omitted
relevant facts that would have allowed PLAINTIFF to discover the true nature and degree of
Defendants’ misconduct alleged here. As a result of these misrepresentations and omissions,
equitable tolling of the statute of limitations applies as to the claims asserted by PLAINTIFF. Any
applicable statute of limitations that might otherwise bar certain of the claims at issue should be
tolled because Defendants, and each of them, actively misled PLAINTIFF through affirmative
representations and omissions with respect to the true status of the performance of under the
Original Fiber Contract and Amended Fiber Contract.

V. FACTUAL BASIS FOR CLAIMS
A. The Original Fiber Contract

25.  On March 15, 2018, COUNTY contracted with AIXTEK to increase internet
access for COUNTY residents by connecting several buildings with fiber-optic cable (hereafter,
the “Original Fiber Contract,” attached hereto as Exhibit A).

26. The COUNTY agreed to pay no more than two million three hundred thirty-nine
thousand five hundred fifty dollars ($2,339,550) to AIXTEK in exchange for the services.
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27. The original scope of work required AIXTEK to connect the Probation
Department in South San Francisco to the following locations via the installation of fiber-optic
cable:

a. The San Mateo Medical Center in San Mateo (144 strands of fiber).

b. The Coast Side Clinic in Half Moon Bay (144 strands of fiber).

c. The South San Francisco Clinic (48 strands of fiber).

d. The North County Mental Health Clinic in Daly City (48 strands of fiber).
e. The Daly City Youth Health Clinic (48 strands of fiber).

f.  The Human Services Agency in Daly City (48 strands of fiber).

28. The original scope of work required AIXTEK to “terminate”—or connect, in
layman’s terms—a specific number of strands at each location. Fiber optic termination is the
connection of fiber or wire to a device, such as a wall outlet or equipment, which allows for
connecting the cable to other cables or devices.

29. Of the 480 installed strands of fiber stipulated in the original fiber contract,
AIXTEK was required to terminate 96 strands of fiber at the Probation Department in South San
Francisco; 24 strands at the San Mateo Medical Center; 24 strands at the Coast Side Clinic; and
12 strands at each of the four other locations.

30. AIXTEK was also required to provide 12 strands of fiber and test them end to end
on patch panels supplied by them. The testing was supposed to be industry standard “consistent
with the Phase 1 and 2 fiber projects, and sufficient to adequately characterize the fiber and
demonstrate compliance with industry standards.”

31. The Original Fiber Contract also required AIXTEK to deliver “Contract Materials”
to the COUNTY, including “all finished or unfinished documents, data, studies, maps,
photographs, reports, and other written materials . . . .”

32. PLAINTIFF paid AIXTEK $1,373,820.00 pursuant to the terms of the Original
Fiber Contract, including $233,955.00 at or near the time that the agreement was executed. Over
the next ten months, AIXTEK subsequently submitted four invoices to the COUNTY for a total
of $1,139,865.00: April 23, 2018 ($350,932.50); July 12, 2018 ($350,932.50); November 27,
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2018 ($219,000.00); and January 25, 2019 ($219,000). PLAINTIFF paid each of AIXTEK’s
invoices.

B. The Amended Fiber Contract

33. On June 25, 2019, AIXTEK signed Amendment No. 1 to the Original Fiber
Contract (hereafter, the “Amended Fiber Contract,” attached hereto as Exhibit B). The COUNTY
signed on July 5, 2019.

34.  The Amended Fiber Contract decreased the amount of the contract to
$1,578,285.00 ($761,265 less than the Original Fiber Contract).

35.  The Amended Fiber Contract also significantly changed the scope of work. The
new scope of work said nothing about the Probation Department in South San Francisco or the
Medical Center in San Mateo. The Amended Contact required AIXTEK to provide five
deliverables, including:

a. Provide conduit and fiber (96 strands) from the Daly City Health Center to
Pacifica City Hall.

b. Provide conduit and fiber (96 strands) from the Daly City Health Center to a
data center at 200 Paul Avenue in San Francisco.

c. Terminate all strands of fiber on vendor-supplied patch panels (192 strands at
the Daly City Health Center, 96 strands at Pacifica City Hall, and 96 strands at
200 Paul Avenue).

d. Provide standard industry test results indicating that the fiber meets expected
quality and performance standards.

e. Provide COUNTY with 24/7 access to including a partial half cabinet to house
the fiber equipment at the 200 Paul Avenue data center, and

36. The Amended Fiber Contract did not change AIXTEK’s obligation to produce the
Contract Materials.

37. The Amended Fiber Contract required the COUNTY to pay Monthly Recurring
Costs (“MRC”) of $11,974.00 for “Fiber maintenance and support services, including repair and

location marking for future projects” and colocation space at 200 Paul Avenue including a partial
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cabinet for the fiber, a pathway from the main distribution frame to the cabinet, a vendor-supplied
patch panel with 96 strands of terminated fiber and 15 amps of power.

38. On or about May 29, 2018, AIXTEK submitted an invoice to the County under the
Amended Fiber Contract for $204,425.00, which the County paid.

39. In July 2019, AIXTEK began submitting monthly MRC invoices pursuant to the
Amended Fiber Contract. Between July 2019 and December 2022, the County paid 42 MRC
invoices for a total of $502,908.

40. In total, AIXTEK has been paid $2,081,153.00 under the Original and Amended
Fiber Contracts. The COUNTY thought they received high-speed connectivity in exchange. They
were wrong.

C. 2022 Audit of COUNTY’S Network Infrastructure

41. San Mateo County transitioned to a new Chief Security Officer in their
Information Services Department (“ISD”) at the end of 2021.

42. In January 2022, the new Chief Security Officer initiated a project to map
COUNTY’s network infrastructure, including fiber-optic lines. 1SD staff searched for the fiber-
optic lines that AIXTEK was paid to install. They expected to see 192 strands of fiber terminated
by AIXTEK at the Daly City Health Center. They found none. They also expected to see 96
strands of fiber terminated by AIXTEK at Pacifica City Hall. They found none. And they
expected to see 96 strands of fiber terminated by AIXTEK at 200 Paul Avenue, but they were not
provided with access as required by the Amended Fiber Contract.

43.  Concerned about their investment, the COUNTY contacted AIXTEK for an
explanation, who provided shifting excuses for the missing fiber.

44, First, PATRICIA admitted that the fiber was not terminated as required by the
Amended Fiber Contract. She falsely informed the COUNTY that although the terminations

weren’t done, “the construction up to the buildings is complete.”?

1 See March 24, 2022 email from Patricia Eaton, attached hereto as Exhibit C.
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1 45, But when the COUNTY tried to verify, they found no evidence to support
2 ||PATRICIA’s statement about the fiber being located outside the buildings. ISD staff could not
3 || find their fiber-optic cables outside of Pacifica City Hall or the Daly City Health Center.
4 46.  When questioned again about the missing fiber, PATRICIA changed her story.
5 ||PATRICIA told the COUNTY that it was “never the goal to terminate all 96 strands in the

6 || Pacifica City Hall and Daly City Health Center.”2 This is a direct contradiction of the

7 ||unambiguous contract language that states “[AIXTEK] will . . . terminate all 96 strands in

8 || Pacifica City Hall, Daly City Health Center, and 200 Paul.”3

9 47. PATRICIA continued by saying, “Terminating all 96 strands in those two
10 || locations is misguided and a waste of the County’s investment in fiber.”*
11 48. The only waste of the County’s investment was caused by PATRICIA and the rest
12 || of the EATON DEFENDANT’S decision to invoice $2 million for work that was never

13 || completed and actively misled the COUNTY as to the actual work performed.

14 ||v. CAUSES OF ACTION

15 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

16 CALIFORNIA FALSE CLAIMS ACT - PRESENTING FALSE CLAIMS
Cal. Gov. Code 8§ 12651(a)(1)

17 (Against All Defendants)

18 49.  COUNTY hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every

19 allegation set forth above, as if fully set forth in detail herein.
20 50. The EATON DEFENDANTS presented or caused to be presented claims for
21 payment or approval to an officer or employee of California or its political subdivisions,

22 || specifically the following invoices for a total of $1,847,198.00:

23 a. April 23, 2018 ($350,932.50)

24 b. July 12, 2018 ($350,932.50).

25 c. November 27, 2018 ($219,000.00).
26 d. January 25, 2019 ($219,000).

27

2 See April 1, 2022 email from Patricia Eaton, attached hereto as Exhibit D.
28 || See Exhibit B [Amended Fiber Contract] at { 3(3).

@ 4 s . .
LAW OFFICES See Exhibit D [Eaton April 1, 2022 email] at 9 4.
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e. May 29, 2018 ($204,425.00), and
f. July 2019 — December 2022: 42 MRC invoices ($502,908 total).

51. The claims were false or fraudulent in that the EATON DEFENDANTS did not
actually perform the work for which payment or approval was sought.

52. The EATON DEFENDANTS knowingly presented the false claims, in that they
had actual knowledge that the information was false; they acted in deliberate ignorance of the
truth or falsity of the information; and they acted in reckless disregard of the truth or falsity of the
information.

53. The EATON DEFENDANTS’ false or fraudulent claims were material to
PLAINTIFF’S decision to pay out money to the EATON DEFENDANTS in that the claims had a
natural tendency to influence, or were capable of influencing, the payment or receipt of money on
the claim.

54. The EATON DEFENDANTS’ failure to comply with all the terms of the contract
was material to COUNTY’S decision to make the requested payment to the EATON
DEFENDANTS.

55.  Asadirect and legal result of the wrongful acts and/or omissions of the EATON
DEFENDANTS, COUNTY suffered damages in an amount according to proof pursuant to

California Government Code section 12651, subdivision (a)(1).

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF CONTRACT
(Against All Defendants)

56.  COUNTY hereby re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every
allegation set forth above, as if fully set forth in detail herein.

57. COUNTY and the EATON DEFENDANTS entered into two contracts,
specifically the Fiber Contract and Amended Fiber Contract. (See Exhibits A and B.)

58.  COUNTY did all, or substantially all, of the significant things that the Fiber
Contract and Amended Fiber Contract required it to do, including making timely payments in

response to the EATON DEFENDANTS’ invoices.
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59. The EATON DEFENDANTS failed to do something that the Original Fiber
Contract required, specifically: (1) connect the Probation Department in South San Francisco to
the following locations via fiber-optic cable: (a) San Mateo Medical Center; (b) Coast Side
Clinic; (c); South San Francisco Clinic; (d) North County Mental Health Clinic; (e) Daly City
Youth Health Clinic; and Human Services Agency; (2) failed to terminate 96 strands of fiber at
the Probation Department in South San Francisco; 24 strands at the San Mateo Medical Center;
24 strands at the Coast Side Clinic; and 12 strands at four other locations; (3) failed to deliver
Contract Materials; and (4) failed to perform testing of the fiber.

60. The EATON DEFENDANTS failed to do something that the Amended Fiber
Contract required, specifically they: (1) failed to provide conduit and fiber (96 strands) from the
Daly City Health Center to Pacifica City Hall; (2) failed to provide conduit and fiber (96 strands)
from the Daly City Health Center to a data center at 200 Paul Avenue in San Francisco; (3) failed
to terminate all strands of fiber on vendor-supplied patch panels (192 strands at the Daly City
Health Center, 96 strands at Pacifica City Hall, and 96 strands at 200 Paul Avenue); (4) failed to
provide standard industry test results indicating that the fiber meets expected quality and
performance standards; (5) failed to provide COUNTY with 24/7 access to equipment at the 200
Paul Avenue data center; (6) failed to deliver Contract Materials; and (7) failed to provide
maintenance and support services.

61. COUNTY was harmed financially by the EATON DEFENDANTS’ failure to
perform.

62.  The EATON DEFENDANTS’ Breach of contract was a substantial factor in
causing COUNTY’S harm.

VI. PRAYERFORRELIEF
WHEREFORE, COUNTY prays that this Court enter judgment in their favor on every

claim for relief set forth above as follows:
1. On the First Cause of Action, damages as provided by California Government
Code section 12651, subdivision (a), in the amount of:

a. Triple the amount of COUNTY’s damages.
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b. Civil penalties of not less than $5,500 and not more than $11,000 for each false
claim;
c. Recovery of costs, attorney’s fees, and expenses;
d. Pre- and post-judgment interest; and
e. Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.
2. On the Second Cause of Action for Breach of Contract:
a. Compensatory damages according to proof;
b. Pre- and post-judgment interest;
c. Costs of suit; and

d. Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Dated: October 3, 2023 SAN MATEO COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

By:

JOHN D. NIBBELIN
San Mateo County Attorney

Vil. JURY DEMAND

COUNTY demands a trial by jury as to all claims in this action.

Dated: October 3, 2023 SAN MATEO COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

By:

JOHN D. NIBBELIN
San Mateo County Attorney

COMPLAINT 12
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EXHIBIT B















RESOLUTION NO. 073010

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
* * * * % %

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER OR HIS
DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE AGREEMENTS WITH EACH VENDOR LISTED IN
ATTACHMENT A TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES FOR
THE TERM OF FEBRUARY 11, 2014 THROUGH FEBRUARY 10, 2017, FOR AN
AGGREGATE AMOUNT TO NOT TO EXCEED $25,000,000

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that

WHEREAS, Information Services Department (ISD) released RFP #1825 in
November 2013 to pre-qualify a variety of select technology vendors for a broad

spectrum of IT project-based needs, listed in Attachment B; and

WHEREAS, ISD would like to select from pre-approved vendors for a variety of
IT project needs. This would allow ISD to choose a vendor from Attachment A and
would authorize the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute agreements

over $100,000 and in aggregate up to an amount not to exceed $25,000,000; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this Board of Supervisors for its
consideration and approval the form of this Resolution the term of February 11, 2014 to

February 10, 2017, for an aggregate amount to not to exceed $25,000,000; and

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED AND ORDERED that the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute
agreements over $100,000 and in aggregate up to an amount not to exceed

$25,000,000.



Eligible Vendors

Group 1- Strategic Planning
Group 2- Infrastructure
Group 3- IT Security

Attachment A

Group 4- Software, Applications, Database development and integration

Group 5- Customer Service

Group 6- Online Content and Collaboration and Electronic Content Management (ECM)

Group 7- GIS

Group 8- Business Intelligence, Data Analysis, Big Data and Enterprise Service

21Tech-1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8
314-1,2,3,4,,5,6,7,8

Access Data Group- 3

Alcor- 4,5,6,

Athena Advanced Networks-2
Aurora- 3

Avasant- 1,5

Axsium- 4

BCS Systems- 6

CDW Government- 2,3,5,6,8
Communication Strategies- 1,2,5
Convergent Computing- 1,2,3,4,5,6,8
Dell Secureworks- 3

DG Consulting- 1

Eaton- 1,2,3,4,5,6

ESRI- 7

Estuate Inc.- 4,5,7,8

Extrateam- 2,3

Farallon Geographics- 7

HLN Consulting- 1,4

Infoguard- 3

ITRF Consulting- 1,2,3

Jimenez Consulting Solutions-1,2,5
L.R. Kimball (CDI)- 1,2,3,7

Michael Baker Jr (RBF)- 7
NEC-1,3,4,5,6,8

Neumeric Technologies-1,2,3,4,6,7,8
Nexus-1,2

Novacoast- 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8

Planet Technologies- 1,2,3,4,5

Presidio Networked Solutions- 2,3,5,6,8
Protec- 2

Psomas- 7

Sierra Systems- 1,4,6,8

Solutions 3- 1,5,6,8

Signature Technology Group (STG)- 2,3
Tiger Spike- 2,4,6

VOX- 2



Attachment B
ISD Projects — FY 13-14 and 14-15
Active Directory & ldentity Management for O365
Ag Weights Measure - The Daily system - Support invoice and payment
processing
ATKS Advanced Scheduler
CJIl Implementation Project
CJIS Stabilization
CommVault DR Project
Core Agencies Services Support
Data Center Alternatives
DOH - Harbor Building A Moves and Remodel
Fair Oaks Health Center
Fire View Implementation
Health System Win 7 Upgrade
HR PC Refresh
HSA - South San Francisco 1st Floor Redesign
HSA New PC Deployment 2013-14
HSA PC Deployment FY13/14
HSA SDR - Syntellect Upgrade & QMatic Middlefield (Pilot)
HSA Windows 7 Office 2010 Upgrade
IMPC Civil Service Security for Managers
IMPC Eform Pilot
Information Technology Strategic Plan
ISD - Accounting System Revision
ISD Billing System/Invoice Redesign
ISD PC Implementation/Rollout
IT Business Continuity Plan
Mobile Access
Network Upgrade Project
0365 - Groupwise to Exchange Migration
0365 Lync
0365 Sharepoint Infrastructure
Open Government/Open Data Project
P2000/Cardkey Upgrade
P25 Radio Communications Migration (SMIRC)
PC Surplus Program
PCMS - probation Case Management System
Probation New System Deployment
ProLaw Implementation
Property Tax System Requirements Gathering and RFlI
Public Health PC Rollout FY 2013-2014



Public WiFi

QMatic 92nd DC

QMatic Bldg B

QMatic EPA

QMatic SSF

Radio as a Service
Server/Storage/Backup Consolidation
Service Management System

Sharepoint Implementation: Part |
Sharepoint Phase II: CountyWide Migration and Implementation
SMMC EHR Remote Provider Access
SMMC Incident Reporting E-Form

SMMC Wireless 11n Wireless Deployment
VDI Infrastructure Buildout

Voice System Upgrade/Replacement
Website Upgrade

Workday Implementation



Regularly passed and adopted this 11" day of February 2014.
AYES and in favor of said resolution:

Supervisors: DAVE PINE

CAROLE GROOM

DON HORSLEY

WARREN SLOCUM

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said resolution:

Supervisors: NONE

Absent Supervisors: NONE

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebefca Romero, Deplty
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors




RESOLUTION NO. 073193

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
* * * * % %
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER OR HIS
DESIGNEE TO UTILIZE MASTER SERVICES AGREEMENTS RESOLUTION#
073010 FOR ADDITIONAL DEPARTMENT AND CUSTOMER APPROVED IT
PROJECTS

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2014, the Board approved Resolution # 070310 to
allow the Chief Information Officer to execute agreements with selected vendors for a

board spectrum of IT project-based needs; and

WHEREAS, the Information Services Department listed 56 projects in
Resolution #070310 and would like to utilize the Resolution for additional projects as

they are approved by ISD and/or customer departments; and

WHEREAS, the previously approved Resolution not to exceed amount of

$25,000,000 is unchanged; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this Board of Supervisors for its
consideration and approval the form of this Resolution which will allow the Chief
Information Officer to utilize the approved Resolution# 073010 for additional

department and customer approved IT projects; and

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED AND ORDERED that the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the Chief Information Officer or his designee to utilize

Resolution# 070310 for department and customer approved and funded IT projects that



are not specifically listed in the original list of 56 projects.



Regularly passed and adopted this 20™ day of May 2014.
AYES and in favor of said resolution:

Supervisors: DAVE PINE

CAROLE GROOM

DON HORSLEY

WARREN SLOCUM

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said resolution:

Supervisors: NONE

Absent Supervisors: NONE

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebefca Romero, Depulty "
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors




RESOLUTION NO. 075006

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % % % %

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE AMENDMENT OF MASTER SERVICES
AGREEMENTS RESOLUTION #070310, TO ADD ADDITIONAL VENDORS TO THE
ELIGIBLE VENDOR POOL AND TO EXTEND THE RESOLUTION END TERM TO
FEBRUARY 10, 2019.

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that

WHEREAS, on October 31, 2013, the Information Services Department (ISD)
released Request for Proposals (RFP) #1SD1825 to pre-qualify a variety of select

technology vendors for a broad spectrum of IT project-based needs; and

WHEREAS, February 11, 2014, the Board approved Resolution# 070310 to
authorize the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute all agreements with
the 38 vendors who confirmed compliance with the County’s Equal Benefits and Jury
Compliance ordinances for an aggregate not to exceed amount of up to $25,000,000;

and

WHEREAS, Due to the success of the program and the interest in the MSA
program by other vendors, on July 15, 2016, ISD released RFP# 1SD20161834 to
enable more vendors the opportunity to apply and be a part of the MSA vendor pool;

and

WHEREAS, ISD recommends 47 vendors listed in Attachment A be added to

the MSA vendor pool and extend the term of the Resolution to February 20, 2019.



WHEREAS, the aggregate not to exceed amount of $25,000,000 will remain
unchanged and the Chief Information Officer or his designee will continue to be
authorized to execute all agreements and amendments, including agreements over

$100,000; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this Board of Supervisors for its
consideration and approval the form of this Resolution to amend end term to February
10, 2019, for an aggregate amount not to exceed $25,000,000 and add an additional 47

eligible vendors to be added to the approved MSA vendor pool; and

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED AND ORDERED that the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute
all agreements under amended Resolution # 070310, including those over $100,000, in

an aggregate amount not to exceed $25,000,000.

* * * * * *



RESOLUTION NUMBER: 075006
Regularly passed and adopted this 24th day of January 2017
AYES and in favor of said resolution:

Supervisors: DAVE PINE

CAROLE GROOM

DON HORSLEY

WARREN SLOCUM

DAVID J. CANEPA

NOES and against said resolution:

Supervisors: NONE

Absent Supervisors: NONE

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

[ certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Olffice of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Assistant Clerk of the Board of Supervisors



Attachment #A New and existing eligible MSA vendor pool

New Eligible Vendors

1 AgreeYa Solutions- Folsom, CA

2 Ardent Technologies- Dayton, OH

3 Astreya Partners- Santa Clara, CA

4 Bara Infoware Inc- Danville, CA

5 Chapter Three- San Francisco, CA

6 CNC Consulting, Inc.- Englewood, NJ

7 Coolsoft LLC- Louisville, KY

8 Cushman Computer Consulting, Inc.- Petaluma, CA
9 Customer Service Advantage, Inc.- Escondido, CA
10 | Delia and Associates- San Francisco, CA

11 | DiLytics Inc.- San Mateo, CA

12 | Direct Technology- Roseville, CA

13 | E-3 Systems, Union City, CA

14 | Elegant Enterprise-Wide Solutions, Inc.- Chantilly, VA
15 | Feastech- Sacramento, CA

16 | Forrest Telecom Engineering, Inc.- Pleasanton, CA
17 | Genuent USA, LLC- Roseville, CA

18 | Guidepost Solutions LLC- Oakland, CA

19 | Hines EDM, Inc.- Roseville, CA

20 | ITSourceTeck- San Rafael, CA

21 | Kloves Inc.- Santa Clara, CA

22 | Kovarus, Inc.- San Ramon, CA

23 | Leckey Consulting, Inc.- Santa Rosa, CA

24 | Lynbrook- San Jose, CA

25 | Matson & Isom Technology Consulting- Chico, CA
26 | MGO Strategic Staffing, Newport Beach, CA

27 | Mission Critical Partners, Inc.- Southlake, TX

28 | On Target- San Jose, CA

29 | Prospance, Inc.- Fremont, CA

30 | Public Consulting Group, Inc.- Sacramento, CA
31 | RADgov, Inc.- Ft. Lauderdale, FL

32 | RS Computer Associates, LLC- Pleasanton, CA
33 | Ruxed LLC- Olympia, WA

34 | Sacramento Technology Group LLC- Folsom, CA
35 | SmartWave Technologies LLC- Suwanee, GA

36 | SSP Data, Inc.- Richmond, CA

37 | Strategic Solutions Group, LLC- Needham, MA

38 | SyTech Solutions, Inc.- EIk Grove, CA

39 | TechTu Business Solutions Inc.- Pleasanton, CA
40 | Telesoft Corp- Phoenix, AZ

41 | Top Tier Consulting- Woodland Hills, CA

42 | Triune Infomatics Inc.- Fremont, CA

43 | Vestra Resources, Inc.- Redding, CA




44 | Wave Technology Solutions Group- Irvine, CA

45 | West Advanced Technologies, Inc.- Manhattan Beach, CA
46 | Xterra Solutions Inc.- San Francisco, CA

47 | Zco Consulting LLC- Denver, CO

Existing Eligible Vendors

1 21Tech- San Francisco, CA

2 314e Corporation- Fremont, CA

3 Access Data Group, LLC.- Lindon, UT

4 Alcor- Anaheim Hills, CA

5 Athena Advanced Networks- Medford, OR

6 Aurora Systems Consulting, Inc.- Torrance, CA

7 Avasant- El Segundo, CA

8 Axsium Group- Toronto, ON

9 BCS Systems- Houston, TX

10 | CDW Government LLC- Vernon Hills, IL

11 | Communications Strategies- Foster City, CA

12 | Convergent Computing- Walnut Creek, CA

13 | Dell Secureworks- Atlanta, GA

14 | DG Consulting- Danville, CA

15 | Eaton & Associates- San Francisco, CA

16 | Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc.- Redlands, CA
17 | Estuate, Inc.- Sunnyvale, CA

18 | Extrateam- Pleasanton, CA

19 | Farallon Geographics- San Francisco, CA

20 | HLN Consulting- Palm Desert, CA

21 | Infoguard- San Luis Obispo, CA

22 | ITRF Consulting- Pleasant Hill, CA

23 | Jimenez Consulting Solutions- Scottsdale, AZ

24 | L.R. Kimball (CDI)- Ebensburg, PA

25 | Michael Baker Jr (RBF)- Oakland, CA

26 | NEC- Irving, TX

27 | Neumeric Technologies Corporation- Southfield, Ml
28 | Nexus (Dimension Data)- Pleasanton, CA

29 | Novacoast, Inc.- Santa Barbara, CA

30 | Planet Technologies- Germantown, MD

31 | Presidio Networked Solutions, Inc.- San Francisco, CA
32 | Protec- San Jose, CA

33 | Psomas- Riverside, CA

34 | Sierra Systems (Sierra-Cedar)- El Segundo, CA
35 | Signature Technology Group- Phoenix, AZ

36 | Solutions3- Wyckoff, NJ

37 | Tigerspike, Inc.- San Francisco, CA

38 | VOX Network Solutions- South San Francisco, CA




RESOLUTION NO. 076409

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % % % %

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO THE MASTER SERVICES
AGREEMENTS RESOLUTION #073010, TO EXTEND THE TERM THROUGH JUNE
30, 2019

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that

WHEREAS, on October 31, 2013, the Information Services Department (ISD)
released Request for Proposals (RFP) #1ISD1825 to pre-qualify a variety of select

technology vendors for a broad spectrum of IT project-based needs; and

WHEREAS, on February 11, 2014, the Board approved Resolution# 073010 to
authorize the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute agreements with the
thirty-eight pre-approved vendors through February 10, 2017, including agreements

over $100,000, for an aggregate not to exceed amount of $25,000,000; and

WHEREAS, on July 15, 2016, ISD released RFP# 1SD20161834 to allow
additional vendors to apply to join the Master Services Agreements (MSA) vendor pool;
and

WHEREAS, on January 24, 2017, the Board approved Resolution# 075006 to
add forty-seven more pre-approved vendors and extend the Resolution term to

February 10, 2019; and

WHEREAS, ISD requests an extension of the Resolution term to June 30, 2019

while ISD prepares to release an RFP to establish a new list of vendors and term; and



WHEREAS, the aggregate not to exceed amount of $25,000,000 will remain
unchanged and the Chief Information Officer or his designee will continue to be
authorized to execute all agreements and amendments, including agreements over

$100,000; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this Board of Supervisors for its
consideration and approval the form of this Resolution to amend end term to June 30,

2019; and

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED AND ORDERED that the
Board of Supervisors authorizes the Chief Information Officer or his designee to execute
all agreements under amended Resolution # 073010, including those over $100,000, in

an aggregate amount not to exceed $25,000,000, through June 30, 2019.



RESOLUTION NUMBER: 076409

Regularly passed and adopted this 29" day of January, 2019

AYES and in favor of said resolution:

Supervisors: DAVE PINE

CAROLE GROOM

DON HORSLEY

WARREN SLOCUM

DAVID J. CANEPA

NOES and against said resolution:

Supervisors: NONE

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Deputy Clerk of the Board of Supervisors



EXHIBIT C



From: Patricia Eaton

Sent: Thu, 24 Mar 2022 17:45:02 +0000

To:

Cc: John Eaton

Subject: Re: Follow-up re: County Resources (Fiber)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Ms. Stalzer,

Per the vendor’s update, please see below.
Thanks.

Patricia

1. Exact location within each facility that acted as the termination point for the conduit and 96 strands of fiber
terminated at: Digital Realty Data Center (200 Paul Ave.. San Francisco CA 94124); Pacifica City Hall
(170 Santa Maria Ave.. Pacifica CA 94044); Daly City Health Center (380 90% St.. Daly City CA 94015).

The construction up to the buildings is complete. The terminations inside the buildings are pending:

a. ISD supplying the required splicing diagrams to indicate the details of the termination per our
conversations with Marty Torres, Stormy Maddox and Tony Yuson, with input from Tat Lam and
Pete Garcia.

b. Granting vendor access to the buildings. Pacifica City Hall and Daly City Health Center have been
closed during the pandemic.

c. the current location in 200 Paul is Suite 101, Cage 4, Rack 1. This will be moved to Suite 303 to a
full cabinet in the next 30 to 45 days.

2. Of the 96 strands of fiber installed, how many were terminated at each location?
All 96 strands are at Pacifica City Hall, Daly City Health Center and 200 Paul. None are terminated, see answer to
question 1.

3. Were fiber patch cables installed to ensure that the fiber installation provided a continuous connection
from the Digital Realty Data Center to Pacifica City Hall?
Patches installation is pending IDS specifications and access to the facilities. Tests can only be done once that is
complete.

4. If patch cables were installed, which specific fiber strand counts were used?
See answer to question 3.

Patricia Eaton Direct: 415.299.8641 | Mobile: 415.282.1188 X 230
CFO Email: peaton@eatonassoc.com | Web: eatonassoc.com
(D@C]to m Address: 20 North Railroad Ave., San Mateo, CA 94401

This message is intended only for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential information. If you have received this communication in error, any use, dissemination, duplicating or printing is strictly
prohibited. Please destroy all electronic and paper copies and notify the sender immediately. Thank you



EXHIBIT D



From: Patricia Eaton

Sent: Fri, 1 Apr 2022 21:53:45 +0000
To:

Cc: John Eaton

Subject: Re: Follow up questions re: Fiber

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Ms. Stalzer,
These questions are concerning as they indicate a lack of understanding of this project, its historic purpose and its
current status from ISD, from whom the questions are likely originating.

So here is some background. The goal of this project was to have a County fiber backbone in north County to
connect those sites to the existing fiber network. The 96 strands that were installed are owned outright by the
County of San Mateo, and not leased through a vendor as the Zayo’s fiber is. The County opted to engage our
services to maintain, repair and mark the fiber locations for other construction projects to minimize the risk of
damage, similar to a break and fix warranty. This service plus the rent of space at Paul is what we are billing the
County on a monthly basis as per the agreed contract and SOW. Eaton and Associates is not managing this fiber;
ISD should be.

The design of the network, including the splicing information (which includes termination details) and sites that
will be included, are the responsibility of ISD as only the County knows what makes the most sense for them. It is
not our place to decide how that fiber should be used to build the County’s network.

It was also never the goal to terminate all 96 strands in the Pacifica City Hall and Daly City Health Center. The fiber
was intended to connect other County and local government facilities in North County, and ideally continue down
the coast to Half Moon Bay as well as to the existing County fiber network and potentially SAMCAT networks
whenever budgets would allow. Terminating all 96 strands in those two locations is misguided and a waste of the
County’s investment in fiber.

As a reminder, the original scope of the project was to go to HMB, but that was changed due to a budget
reduction. ISD was discussing which sites to include and how getting to HMB might get funded in the future. Then
covid came along and many government facilities closed, medical facilities became off-limits, and the North County
fiber backbone project was put on the back burner.

Please see below regarding your follow up questions.

1. If the termination inside the two facilities (Pacifica City Hall (170 Santa Maria Ave., Pacifica CA 94044);

Daly City Health Center (380 90" St., Daly City CA 94015)) is pending, where exactly is the fiber currently
located outside each of these structures?
Yes, the fiber is outside of Pacifica City Hall and Daly City Health Center, and inside of 200 Paul. We
requested the latest as-built drawings and will forward them to you when we receive them.

1. For verification, if the fiber is already within the facility at 200 Paul Suite 101, Cage 4, Rack 1, does this
mean all 96 strands are currently terminated?
The fiber is in the current cage, but is not currently terminated

1. Who is the current registered lease holder of the space at 200 Paul Suite 101, Cage 4, Rack 1, and does
the County have un-restricted access to that location presently?
Intermountain, our contractor, is leasing the half cabinet from DRT at 200 Paul




1. If the goal is to relocate the fiber currently located at 200 Paul Suite 101, Cage 4, Rack 1 to 200 Paul Suite
303 to a full cabinet in the next 30 to 45 days, who will be the registered lease holder of this new
location?

Intermountain will continue to be leasing the full cabinet from DRT.

Now with all due respect, these are the kind of projects and questions Mr. Eaton was handling on behalf of ISD
while under contract with the County of San Mateo. Those would be hours he would have logged in CSM’s time
tracking system and expected to be paid for. Therefore, you should understand that at this time, | have in good
faith and out of concern for the County of San Mateo spent enough time answering questions on a matter that
should be understood and managed by ISD.

Other than answering questions strictly related to our billing, any further requests to explain the history, the
current status and other concerns and issues with ISD’s projects, or to support and provide consulting services to
help ISD create a network design and corresponding splicing diagram, as we have done in the past, will not be
addressed for free. We would be open to discussing rates, statement of work and terms of payment, under the
right circumstances.

Sincerely,
Patricia Eaton Direct: 415.299.8641 | Mobile: 415.282.1188 X 230
CFO Email: peaton@eatonassoc.com | Web: eatonassoc.com

Q)@Qt@ M Address: 20 North Railroad Ave., San Mateo, CA 94401
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